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From the Associate Editor

The tenth anniversary of the Chernobyl nuclear accident, April 26,
1986, is being heralded with a variety of anti-nuclear scare stories in
the press. Some call for the shutdown of all the Chernobyl-style
RBMK nuclear plants, 15 of which are still operating. A just-released
Greenpeace “‘study,” for example, recommends that Bulgaria shut
down one of its reactors and replace the electricity by “switching to
energy-saving light bulbs.”

Never mentioned is the real tragedy: the fact that in ten years, we
could have built enough modern nuclear plants to replace all the old
Soviet-designed plants. Our Feature assesses what really happened
at Chernobyl, what the health effects are, what has been done, and
what has not been done. The story is an indictment, not just of the
Soviet bureaucracy—which allowed the disaster to happen, and did
not take even the simplest measures to protect the population—but
also of the world community, which, governed by free-market ideol-
ogy, has refused to give Ukraine the help it requires. Not only have we
refused assistance; we have forced Ukraine, and the other republics of
the former Soviet bloc, to adopt the shock therapy policy which has
plunged them into desperate poverty.

The same tragic blunder is being repeated around the world, as
we document elsewhere in this issue:

In Venezuela, President Caldera has, after two years of coura-
geous resistance, finally agreed to sign a deal with the devil: the
International Monetary Fund (IMF). Immediately, inflation soared,
capital flight took off, and the bolivar plummeted.

In Bosnia, the IMF and World Bank are putting hideous condi-
tionalities on even the most meager assistance for economic recon-
struction. We bring you the first report from a visit to Sarajevo by a
distinguished Schiller Institute delegation. Next week, we shall pub-
lish a comprehensive package on the discussions held there with top
Bosnian officials.

In Sudan, the British are demanding sanctions against a govern-
ment whose only “crime” is that it insists upon its sovereign right to
develop food self-sufficiency. See Strategic Studies for a report on a
Schiller Institute conference on the theme, “Stop Dirty British Imperi-
alist Operations Against Sudan.”
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International Monetary Fund
has invaded Venezuela

by Javier Almario

After two years of resisting pressures, both domestic and for-
eign, for his government to accept a severe “adjustment” pro-
gram which would reduce Venezuelans to generalized pov-
erty, Venezuelan President Rafael Caldera reluctantly
announced on April 15 a package of measures negotiated
with the International Monetary Fund. Caldera said that his
government is about to sign a formal accord with the IMF,
supposedly to stabilize the Venezuela economy.

Caldera announced a 1,000% increase in the price of gaso-
line, jacking up the price from 5, 10, and 14 bolivars to 50,
55,and 60 bolivars (effective April 15); the elimination of all
currency exchange controls (effective April 22), causing the
bolivar to immediately fall from 290 to the dollar to nearly
500; alifting of any ceiling on interest rates, both for lenders
and borrowers; and an increase in the Value-Added Tax
(VAT) from 12.5% to 16.5%, which will automatically boost
an inflation rate which had already reached 28% in the first
three months of this year. Experts are already predicting an
inflation rate of 100% by year’s end, as a result of the new
measures.

In explaining why Caldera agreed to sign an accord with
the IMF thathe hasrepeatedly rebuffed since coming to power
in 1994, Finance Minister Luis Rail Matos Azocar stated that
it was “like kissing a very cold face.”

As the only hold-out in a continent that has been beggared
by the British free-trade system known as “neo-liberalism,”
Venezuela had been under brutal pressure from the interna-
tional financial elites to follow the Mexican model of debt
repayment: devaluation, dollarization, privatization, starva-
tion. Lack of support from elsewhere in Ibero-America, and
from the Clinton administration—combined with cowardice,
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even treason, from Venezuela’s political class—has finally
forced the Caldera government, after 25 months of resistance,
to knuckle under.

The most significant impact of the announced IMF mea-
sures may well be spelled out in blood. Terrorist forces inside
the country are poised to exploit the nation’s outrage over the
new austerity plan. In a radio interview on April 18, U.S.
Presidential pre-candidate Lyndon LaRouche stated: “Cal-
dera was courageous in holding up as long as he did. The
minute that he made this concession, the response from the
Castroites—that is, this former Colonel Chévez, who is part
of the Sdo Paulo Forum, which is the major terrorist organiza-
tion in the Western Hemisphere, came out saying that this is
the beginning of their revolution.”

LaRouche added, “This undoubtedly came, in part, under
pressure from the United States itself . . . so this could be a
disaster for the Clinton administration during the election
period, because this could lead to an upheaval in Venezuela
even in this period, before the elections.”

Dire impact on prices

After Caldera’s announcement, freightrates wentup more
than 100%, and retail prices began to climb accordingly. At
least an 80% rise in the prices of imported goods is also ex-
pected, in a country where most articles are imported. Al-
though various government studies claim that the inflation
caused by the measures will only be 15 % in the first month, the
combination of increased gasoline prices with the devaluation
could produce an inflation rate of 80% in just one month.

The situation could get even worse, considering that the
government itself expects capital flight to push the dollar up
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to 700 bolivars in a matter of days. Planning Minister Teodoro
Petkoff has declared that the central bank of Venezuela will
'sell dollars on the market to defend the price of the national
currency. He suggested that in the first months of the IMF
plan, Venezuela could lose at least $3 billion, a figure much
higherthanthe $1.5 billion which the IMF is going to loan to
help “stabilize” the economy.

This capital flight will be paid for directly by Venezuelans
via the increase in gasoline prices. Since the oil industry is
still basically a state enterprise, any increase in the price of
fuel means added revenues to help reduce the fiscal deficit.
But in the pact with the IMF, it has been established that the
domestic price of a liter of gasoline must be equivalent to
85% of the price paid abroad for a liter of gasoline exported
by Venezuela, i.e., that the internal price has to continue to
be 14¢ in U.S. currency. Thus, if capital flight pushes the
exchange rate up to 900 bolivars per dollar, for example, the
14¢ will no longer be 55 bolivars, but 110, with the result that
the internal price of gasoline will double. :

To keep up the supply of dollars on the market, the State
oil industry (grouped under Petroleos de Venezuela, PDVSA)
has made a commitment to sell to the central bank all the
currency it eams abroad through oil sales, so that the central
bank can sell the currency on the free market to speculators.

Meanwhile, because interest rates have been freed from
all controls, the cost of some money has already gone from
an interest rate of 40% to 75%, for example, on credit cards.
It is expected that this will cause an epidemic of credit card
defaults. The interest rates on loans increased by 15%, from
40% to 55%. Deposits will likely increase, because of the
flashy rates, but the receivers of credit will diminish. In fact,
the waning middle class is canceling loan applications, espe-
cially in the housing sector, as are small and middle-sized
industrialists, today considered an endangered species.

The government and the IMF know very well that this
poses arisk to the banking system, but this is already worked
out with the government, through the Banking Emergency
Guarantees Fund (Fogade), the agency that picks up the
pieces. At present, 12 of the 35 national banks are hopelessly
bankrupt, and there are four which only remain to be offi-
cially liquidated.

The last attempt at saving the banks, in 1994, when the
Fogade injected 800 billion bolivars, merely let the bankers
take money from the state, buy dollars, and flee the country
with them—Ieaving millions of depositors holding the bag.
Meanwhile, Fogade ran up a debt that now amounts to more
than a trillion bolivars ($12 billion at the exchange rates then,
and $3.2 billion at today’s exchange rate). The debt is with
the central bank, which printed up the bolivars with which the
bankers bought their dollars, to then run off with them. The
World Bank credits that arrive in Venezuela under the new
accord areearmarkedfor saving and restructuring the national
financial system. Now, the government will not go into debt
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with the central bank of Venezuela to save the banks—but
with the World Bank.

One of the excuses for the package is the alleged need to
reduce the fiscal deficit. However, the biggest item in the
national budget is debt service payments, which take up 40%
of the budget. Alejandro Pefia Esclusa, secretary general of
the Venezuelan Labor Party, pointed out in a recent column
published in the daily Ultimas Noticias, that the package is
“doubly useless and immoral. . . . It is picking the pockets of
the neediest with the sole aim of paying the external debt.”
This is completely useless, because, he says, “the interna-
tional financial system is bankrupt; thus, it is doubly stupid to
sacrifice our people in order to sink together with the banks.”

Fear of renewed chaos

The mere announcement of Caldera’s speech set off a
spree of panic buying. Between April 15 and 16, people
poured into the shops, fearing, on the one hand, that the deal
would provoke looting and riots like those that occurred in
1989 when then-President Carlos Andrés Pérez announced a
similar program, and, on the other hand, wanting to use a their
savings to make their last purchases of food, clothing, and
other goods “at the old prices.” It was as if Venezuela were
on the verge of being bombed by an enemy and the people
were stocking up in fear of being unable to leave their homes.

The director of the daily El Nuevo Pais, Rafael Poleo,
compared the accord with the IMF to the Nazis’ invasion of
Poland in 1940. “The occupation of the Venezuelan economy
by the Fund [IMF] is now a fact. To discuss whether what
happened is bad or good makes as much sense as if the Czechs
or Poles of 1940 debated whether the measures imposed by
the Nazi invaders were any good,” wrote Poleo in his column
of April 16.

The accord’s secret clauses are even worse. The director
of the Mont Pelerinite Institute of Higher Administration
Studies (IESA), Hugo Farias, has demanded that the govern-
ment sell PDVSA, the state oil holding, and pay the debt with -
the proceeds. He also demanded the free circulation of the
dollar so that it can replace the bolivar, and that the central
bank be eliminated or reformed, since it would no longer have
any purpose, once the legal currency is the dollar. Farias’s
call was supported by Arturo Uslar Pietri, who also demanded
Caldera’s resignation because the President does not fully
believe in the IMF package.

Col. Hugo Chavez (ret.), who headed up the coup attempt
of Jan. 27, 1990, and whom Fidel Castro anointed chief of the
revolution in Ibero-America, said that the accord is the signal
he was waiting for, to launch an insurrection against Caldera
and the ruling institutions. As Pefia Esclusa has stated, “I
greatly fear that these measures will strip away all popular
support for the government, and will give credence to the
arguments of both the ultraleftists of the Sdo Paulo Forum
and of the corrupt bankers, to destabilize the country.”
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Federal Reserve policy
comes under scrutiny

by William Jones

Some Democratic legislators have threatened to hold up the
confirmation of Federal Reserve Board Chairman Alan
Greenspan, who was appointed by President Clinton to serve
another four-year term, in a matter that touches upon the more
fundamental issue of the role of the Federal Reserve System
in U.S. economic policy.

It was widely mooted that President Clinton, concerned
that the Fed’s restrictive policy under Greenspan’s manage-
ment would aggravate the economic situation prior to the
1996 elections, was considering replacing this Republican
appointee. Unwilling to provoke an additional braw] with the
Republican-dominated Senate by such a move, however, the
White House did want to get some counterweight to Green-
span’s influence, and therefore floated the name of New York
investment banker Felix Rohatyn for the post of Fed deputy
chairman, to replace outgoing Alan Blinder.

As soon as Rohatyn’s name came up, Senate Republicans
clearlyindicated thatthe Rohatyn nomination would be “dead
on arrival.” President Clinton characterized the Republican
response as “outrageous political treatment” of his nominee.
President Clinton reappointed Greenspan, and appointed the
less controversial Alice Rivlin to the deputy post. The Senate
Banking Committee, under Wall Street’s Al D’ Amato (R-
N.Y.), endorsed the Greenspan nomination on March 27.
Republicans hoped to confirm Greenspan by unanimous
consent.

Iowa Democrat Sen. Tom Harkin, however, indicated that
he was not at all happy with the Greenspan appointment, and
was considering holding the nomination up to debate. On
April 18, Greenspan marched up to Capitol Hill for a “cour-
tesy visit” with Harkin. Also participating in the meeting were
Democratic Senators Byron Dorgan (N.D.), Harry Reid
(Nev.), and Paul Wellstone (Minn). All four expressed their
concern about the Fed’s slow-growth monetary policy.

The policy issues
Thebyzantinemaneuveringsaroundthe Greenspannomi-
nation reflect a more fundamental ongoing debate about the
role of the Federal Reserve in economic policy. Most signifi-
cant for that debate has beentheseries ofhalf-hour nationwide
television broadcasts over the last two months by Democratic
Presidential candidate Lyndon LaRouche, in which
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LaRouche underlined the need for fundamental changes in
the Federal Reserve System. In his April 18 broadcast aired
on CBS, LaRouche warned: “The international monetary and
financial system is bankrupt! Hopelessly bankrupt. Nothing
can be done or should be done to try to save it. It’s gone. What
you should do, as in any hopelessly bankrupt firm, is you
should have the relevant governments put it into bankruptcy,
into receivership and bankruptcy reorganization, to prevent
social chaos; to ensure stability. That means that the Federal
Reserve System and its attached financial institutions must
be put into financial receivership. Now.” LaRouche has long
called for a return to the Hamiltonian system of National
Banking under the direction of the secretary of the Treasury
as mandated under Article 1, Section 8, of the U.S. Consti-
tution.

Although few legislators are prepared at this point to pub-
licly admit the truth of LaRouche’s prognosis, there are a
group of Democratic legislators who are nervous about the
manifest “instabilities” in the financial system. Attempting to
hold things together by piecemeal reform, they have neverthe-
less begun to pinpoint the role of the Fed as a major part of
the problem.

In a floor debate in the Senate on Feb. 3, 1995, Senator
Dorgan had criticized the “closed-door” sessions of the Fed-
eral Reserve: “Nobody ought to vote on monetary policy . . .
in any room, locked or unlocked, unless they are accountable
to the American people,” Dorgan said. Not prepared to tackle
the unconstitutional nature of the Fed head-on, Dorgan intro-
duced legislation which would increase Congressional, as
well as Executive branch oversight of the Fed. The measures
proposed included: accountability of anyone voting on mone-
tary policy, thus ruling out the Federal Reserve Bank presi-
dents who are accountable to no one but private bankers;
immediate disclosure of Fed decisions; publication of the Fed
budget as part of the budget of the United States; and regular
meetings between the Federal Reserve Board and the Execu-
tive branch, especially the Treasury secretary, so that mone-
tary policy and fiscal policy can be coordinated.

Although the Dorgan legislation failed to gain a majority,
the senator, a year later, on March 26, 1996, called for an
audit of the Federal Reserve Board, having, together with
Senator Reid, commissioned a General Accounting Office
report criticizing accounting procedures at the Fed. Dorgan
has again called for subjecting the Fed’s non-monetary policy
functions to the annual appropriations process.

Rohatyn, although he failed to get the Fed appointment,
has also entered the economic debate. In a Wall Street Journal
column on April 11, he called for a more expansive policy on
the part of the Fed, calling the projected Fed growth rate
targets of 2-2.5% “inadequate.” Rohatyn also called the
seven-year balanced budget concept, now accepted within
the Capital beltway as something of a bipartisan shibboleth,
“economically unrealistic and probably socially unac-
ceptable.”
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Interview: Dr. Randall C. Cutlip

National lab researcher says: ‘Mad Cow’
disease test still needs more work

Dr. Randall C. Cutlip is Research Leader of the Respiratory
and Neurologic Disease Research Unit of the National Ani-
mal Disease Center, in Ames, Iowa. The center employs about
260 people, and is part of the Agricultural Research Service
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). T he interview
was conducted by telephone on April 18 by EIR Agriculture
Editor Marcia Merry Baker.

EIR: On April 9, German television publicized work going
on at your lab, specifically, that done by Dr. Mary Jo Schmerr,
on developing a test that might be used in the near future—
perhaps year-end, or even six months from now—for the
presence of BSE (bovine spongiform encephalopathy, or
“Mad Cow” disease). Such a test could help to restrict the
number of cows that would need to be culled, and still protect
public and herd health. How far has this test been developed?
What is the time frame?

Cutlip: We have received lots of questions about that TV
coverage, which I haven’t seen, but I think that, basically,
what was said was correct. But there were a lot of qualifiers
with it. The test is still in the development stage. You can’t
say when it will be complete, and be useful—if ever. That
“six months,” I think, was in reference to the expected time
of validation of the tests on brain material, where there is a
known amount, or a known infectivity, of prion—the caus-
ative agent. We have no reason to believe that we will have a
test in six months, or a year, or two years. We may never
have one.

EIR: Is the nature of the work at present to measure the
protein substance? [Referred to as “prion,” defined below.]

Cutlip: Yes. Dr. Schmerr is working on a competitive inhibi-
tion type test, where a peptide that is identical to parts of the
prion protein is labeled with something you can identify—in
this case, you use fluorescein. And you put antibody with it.
The specific antibody will react with both prion and pep-
tide—that’s the competitive part of it. And depending on
how much of the peptide is tied up, you can tell whether
there is any prion there or not. If all the peptide is tied up,
then you know that there’s no prion there. If just part of it
is tied up, then you know the prion is also attracting the
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antibody. In other words, the antibody is sticking to the
prion as well as to the peptide.

Dr. Schmerr is using the capillary electrophoresis system
to identify the labelled peptide. So that’s basically what the
test is. And it works. She can take a piece of brain from a
sheep with scrapie [spongiform encephalopathy—sheep],
and identify prion. Whether it will work consistently, and
whether it will identify extremely small amounts—it has
that potential, certainly—we just don’t know yet.

And there are other things we don’t know about it. We are
talking about a live animal test. We don’t know where the
prion is located in the live animal, and it has to be some place
we can get to.

EIR: What have you been looking at so far? Spinal cord?
Cutlip: We haven’t done anything except on brain. The test
that Dr. Schmerr has working, is a test on scrapie, on sheep
brains of dead animals. We haven’t actually looked at any
live animals yet. We’ve got tissue that has been saved back
from certain animals that we will work with first.

EIR: There are press reports of a team at the National Insti-
tutes of Medicine in Bethesda, Maryland, working on a poten-
tial BSE test, which project that technicians could use it to
test perhaps 2,000 cows a month. How long has Dr. Schmeer
been working on a test, and what’s involved?

Cutlip: Dr. Schmerr started work on her test several months
ago. Almost all of these tests are rather labor-intensive. The
test that Dr. Schmerr is working on doesn’t take very long,
but preparation of the material takes almost 24 hours. How-
ever, that doesn’t mean it would take 24 hours per test. It’s
the centrifugation that takes so long, i.e., separating the prion
protein from the rest of the material.

EIR: What about the pathogen that is called “prion” [pro-
nounced pree-on, for proteinaceous infectious particle]? In
the 1960s, there was the first discussion of protein particles
with no apparent nucleic acid. Then in the 1970s, came Prof.
Stanley Pruisiner, and others, who discussed “prions.” Then,
in the 1980s, more became known about so-called “prion
diseases.” Could you give some overview about this prion
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pathogen, and the various patterns of spongiform encephalo-
pathy in different species?

Cutlip: The patterns of the lesions vary tremendously, de-
pending on the genotype of the host, as well as the type of the
prion protein. Prion protein is produced by the host. It does
not replicate the way bacteria, or viruses, do. It is actually a
product of the host, that is changed by another prion molecule
that has invaded the nervous system. The invading prion is
notreplicated. The prion of the host animal is changed to look
like the part that invades.

EIR: This seems to be the context in which questions about
“species jump” could be put into perspective. There is a lot
of sensationalist speculation in the media.

Cutlip: Each species produces, and actually, different ani-
mals within a species, can produce, a different type of prion.
They have slightly different amino acid sequences. That’s
based on the genetic type of that individual.

EIR: In laymen’s terms, could it be said that the reason to
worry more about contaminated cattle product potentially in-
fecting humans, thanscrapie sheep productinfecting humans,
is that there might be more compatibility, or similarity on the
amino acid level, between cattle and humans, than between
sheep and humans? In other words, we have had scrapie for a
couple hundred years in different places in the world, and we
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This cow was partially
paralyzed in giving birth
to a calf, but is expected
to recover. Because of
the current outbreak of
bovine spongiform
encephalopathy (“Mad
Cow” disease), whole
herds are being culled,
for lack of a test that
could determine which
animals are actually
infected. Such a test is in
the early phases of
development at the
National Animal Disease
Center.

haven’t been fearfully giving up Easter lamb or mutton stew.
But there is worry about BSE “jumping” to humans?
Cutlip: Prions of sheep and cattle are both fairly far away
from human prion. Sheep and cattle are close. I think cattle is
a little bit more dissimilar [to humans] than sheep. Cattle
prion differs, I think, in about 30 amino acids from human
prion. But that doesn’t say that there’s not a small section of
it, a small part of it, that’s quite similar.

EIR: And that’s the interesting part?
Cutlip: Well, it could be. Nobody knows for sure. Theoreti-
cally, it could be important.

EIR: How long has scrapie been around?

Cutlip: The first description that appears to be scrapie, was
about 250 years ago. In the United States, it’s been here only
about 50 years. The first diagnosis was in 1947.

It’s in most countries. Australia and New Zealand claim
to be free of it. It is probably, as far as incidence, as great in
the United Kingdom as any place now. Not too long ago
there was a paper published indicating that the incidence there
could be as much as in the 30% range, or even 40%, of the
flocks infected.

In the United States, there are somewhere around 30 to
50 flocks a year, that are officially diagnosed as having the
disease.
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The United States has had a scrapie control program since
1952.1tis now avoluntary program. It is a little unpredictable,
what is going to happen now.

EIR: Iunderstand that USDA experimentation began around
1979, to see whether the scrapie agent was transmissable to
cattle. Was your lab the location of that?

~ Cutlip: That’s what we did. We tried to transmit, by injecting
scrapie material (brains of sheep), directly into the brains of
cattle. We did transmit it that way. The incubation period was
14-18 months; they died up to five’ months later. And the
disease produced was not like BSE; whereas, BSE cattle are
hyper-excitable, our cattle were very lethargic. The lesions
are different: very little in the way of lesions in ours, whereas
in BSE, lesions are very significant. And, the signs were dif-
ferent; and, the distribution of the prion protein in the brain
was different: It just wasn’t BSE.

EIR: Are there other lines of experimentation that should be
pointed out? Did you try to transmit by ingestion?

Cutlip: Yes. We tried to transmit it by feeding raw scrapie .

brain, and rendered sheep with scrapie. And so far, in five and
a half years, those cattle are still normal.

There was raw brain material one time, one feeding, when
they were baby calves. And then we fed rendered material
from flocks of sheep with known scrapie. We fed that for
about a year.

EIR: On the issue of improperly rendered sheep parts, as is
reported to have occurred in Britain in the 1980s, when they
deregulated the conditions in the feed industry—Ilower tem-
perature and pressure used in rendering. Do you think that the
verdict is in, that that is what caused the BSE to show up in
England? Or, do you think that conclusion is unwarranted,
though, as a precaution, the looser rendering conditions
should still not have been allowed?

Cutlip: I think there is a good chance that is how BSE got
started. Actually, that practice was started in the United
States. Before that, in the batch method, they were using
organic solvents to extract fat. And there was concern, or
pressure put on the rendering people, to stop that, simply
because they were using some carcinogenic agent. It
wasn’t voluntary.

EIR: That sounds like the 1970s greenie movement; was
it crazy?

Cutlip: Not necessarily. You don’t want to be eating a car-
cinogen either, do you?

EIR: No.Butllike experts—scientists, not fanatics—to take
care of my food and feed supply.

Cutlip: Just working with it the way they were doing, was
dangerous. I’m not sure of all of the solvents, but I understand
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that there was benzene being used sometime—obviously, a
carcinogen.

So they quit for that reason, and went to the continuous
flow process. The heat isn’t quite as high; they can adjust it.
But, if you take protein like that, and heat it much above what
they were doing, and you destroy the protein, then you reduce
the values of feed. Soit’s a tight range that they’re working in.

EIR: How is scrapie transmitted in sheep and goats?
Cutlip: The route of transmission in sheep isn’t known ex-
actly, butit’s thought to be primarily around the time of birth.
Sheep do eat placenta, as many animals do. Whether that’s
totally it, or not, nobody really knows.

Again, scrapie can be transmitted by oral route, that’s
confirmed. Whether the lamb picks it up from inhalation of
placental fluids, or just exactly how, that’s not really known.
But there seems to be something that’s associated with the
birth-time that’s important.

EIR: Why did BSE first show up in England? Why didn’t it
first appear here in the United States?

Cutlip: The risk factors are much less here. There are fewer
sheep—Iless scrapie. The ratio of sheep to cattle is much,
much less. There are over 100 million head of cattle and 7 or
8 million head of sheep in the United States. Whereas, in the
United Kingdom, there are 11 million head of cattle, and
something over 40 million head of sheep. The exposure there,
was far, far greater than here.

EIR: Istheworking theory thatingestion of enough contami-
nated stuff, where the risk factors were present, is sufficient
to account for cattle getting the disease? Is the ingestion hy-
pothesis still reasonable, even though the grouping of cattle
that you are studying, in the experimental circumstances in
which you are feeding the agent, may or may not show the
disease?
Cutlip: It may be that we don’t have the agent. If BSE came
from sheep, we may not have the agent in the United States
that is present in the United Kingdom. They have far more
types of prion there than we do. Researchers have shown that
in Great Britain there are at least 20 types. There are different
types, depending on differences in amino acids in the prion
protein.

Because scrapie occurs primarily in one breed of sheep in
the United States, it’s been speculated that there are only a
few, or one or two types of scrapie prion in the United States.
It is primarily in the Suffolk breed in the United States. What
we have was imported from England, and it may have come
in as a single type of scrapie prion.

EIR: Are there any “mad hogs” these days? Or other major

food source animals affected? What about the zoo animals?
Cutlip: Hogs seem to be quite resistant. There have been
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some in England, experimentally infected. Some of them
were infected. I am not sure of the number; the study is still
ongoing. But I don’t think that any of them were affected by
feeding material. There are some zoo animals in Great Britain
that were affected. These are mainly Bovidae class animals.
[Bovine, or ruminants, include: oxen, cattle, buffalo, bison,
and close relatives.]

EIR: Has the U.S. changed the rendering process in recent
years, given what happened in England?

Cutlip: Notthat I’'m aware of. They have stopped rendering
sheep carcasses.

EIR: On the issue of feed: What about the advisability of
increasing the protein content of feed by cycling in rendered
animal protein product? Was there a big trend to this in the
last 15-20 years, and not before that?

Cutlip: I think it has increased. It isn’t nearly as great in the
United States as it is in the U.K., because here we use a lot of
proteins from soybeans as supplement, and they have less
there. Soybeans cost more. Rendering and recycling by-prod-
ucts is lower cost.

EIR: What about the possibility of the 10 cases of non-con-
ventional CJD [Creutzfeldt-Jakob disease, the human form of

Campaign
®  Is On the
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spongiform encephalopathy, fatal and rare] now under study
in Britain, having occurred because the people ingested some-
thing from the BSE-contaminated cattle product?

Cutlip: Idon’t know anything, except what I see in the pa-
pers and journals. The link is not absolutely proven, but you
can’t discount it either. It’s a possibility. We won’t know that
until we have a little more time that passes; a year or so, and
we should know.

EIR: Obviously, you can’t carry out experiments on people
by injecting them with the agent. But, what studies are you
watching for results that are relevant?

Cutlip: Dr. Collinge’s work in London. He’s worked with
mice homozygous for the human prion gene, and this is very
interesting: He has a year or two to go on that. It will be
interesting to see the results. These are transgenic mice—
mice that carry the human gene for prion, and that have the
mouse prion gene removed. And they were inoculated with
BSE agent.

So far, I think it’s been about two years, and none of them
have died. If they live, it pretty well means that it is hard to
induce BSE in mice with the human prion gene, and therefore
it’s not likely to occur in people with the same type of prion
gene.

EIR: And your own tests?
Cutlip: Theplanistokeepthe cattle for 8 years. We’ve been
following them for 5.5 years now, and we will keep them for
at least 2.5 to 3 years more.

There are 12 of the ones that were being fed the rendered
material. And 8 of the ones that were fed the raw scrapie
brain material. The raw material was fed just one time, when
they were one to two days old. The others were fed for
about a year with the meat and bone meal, and tallow, or
fat, that we had.

EIR: If there were plenty of money and proper support for
public health and animal health, what else do you think we
should be doing? What studies? What aggressive approaches
against diseases? More compensation for farmers?

Cutlip: I think there are other approaches to a method to
diagnose it. Particularly, there is a great deal of interest in
looking at methods to identify the prion protein in food
products, and so forth, and in medicinal products—products
from cattle and sheep that are used for other purposes, than
used in human foods. A test like that would be quite use-
ful.

We also have some interest in looking at some other
agents, particularly in mule deer and elk, that are very similar
to scrapie in sheep, and see what that does in cattle. We
plan to do that, probably this fall.

EIR: What about using irradiation? Is it the case that irradia-
tion won’t work for this kind of agent?
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Cutlip: That’s what the literature says. That experiment was
done quite a few years ago, in the 1960s or early 1970s, and
there was no effect on it. I don’t know of any more experimen-
tal work that has been done. Anything that would destroy the
BSE agent would pretty well destroy the beef.

EIR: As a researcher, are you especially interested in any
particular anomalous aspect of the prion diseases? Other ani-
mal types? Ranch minks? Is what’s coming out so far, falling
into line with your own animal prion studies?
Cutlip: Ithink itis. As far as [ know, it all fits in; there is just
so much that is not known about it. It’s hard to make any
predictions at all. I feel that it all fits very nicely with the prion
theory, as I understand it. What we need to do, is to finally
pin down what is going on, to find ways to control it.

It’s not really a slow virus; it’s not a virus at all, if the
prion theory is correct. It’s strictly an abnormal host protein
that is infectious, in some cases.

EIR: There is controversy over what rate of culling is called
for. InIreland, for example, one animal diagnosed sick, meant
the whole herd was culled—even presuming the problem was
acommon feed factor, and not transmission between animals.
Whereas, in Britain, that approach was not taken.

Cutlip: How many should be culled? If you want my true
opinion, I think that the British people who saw this disease
early, namely, Dr. Wells, who first diagnosed it, and Dr.
Wilesmith, who is the main epidemiologist working on it, and
Mike Dawson, who worked on the experimental transmission
a great deal—I think they’ve done an excellent job in under-
standing, and getting things under control as quickly as they
did.

It was diagnosed in 1986, and by 1988, a ban on feeding
ruminant by-products back to ruminants was in effect. The
whole community got it under control there rather quickly,
and, now, the incidence has been dropping dramatically.
[The number of BSE cases peaked in December 1992; then
declined to less than one-third of the peak rate, and is still
declining. Overall, from 1986 to September 1995, an esti-
mated 156,000 head were diagnosed with BSE in Britain,
in more than 32,000 herds.—ed.] That’s a remarkable control
of a disease which we know very little about. I think they’ve
done a good job. I know they are being criticized: I think
it’s not fair.

EIR: Would you differentiate between some of the epidemi-
ologists, researchers, farmers, and others, as opposed to the
ideological people in the Thatcher government from
1979-90?

Cutlip: They could have done a lot more. But in the early
phases of this disease, they didn’t know how devastating
this was going to be. They probably looked at it, comparing
it to scrapie in sheep, and it doesn’t act quite the same way.
I think it’s been a remarkable control program effort.
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Labor in Focus by Marianna Wertz

Unions versus Conservative Revolution

Two labor conventions in Washington, D.C. mapped out strategy
to regain Democratic control of Congress.

The 104th Congress has been an un-
mitigated horror show for organized
labor and the millions of union and
non-union working Americans whose
interests they represent. The Republi-
can majority, led by House Speaker
Newt Gingrich (R-Ga.), has been at-
tempting to pass legislation, including
parts of the “Contract with America,”
which would eliminate virtually every
right won by unions since the Great
Depression in the 1930s—from the
Davis-Bacon Act, which mandates
that construction work on federal con-
tracts be done by union workers at the
prevailing wage, to the closed union
shop, to a livable minimum wage.

Two large labor conventions held
in Washington, D.C. during the week
of April 21 took aim at defeating the
self-professed Republican “revolu-
tionaries” and reelecting President
William Clinton, while giving the
President the kind of policy direction
the unionists think he needs. The
United Auto Workers (UAW) Na-
tional Community Action Program,
with about 1,500 delegates, met in
annual convention on April 21-24; the
Building and Construction Trades
Department, AFL-CIO (BCTD), with
about 4,000 delegates, held its an-
nual legislative convention on April
22-24.

While the content and debate at
these conventions fell woefully short
of what is required, as the nation con-
fronts what Democratic Presidential
candidate Lyndon LaRouche has
called economic chaos and disaster,
the urgency of acting now, to effect a
complete shift of government in No-
vember, was communicated loudly

and clearly at both conventions.

Howard Owens, former assistant
director for Region Six of the UAW
(nine western states) and currently
western director for the National
Council of Senior Citizens, summed
up the impact of the conventions in an
interview with EIR on April 23:

“What I think they’re doing here
is developing a tremendous pep rally
for trying to get out people to the elec-
tions next fall, get people involved
and working in those and trying to
generate the kind of support that will
be necessary in order to have a turn-
around in the elections, to reelect
Clinton and try to get the Congress
back. There’s seems to be an awful
lot of spirit and optimism here, that
that can happen.”

The tight coordination of the labor
movement with thathandful of Demo-
crats in the administration and Con-
gress whom EIR has identified as play-
ing key roles in the fight to give
competent economic policy direction
to President Clinton (see EIR, April
26, p. 65), is evident from the overlap-
ping speakers list at the two conven-
tions:

Besides First Lady Hillary Clin-
ton, who opened the UAW conven-
tion, and Vice President Al Gore, who
closed the BCTD convention, the ma-
jor speakers included Sen. Edward
Kennedy (D-Mass.) and House Mi-
nority Whip David Bonior (D-Mich.),
who addressed both conventions; La-
bor Secretary Robert Reich, who ad-
dressed the Building Trades; and
House Minority Leader Richard
Gephardt (D-Mo.) and Senate Minor-
ity Leader Thomas Daschle (D-S.D.),

who both addressed the UAW con-
vention.

All the speakers stressed the ur-
gent necessity (and real possibility) of
defeating the incumbent Conservative
Revolution faction in Congress in the
November elections. AFL-CIO Presi-
dent John Sweeney, addressing the
BCTD convention on April 22, set the
tone by declaring that “Newtie and the
Blowhards” have “declared war on
unions” and are “hell-bent to cripple
worker organizations.” He called 1996
the “mostimportant yearinthe history
of the labor movement,” because of
the necessity to defeat this Conserva-
tive Revolution crowd.

Labor Secretary Reich seconded
Sweeney, saying, “This is a critical
time in our nation’s history.” He urged
the 4,000 delegates to the Building
Trades convention, who were prepar-
ing to spend half a day lobbying on
Capitol Hill, to fight to strengthen eco-
nomic security, including guarantee-
ing pensions, decent wages, health
care, and job safety for all Americans.
He particularly emphasized the need
to increase the minimum wage, calling
it “an issue of simple, basic fairness.”

In their addresses on April 23 to
the UAW convention, Representative
Gephardt and Senator Kennedy both
emphasized the importance of the
Democrats retaking control of Con-
gress in the November election. Gep-
hardt told the delegates that a Demo-
cratic majority in the House in 1997
will mean that “a lot of the things that
the Republicans have been doing that
harm people will never come up,” be-
cause the majority party sets the
agenda. He said that people will vote
for the Democrats’ ‘“agenda for
progress.”

“Our workers are asking for help,”
Gephardtsaid, “tore-create the Amer-
ican dream. Families can’t be families
without a livable wage. That’s the
most important family value.”
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Report from Bonn by rainer Apel

Christian economics rejects austerity

The Christian Democratic Labor Committees are taking on a
fight with the government’s budget-cutters.

Chancellor Helmut Kohl and his
cabinet are running into opposition to
their austerity policies from within
their own political ranks: the Christian
Democratic  Labor  Committees
(CDA), which are a minority among
the German labor unions, but control
almost a third of the Bonn coalition’s
parliamentary majority. The CDA, at
a 50th anniversary convention in K&-
nigswinter on April 17, stirred up the
entire political landscape with its at-
tacks on the direction of economic
policy.

The CDA intervention was a wel-
come change from the otherwise gen-
erally sterile debate over labor policy.
At a “labor and social policy roundta-
ble” at the chancellor’s office on April
23, nothing was achieved. Labor and
government quarrels about the “fair”
distribution of planned cuts in the fed-
eral budget among the German popu-
lation, could not be bridged. On the
one hand, the government wants to
reduce FY 1997 spending by 50-60
billion deutschemarks ($33-40 bil-
lion), at the expense of the social wel-
fare and research funds; on the other
hand, the ideological obsessions of
the budget-cutters to reduce the role
of the State as much as possible,
makes any agreement impossible
among social partners in a country
that has always had a strong role for
the State, as the centerpiece of the
social welfare system.

Chancellor Kohl (Christian Dem-
ocratic Union) and his cabinetare con-
fident that, sooner or later, they will
be able to break the labor movement’s
resistance, because the opposition So-
cial Democrats, with which the labor

unions have traditionally been linked,
are in a state of political disarray and
pose noreal challenge to the governing
coalition in Bonn.

The CDA has not, inthe past, been
much better than the Social Demo-
cratic labor unionists. But it does re-
spect the principles of Catholic social
doctrine, which the vatican, and espe-
cially John Paul II, have emphasized;
the rest of the labor movement prefers
to be strictly anti-clerical.

Further, the CDA has links to the
American labor movement which date
from the postwar period and the AFL-
CIO’s support against communism. It
also has links to the French Force
Ouvriere (FO) labor union, which, in
turn, has hed ties with the AFL-CIO
for decades. I'his is not to say that ev-
erything that has occurred along these
communication lines in the past, has
been good; but in the present situation,
such ties can be important in combat-
ting British free-market liberalism and
the budget-cutters. The momentum of
U.S. labor under the new AFL-CIO
leadership of John Sweeney has, in-
deed, not gone unnoticed in the press
here (see Labor in Focus, p. 12).

At the CDA’s recent convention,
its national chairman, Rainer Eppel-
mann, said that the gulf between rich
and poor was widening as a result of
the government’s policies, and that
this was intolerable, from the stand-
point of Christian values. Therefore, a
Christian Democratic government
should not have a budget and taxation
policy that favored the rich, he said.
He attacked the Free Democrats, the
Christian Democratic Union’s minor
coalition partner, as the spearhead of

“escalated efforts to undermine the so-
cial market economy system and re-
place it with laissez-faire capitalism.”

That attack eamed Eppelmann
and the CDA the outrage of the entire
camp of free-market liberals, and a
flood of angry commentaries in the
press. Economic policy editor Jiirgen
Jeske of the Frankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung, a follower of Adam Smith,
in a lead editorial on April 19, at-
tacked the CDA’s role as a catalyst
for what he called a “grand coalition
in defense of the social welfare State,”
that was sabotaging allegedly “over-
due reforms.” .

And on April 20, Rainer Hank re-
served a full page in the paper’s week-
end edition, for polemics against the
“political romanticism” of organiza-
tions like the CDA (though he con-
ceded that the government and the
budget-cutters were running into big
problems, given this depth of politi-
cal resistance).

It was the same Eppelmann, who,
atthe CDA convention, wamed “those
who want to abolish the social welfare
State” to recall what the leadership of
France had experienced just a few
months ago. He said that a “take-
down, or even crushing, of the social
system” would “endanger the social
peace.” How important this peace is,
has been shown in the case of France,
where the government tried to mobi-
lize money for its budget through bru-
tal cuts in social welfare programs.
The nationwide strike that was pro-
voked by that, at the end of last year,
paralyzed the French economy for
weeks and burdened it with a net loss
of about to $5.3 billion, as Eppelmann
reminded the German elites. Chancel-
lor Kohl should remember well, in-
deed, that during the French strike
wave, he took all planned budget cuts
off the agenda for the time being, to
remove any trigger for French-style
unrest in Germany.
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Business Briefs

Debt

Stop ‘strangling’
nations, says cardinal

Mexico’s Cardinal Juan Sandoval Ifiiguez
said that international financial institutions
must stop “strangling” nations, in a sermon
at the Basilica of Guadalupe, Mexico’s na-
tional shrine, the daily El Sol reported on
April 19. Citing Pope John Paul II's Apos-
tolic Letter “Toward the Second Jubilee,”
Cardinal Sandoval underlined “the necessity
thatthe large creditor countries of the Mexi-
can nation forgive the foreign debts of Mex-
ico, or, at least, reduce the enormous interest
on the foreigndebt, which constantly bleeds
the scarce resources of the nation.”

. “It would be good,” he said, “if the pow-
erful nations and the international financial
organizations were to relent, and stop stran-
gling the poor countries. Taking as an exam-
ple what happened in the Old Testament, in
this year of 2000 which is the Great Jubilee,
there should be forgiveness of debts, of the
enormous debts which individuals hold over
families and society, subjecting them to ever
greater ruin.”

The cardinal reminded the 2,000 pil-
grims that Pope Paul VI had warned of “the
culture of death . . . [which] is claiming its
victims from among the population,” with
the economic crises, injustice, unemploy-
ment, corruption, hunger, and other ills.

Mexican television news programs re-
ported that the cardinal was speaking of the
debts held by domestic banks.

Germany

Jobs lost to currency
turbulence, outsourcing

Currency turbulence has killed 1 million jobs
since 1989, said Hans-Olaf Henkel, presi-
dentoftheindustrialemployers organization
BDI, ina speech at the industrial fairin Leip-
zig on April 11. He said currency turbulence
wasthe main job killer forthe Germanexport
sector, which led to a significant loss of the
German share in international trade. About
600,000 industrial jobs and another 400,000
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inservices have been wiped out.

Representatives of the German Machine
Producers Association said that damage
caused by the foreign exchange volatility
will not be ameliorated by the European cur-
rency union. The main competitors of Ger-
man machine producers, which export 60%
of their product, are countries in Asia, the
United States, Italy, and Switzerland, none of
which will be members of the currency
union.

Meanwhile, German companies will
havecreated 260,000 jobs abroad since 1990,
by the end of this year, a survey published in
Cologne on April 15 by the German Con-
gress of Industry and Commerce (DIHT)
documented. Thereis also amarked increase
in outsourcing: During 1990-94, Germanin-
vestors created 210,000 jobs abroad; over
1994-97, itis estimated that another 250,000
jobs will have been created outside of Ger-
many. The ratio of investments abroad,
against those in Germany, was 4 to 1 already
at the end of 1995, and the tendency is in-
creasing. The DIHT survey, which portrays
this development as a “success story,” was
compiled by analysts of the Institute of Ger-
man Industry, based inC-

Banking

Swiss bank fights off
‘shareholder value’ crowd

Union Bank of Switzerland, the largest and
one of the country’s most conservative
banks, has fought off, for the moment, an at-
tempt by “Anglo-Saxon shareholder value”
advocates to take over the bank, in its annual
shareholders meeting in mid-April, the Ger-
man business daily Handelsblatt reported.
With more than 6,000 people in attendance,
CEO Robert Studer was reelected chairman
with 62% of the vote, defeating the efforts
of major shareholder Martin Ebner, a devo-
tee of the British “shareholder value” corpo-
raterevolution, to force drastic restructuring.
(See last week’s EIR, p. 4, for an analysis of
the “shareholder value” concept.)

Ebner accused Studer and UBS manage-
ment of “failing to maximize shareholder
value during his eight years” as head of Swit-
zerland’s strongest and most profitable bank.

Ebner had proposed drastic jobs cuts and ra-
tionalization in order to maximize dividend
payout to shareholders.

Ebner boasts that he was the first to intro-
duce stock index derivatives in Swiss finance
in the 1980s. Ebner, head of BZ Bank Group,
proposes a new bank board committed to
slashing costs, personnel, and to dumping
the traditional major cross-share holdings of
UBS in the main industrial companies of
Switzerland.

Lyndon LaRouche commented on the
fight in an interview with “EIR Talks” on
April 17. Originally, he said, experts around
the bank were enthusiastic about derivatives,
and “defended them against our criticisms
quite vehemently. Then, a year or so ago,
they changed their tune and said that of
course we had been right. . . . Infinancial cir-
cles in Europe, and openly so on the conti-
nent, it’s recognized that derivatives are lu-
nacy, and that the bubble of derivatives
speculation is about to pop.”

Economic Policy

Bankers prepare to
enforce bolder looting

Charles Dallara, managing director of the In-
stitute of International Finance, representing
the biggest British Empire, U.S., Japanese,
Swiss, and allied bankers, said that there is
now a “consensus” that in the next big fi-
nancial crisis, there should be no financial
bailout, such as there was in the Mexican cri-
sis, but a “market-based strategy.” He spoke
at a press conference in Washington, D.C.
on April 18 ontheeve of the meetings of the
International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the
Group of 10 finance ministers. Dallara’s
view represents a more aggressive looting
policy.

The government of the country in which
the crisis occurs should undertake “bold ad-
justment policies,” i.e., drastic free-market
liberalization of the subject national econ-
omy, and ripping down “structural rigidi-
ties” such as tariff and labor protection.

Dallara said that if such action is “com-
bined with asset price movements,” i.e., low-
ering the price of national assets for sale to
foreign financiers, the crisis can be solved by
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enticing “the flow of new capital” by private
investors into the stricken country. He
pointed to Argentina as a model for success-
ful looting of the recommended type.

However, Dallara warned, “officials
have been considering standstills on pay-
ments to foreign lenders and investors . . .
as well as formal international bankruptcy
mechanisms. . . . Authorities seem to be in-
trigued by stepping in and declaring a stand-
still.” He declined to say which “authorities”
were thinking along these lines, but he scorn-
fully rejected debt relief for countries that
have “shown themselves to be such poor per-
formers.”

Dallara repeatedly jabbed at democratic
elections, in India, in Ibero-America, eastern
Europe, and even in the United States, as an
impediment to the needed drastic economic
“reforms.”

According to an IMF official who re-
mained anonymous, the Fund is not prepared
to deal with another Mexico-style shock, the
Austrian daily Die Presse reported on
April 16.

Petroleum

Skyrocketing prices
not due to shortages

An analyst in the U.S. Department of Ener-
gy’s Analysis Division presented evidence
on April 18 that there is not a shortage of oil
production worldwide which would account
for the sharp increase in oil prices. The price
of a contract for a barrel of crude on the New
York Mercantile Exchange sold on April 17
for $24.47, up 24% from its level of $19.83
onJan. 1. Accordingly, prices have skyrock-
eted at the gasoline pump. It would appear
that the increase in oil prices is being manu-
factured by the British-controlled energy
cartel, led by Royal Dutch Shell, for geopo-
litical reasons, most likely including a desire
to politically damage President Clinton.

The DOE’s “Short-Term Energy Out-
look” reported worldwide oil supply to be at
67.5 million barrels per day for 1994, and
67.1 mbd supply; 69.6 mbd demand for
1995, and 69.7 mbd supply; and projected
demand of 71.4 mbd for 1996, and projected
supply of 71.4 mbd.
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Were there a shortage of oil, production
capacity could be increased in several places
in the world to immediately increase output.
In fact, if the oil companies were advancing
their own interests, they would normally in-
crease output to take advantage of the higher
prices; but the Six Sisters (Chevron bought
Gulf Oil in 1984) are deployed for the pur-
poses of the British Empire.

For 1996, not factoring in the potential
of increased Iraqi oil production, according
to the analyst, the DOE had forecast that pro-
duction would be so strong that oil prices
would fall.

Oil could also be quickly imported. It
takes 30-40 days to getoilfrom Saudi Arabia
to the U.S. southwest (which imports 64%
of the oil imported into the United States),
down to six days from Venezuela, to three
days from Mexico.

Europe
Laissez-faire will kill
rail commodity transport

A continuation of laissez-faire policies will
killcommodity transport by railin Europe by
early next century, the 15 European Union
transport ministers concluded at a confer-
ence in Rome on April 13.

In 1970, some 32% of all commodity
transport in western Europe went by rail, as
compared to 49% by road. Today, it is down
to 16% by rail, compared to 70% by road;
and it is estimated that it will drop to 5% by
rail and 80% by road by 2010, if present
trends continue. The meeting concluded that
the 14 authorized EU Trans-European Nets
(TENSs) infrastructure projects are not pro-
ceeding fast enough to halt the overall trend
of decreasing transport by rail.

Because of the fiscal conservatism of the
15 EU finance ministers thatconvenedin Ve-
ronaatthesametime, the transport ministers
did not come out in favor of a bigger role for
the state to help overcome the financial bot-
tlenecks of the TENS. Instead, they resolved
to establish yet another “expert group” to
work out private-sector alternatives to state
funds for the projects. This, however, is ex-
actly the approach that has failed under the
laissez-faire policy of the EU.

Briefly

ONE-THIRD of all rubber gloves
used in medicine do not provide reli-
able protection against bacteria and
AIDS-related viruses, scientists at the
Medical College in Milwaukee, Wis-
consin have discovered, the German
daily Die Welt reported on March 27.
An infectious agent, similar in size
to an AIDS virus, had no difficulty
reaching the hand.

FOREIGN INVESTMENT in the
Philippines rose 27.5%in 1995, led by
the U.K. and Hongkong, according to
Central Bank statistics. Authorities
credit therise to the Fidel Ramos gov-
ernment’s liberalization of the bank-
ing sector and deregulation of public
transport, Business Worldreported in
March. But direct investment in local
industries declined 7.6%.

A DESALINATION plant is being
tested in Western Australia, the April
9 Canberra Times reported. The test
is to involve conventional pre-treat-
ment of seawater, reverse osmosis
filtration, and micro-filtration tech-
nology, and is expected to cost less
than $100,000.

ARGENTINA’S heavy water plant
at Arroyitos has been shut down,
thanks to the Menem government’s
economic program. The plant was
opened in 1994, the only such plant
in Ibero-America. Because of budget
cuts, and shortage of personnel, it was
only able to produce 16 of 30 tons of
heavy water sold to South Korea, the
daily Clarin reported April 15.

THE LAOTIAN govenment is
building 23 dams to produce electricity,
but its proposed Nam Theun 2 dam,
which would generate 1,500 mega-
watts, and $1 billion over 25 years, is
being held up by the World Bank and
Green organizations, the Paris daily
Libération reported on April 10.

BCA FORETRENDS, of the Bank
Credit Analyst Group, in an April in-
vestment advisory, wrote of the U.S.
market: “With bond yields rising,
speculation high, and the profit boom
cooling, the unthinkable—another
crash—could erupt.”

Economics
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Ten years after
Chernobyl: What
have we learmed?

by Marjorie Mazel Hecht

In the ten years since the explosion and fire at the Chernobyl-4 nuclear power plant
in Ukraine, what stands out most starkly is what has not been done. The Western
nations have bewailed the nuclear safety standards in the former Soviet Union, and
the United States and Europe have taken measures to evaluate the safety of Soviet-
designed plants, improve safety standards, and train workers into what is called the
“safety culture.” Some in the West, even some in the nuclear industry, have called
for the shutdown of the Chernobyl-type reactors as never being safe enough, no
matter how they are retrofitted, while the radical environmentalists have called for
the shutdown of all nuclear reactors on principle.

But in all the diplomatic and technical meetings, summits, and negotiations
over the past ten years, no one has mentioned the simple fact that the capability
now exists, using state-of-the-art designs, to complete a standard, 1,000-megawatt
light water reactor in less than six years, as the French regularly do (and as the
Japanese recently demonstrated with the completion of a GE-designed advanced
boiling water reactor in 52 months). Smaller, modular plants could be completed
in even less time.

In other words, had there been the political will, during the past ten years, the
Chernobyl-style reactors in Russia and the newly independent states could have
been replaced with standard light water nuclear reactors.! And with a little more
effort, we could have turned out, via factory production, some of the new, next-
generation modular reactor designs, including a next-generation Russian design.
Such a program might cost, conservatively estimated, $2 billion per new plant. But
measured in lives improved, and productivity increased because of an assured
source of electricity for powering industry and heating homes, such nuclear plants
would in the long run pay for themselves.

1. The only political figure to put forward a nuclear development program in this period was Lyndon
H. LaRouche, Jr., whose “Productive Triangle” program for sransforming Europe into a locomotive for
Eurasian development included a power grid based on modular, high-temperature reactors (HTRs).
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But loans for such a crash development effortare excluded
from the agenda of the World Bank and the International
Monetary Fund. In fact, the United States and the European
Union have struggled to eke out even the funds for retrofitting
the Chernobyl-style plants and making safety upgrades on the
other types of Soviet-built plants. (Since 1992, the Group of
Seven nations have donated only $122 million in nuclear
safety assistance to Ukraine.) Despite the clamor from the
United States and Europe for the shutdown of the two remain-
ing on-line reactors at the Chernobyl site and of the 13 similar
plants in the former Soviet Union, there has been little consid-
eration of how to replace the vital power now provided by
these plants, an omission that has rankled both the political
leaders and the nuclear scientists and engineers in those coun-
tries.

Negotiations with Ukraine have been very touchy on this
point. There has been official “agreement” since December
1995 that Ukraine will close the two remaining Chernobyl
units by the year 2000, if the funds are forthcoming to com-
plete three nuclear plants of a more standard design now under
construction in Ukraine, and to implement a safe shutdown
of the Chernobyl site. (This would take about $4 billion.)
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Ukraine, already beset by brownouts caused by power short-
ages, cannot turn out the lights—and turn off the heat—by
shutting down the Chernobyl units, for such a decision will
mean the certain death of thousands of its citizens.

The most radical environmentalists advocate no replace-
ment power sources—just conservation. The U.S. Depart-
ment of Energy has not gone that far: The official DOE study
of replacement alternatives for Ukraine, issued in July 1994,
proposes (in this order): “wind power, which is a significant
renewable energy option for Ukraine”; “substantial efficiency
improvements, which are possible for industrial equipment
in Ukraine”; “completion of five new nuclear power plants,
which represent a potential source of 5,000 MW”; and “‘up-
grading five fossil-fuel power plants, which could provide
approximately 2,000 MW of electricity.”

Ukraine intended to put the problem on the agenda of the
mid-April summit of the industrialized nations in Moscow,
the Group of Seven. As Ukrainian Foreign Minister Hennady
Udovenko told Reuter on March 19: “We intend to raise this
issue and tell the G-7 the real situation. Last year was com-
pletely lost on negotiations. Ukraine cannot resolve this issue
on its own.”
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The real health effects of radiation

Thereare very real, specific dangers of radiation releases,
and this subject has been much studied and refined since
the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in August
1945. Those bombings killed 67,000 people within the first
day, and injured thousands. In the Chernobyl accident, 31
deaths occurred as a result of the immediate radiation release,
all of them plant workers or others involved in the initial
response to put out the fire at the plant. One of the deaths
was immediate, and the others were within four months.
There are about 200 other surviving victims of acute radia-
tion sickness, and 400,000 uninjured exposed people.

Although the popular perception is that any dose of
radiation is harmful and that the radiation release from the
bombings and from Chernobyl were the same, this is not
the case. Low-level radiation is not necessarily harmful, and

may in fact be beneficial. The tremendous radiation releases
from the atomic bomb are a different matter. The deaths
from the atomic bomb explosions were directly proportional
to the amount of energy released by the blast, the heat, and
the radiation. In the bombings, 50% of the energy released
was from the blast, 35% from the heat, and 15% from the
radiation; the causes of death are in corresponding propor-
tion. At Chernobyl, in contrast, the explosion’s blast and
heat released relatively small amounts of energy.

An interesting comparison of the radiation and health
effects in both cases appears in Health Effects of Low-Level
Radiation, by Sohei Kondo, a Japanese radiation expert at
the Atomic Energy Research Institute of Kinki University
in Osaka (published in English by Medical Physics Publish-
ing of Madison, Wisconsin in 1993). Professor Kondo, now
84, discusses how he was motivated to write this book after

What happened
at Chernobyl

Early in the morning of April 26, 1986, plant operators at
Chernoby!’s Unit 4 were testing the ability of the plant
equipment to provide electrical power if the main power
source at the plant were not working. The plant was being
run at very low power. Adequate safety precautions were
not taken; there was a sudden, out-of-control surge of
power. The sudden increase in heat ruptured the fuel,
which then reacted with water to cause a steam explosion.
The force of theexplosionblewthe 1,000-metric-ton cover
off the top of the reactor and destroyed the reactor core. A
second explosion followed.

Highly radioactive fuel was released into the atmo-
sphere—radioactive iodine, cesium, and other isotopes.
Wind and rain then spread this radiation irregularly (de-
pending on weather conditions) over a large area of
Ukraine, Belarus, and Russia. The Soviet authorities did
not immediately tell the residents of Pripyat, the town ad-
joining the Chernobyl complex, to stay indoors; nor were
surrounding regions warned.

Pripyat was evacuated two days later, although the
45,000 residents were not told exactly what was happen-
ing, and left without their belongings. In early May, an-
other 10,000 residents within a radius of 6 miles were
evacuated, and then another 116,000 were evacuated
within a radius of 18 miles. This exclusion zone is still in
force, although many people, mostly elderly, have been
allowed to return to their homes.

Firefighters from Pripyat, who were trained to know
the dangers of fires at Chernobyl, arrived on the scene
within three minutes and immediately set to work. They

had two urgent tasks: to isolate the fire from the remaining
three nuclear reactors on the site, and to make sure that the
pool of radioactive water around the damaged reactor was
pumped out of the way. Had more hot fuel from the dam-
aged reactor come into contact with the water, there would
have been another, more serious explosion.

Meanwhile, helicopters flew over to measure the radia-
tion, while others dumped quantities of lead, sand, clay,
boron, and dolomite ontothe reactor to stoptheradioactive
emissions. By May 6, the radioactive releases from Unit 4
had stopped.

The radiation danger

The 31 deaths at Chernobyl occurred among the fire-
fighters and others involved in the immediate cleanup,
many of whom received massive doses of radiation. About
200 others in this group were also treated for acute radia-
tion sickness and survived. Others who continued to work
on the cleanup were officially limited to a dose of 25 rems,
but the record-keeping concerning the dose received was
slipshod. It is estimated that of the 600,000 cleanup work-
ers at Chernobyl, one-third had radiation dose rates four
times the normal annual dose for a radiation worker.

Radiation in high doses attacks the entire body. In addi-
tion to burns on the skin, internal organs are damaged.
Both bone marrow and liver tissue transplants were carried
outon all patients, even on those whom the doctors thought
were certain to die. (It was later determined that such trans-
plants were not useful.) American specialists joined the
Moscow radiological specialists in early May, including
Dr. Robert Gale, a hematologist.

Atpresent, there are several joint programs with Euro-
pean nations to train medical personnel to carry out the
record-keeping necessary for accurate follow-up health
studies of the people in the contaminated areas.
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Chernobyl, because he was so shocked at the proliferation
of misinformation, even among professionals.

The main cause of death at Hiroshima and Nagasaki was
bone marrow injury from gamma rays and fast neu-
trons,> Kondo reports. At Chernobyl, he says, “the major
causes of radiation-induced death were skin burns and intes-
tinal injuries dueto irradiation with beta rays from externally
or internally deposited radioactive nuclides.”

Using the knowledge accumulated over the past 50 years
in studies of Hiroshima and Nagasaki survivors, radiation
experts have calculated what the expected increases in can-
cers and congenital abnormalities might be, based on the
measured radioactive fallout in the areas around Chernobyl
that were contaminated with cesium-137 and other radionu-
clides after the accident. The National Commission for Ra-
diological Protection of the Soviet Union, estimated in 1990
that, over the next 70 years, the total number of cancer
deaths above the normal expected number in the heavily
contaminated areas, would be 21 from leukemia and 244
from other cancers. While no “excess deaths” are to be
treated lightly, these very conservative estimates over a 70-
year period contrast sharply with the frightening anecdotal
reports in the media.

The projected figures for expected congenital anomalies
caused by radiation for children born to parents who live in
the highly contaminated areas are 1.9% above the spontane-
ous level of 6% for children born in the year of the accident.
For children born within 30 years of the accident to parents
in the highly contaminated areas, the estimated increase in
congenital anomalies is 0.4%.

These estimates were completed in 1990. What are the
latest figures of reported cancers? In the general population
in the affected areas of Ukraine, Belarus, and Russia, there
has not been a significant increase in the number of cases
of cancer among adults, except thyroid cancer. This is as
expected, based on previous knowledge; for many cancers,
the latency period is more than ten years.

The latest health statistics

At an international meeting on the Radiological Conse-
quences of the Chernobyl Accident, held in Minsk, Belarus,
March 17-24, the most recent reports are that there are about
1,000 cases of thyroid tumors among adults in Belarus, half
of which may be attributable to Chernobyl, and 900 cases of
thyroid cancerin children, of which about 850 are attributable
to Chernobyl. Dr. Richard Wilson, a nuclear physicist at Har-
vard University who has been actively involved with scien-
tists, medical doctors,and political figures in Russia, Belarus,
and Ukraine from the outset of the accident, reported from

2. There are five types of ionizing radiation: alpha particles, which do the
most damage but can be stopped by paper; beta particles, which do less
damage, but can penetrate living tissue; neutrons, which are both penetrating
and damaging; and gamma rays and X-rays, which can be blocked only by
concrete or lead.
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Measuring radioactivity

As an atomic nucleus decays, it breaks apart into parti-
cles—alpha particles (helium nuclei), beta particles
(electrons), gammarays, and neutrons. Radioactivity is
measured in the number of nuclear disintegrations per
unit of time.

The strength of a radioactive source is now mea-
sured in bequerels, with 1 bequerel being 1 disintegra-
tion of an atom per second. (Formerly, the standard unit
was the curie, 1 curie being 37 billion nuclear decays
per second.) How long it takes half of the original
amount of an isotope to decay, is called the half-life of
the radioactive isotope.

Radiation absorbed in living tissue is measured in
remsandmillirems, 1 rembeingtheradiation that trans-
fers 6x107 million electron volts of energy to a gram of
biological tissue.

A large dose of radiation, 750 rem, almost certainly
means death within a few weeks (although some with
this dose working on the Chernobyl cleanup lived).
With a dose of 450 rem, there is a 50% chance of recov-
ery; with adose ofless than 200 rem, recovery is almost
certain. A dose less than 150 rem produces no other
signs than a temporary lowering of the red blood cells,
and for doses less than 25 rem, even this sign cannot
be observed.

The International Commission on Radiation Pro-
tection recommends that the maximum permissible
dose to the general public from nuclear energy sources
be limited to 0.17 rem per year. On average, Americans
receive 0.13rem per year from natural radiation
sources—cosmic rays, radioactivity in the body, and
radioactivity in building materials.

the Minsk meeting that the medical work on the thyroid cancer
is of high quality. There is a histopathology laboratory set up
as part of a thyroid clinic, financed by German funds, in which
each cancer is analyzed and preserved on slides for future
study.

In a short report on the Minsk meeting, Wilson raised a
few questions: “Are the cancers curable? Ninety percent of
natural thyroid cancers in the U.S.A. are curable,” Wilson
says, “and almost all among children. These children in Be-
larus are getting the best treatments that Europe can offer and
only 3 deaths out of the 900 cases are reported so far. But
there may be recurrences.”

Wilson also asks: “Will the childhood cancers cease after
eight years, as [did] the childhood leukemias after in utero ra-
diation? [He refers here to the sharp drop in the incidence of
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The Soviet-designed RBMK

The four Soviet-designed RBMK reactors at the Cherno-
byl complex are light-water-cooled, graphite-moderated,
1,000-megawatt reactors. In the early years of nuclear
power development, graphite reactors were used for re-
search and for producing plutonium. But in the 1950s, the
design was considered inappropriate by Western nuclear
contractors for civilian power plant development. The So-
viets began building RBMKs in the 1970s.

The RBMK is totally different from the standard light-
water reactors used in the other nuclear nations. Most im-
portant, in the standard Western-style light water reactors,
when the coolant is lost, the nuclear chain reaction auto-
matically stops. This is called a negative void coefficient.
In contrast, the RBMKSs have positive void coefficients.
This means that if the power goes up, the reactivity goes
up. As the higher power boils more water, the coolant
water inside the fuel channels is reduced in density, and
the reactivity of the fuel is increased.

Another important difference is that RBMK reactors

FIGURE 2
The RBMK reactor

This boiling-water, graphite-moderated,
pressure-tube reactor has its nuclear fuel
containedin 1,700individual tubesthat
areverticallymountedinalarge graphite
core. Cooling water passes through the
pressure tubes and is boiled by the heat of
the nuclear reaction to produce steam. The
steam is then routed to the turbine
generatortoproduce electricity. The
reactor lacks the emergency coolant and
other safety
systems
foundin
standard
light-water
reactorsin
the West, and
has no
containment
building.

Source: Pacific
Northwest
National
Laboratory,
Soviet-
Designed
Reactor Safety
Program.

have no containment buildings—the standard containment
structure of steel and concrete that is a final barrier against
radiation releases outside the plant.

The RBMK has blocks of graphite with channels run-
ning through it for the fuel rods. The fuel elements are
encased in zirconium and water-cooled both inside and
out. Although graphite is a good moderator and is rela-
tively cheap, it has a high chemical affinity for water vapor,
carbon dioxide, and metals, and the energy stored in the
graphite is unstable. If the stored energy is released sud-
denly, it causes an enormous release of thermal energy.
Therefore, graphite-moderated reactors have procedures
to allow for controlled and gradual periodic heating of the
material so that “annealing” of radiation damage can take
place in order to prevent a catastrophic temperature rise.

There cannot be a meltdown in a graphite reactor, be-
causethe graphite will not gethotenough. But, if the graph-
ite catches fire, that fire is dangerous and very difficult to
extinguish. And if water is poured on it, the water attacks
the zirconium, opens the casings of the fuel elements, and
lets out the fission products.

The Soviet-designed VVER reactor is a pressurized,
light-water-cooled and -moderated reactor, more similar
to Western models.

1. Reactor core

2. Steam-to-water pipes

3. Drum separator

4. Main circulation pumps

5. Group dispensing headers
6. Water pipelines

7. Upper shield

8. Unloading/loading machine
9. Lower shield
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leukemiaamong children whose mothers were X-rayedduring
pregnancy.] If so, the 1,000 so far may be the total. Or will the
relative risk stay high for the rest of life, in which case many
tens of thousands will ultimately appear? Western medical
help must assume the worst while hoping for the better.”

Finally, Wilson asks why there are so many cases of thy-
roid cancer. He notes that of the multiple reasons, the saddest
is the deliberate failure of the Politburo to take the simple
preventive measure of warning people not to drink milk in
the immediate period after the accident. Radioactive iodine,
I-131, which collects and remains in the thyroid, has a half-
life of only 8 days. If the population had been warned not to
drink milk (the main pathway of I-131 through the food chain)
foraweek or so afterthe accident, these thyroid cancers would
have been prevented.’

Wilson writes that he himself appealed to the Soviet au-
thorities on this matter at the time, as did other Western scien-
tists, to no avail. He also acknowledges the difficulty at that
time of local officials going against the orders of the Politburo.

The other antidote against I-131 is to administer iodine
tablets; once the thyroid absorbs this nonradioactive iodine,
the radioactive iodine will be excreted through the body’s
urine harmlessly. But the Soviets refused a U.S. offer to sup-
ply iodine tablets on May 2, 1986. It was about May 25 before
an official restriction on milk was issued and iodine tablets
were distributed to 1.6 million children. By then, the damage
had been done.

“This is a crime,” stated radiation expert Dr. Zbigniew
Jaworowski, of the Central Laboratory for Radiological Pro-
tection in Warsaw, Poland. He noted that at the time, the KGB
had cut off all the telephone lines to Chernobyl. Based on the
radiation readings in Poland after the accident, Jaworowski
fought for immediate action. Prophylactic iodine administra-
tion began in Poland the evening of April 29, and milk restric-
tions began that morning. (Children were allowed powdered
milk.) In all, 18 million people, including 10.5 million chil-
dren, were treated. Jaworowski estimates that this speedy ac-
tion saved 5,000 children from thyroid cancer in Poland.

Other cancers

Although there were predictions of massive increases in
leukemia, especially among children, according to the reports
at the Minsk meeting, these have not occurred. Richard Wil-
son notes in his summary of the Minsk meeting, “No other
increases of cancer have been seen or were expected.”

The politics of cancer reporting can be seen in this com-
mentin Wilson’s report: “Dr. Eugene Ivanov, who made some
of the more pessimistic predictions, has studied the leukemias
carefully. Until the end of 1995 there is no visible increase
in childhood leukemia, although any increase should have
started in 1991. This will shortly be published (in English) in
a European journal. The (present) government of Belarus did

3. The thyroid gland holds a limited amount of iodine, which it uses to make
metabolic hormones. No other organ accumulates iodine.
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not like this conclusion and it was reported to me orally that
this is a reason that Dr. Ivanov is no longer director of the
hematology clinic.”

The other factors that must be taken into account in look-
ing at the health effects of Chernobyl are the poor state of
both health conditions and health reporting that existed before
the accident, and the traumatic effect of the accident on the
population psychologically. In aninterview with 21 st Century
Science & Technology in Summer 1993, Dr. Wilson com-
ments: “One of the reasons it is very hard to assess the overall
health situation in the Ukraine and [Belarus] at the present
time is that the Soviet Union never had very good health
records on anything except death rates. . . . To ask what are
Chernobyl’s effects on health, you have to know what the
health facts were before, what they are now, and how they
have changed. Since the only reliable measure we had before
is death rates, we can only discuss death. There is a problem
in assigning any specific disease to Chernobyl.”

Wilson, who has helped set up computerized healthrecord
keeping in Belarus, noted that the number of deaths being
attributed to Chernobyl at that time—15,000—were equal
to the normal number of deaths reported in that area from
natural causes.

The most drastic health statistic, however, is rarely re-
ported: Throughout eastern and western Europe, in the few
months immediately following the Chernobyl accident, there
were an estimated 100,000 to 200,000 abortions that were
motivated not by any real danger of radioactive fallout to the
unborn fetuses, but by fear of radiation-caused birth defects.

A political problem

The political nature of the government response to the
accident and the continuing health effects have been widely
discussed over the past ten years. There is no question that
the Soviet bureaucracy delayed public notice of the accident
and then misinformed the public and the world concerning
Chernobyl in the first few days. As noted above, the popula-
tion was not even warned about a simple preventive measure
concerning radioactive iodine.

The bureaucratic delays continued. In the first few years
after the accident, scientists, engineers, and health workers at
Chernobyl pointed to “the bureaucracy” as the enemy, the
main obstacle in getting done what they, as experts, thought
should be done immediately. A British documentary film
made about the team of scientists who were building the sar-
cophagus to contain the damaged reactor, makes this pain-
fully clear.

After the wall came down, the bureaucratic problem was
compounded by the lack of funds, as the newly independent
nations found themselves without the hard currency to keep
basic infrastructure going, to pay wages, and to develop. The
so-called free-market reforms, as amply documented in EIR,
only made abad situation worse. Living standards plummeted.

It is in this context that the indigenous claims of vast and
awful health effects havetobelooked at. The lies and misinfor-
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mation on the part of the Soviet bureaucracy have created a
situation where a great many things, physiological and psy-
chological, are now blamed on radiation. Two parliamentari-
ans from Ukraine told me four years ago that there were
100,000 dead because of Chernobyl. As much as I could empa-
thize with their anguish at the disruption of lives and of the
entire nation as a result of the accident, it was clear that they
were using these inflated death figures to try and get Western
funds in to help the dire economic situation in Ukraine. For the
U.S. officials who pick up these figures without any evalua-
tion—including some State Department officials—there is no
excuse. They rank with the greens who cry about imaginary
death counts and future death counts, while they fight for poli-
cies that would, without a doubt, kill millions.

Improving the safety of Soviet-designed plants

After Chernobyl, the nuclear community in the West mo-
bilized to work with their counterparts in Ukraine and Russia,
in order to increase the safety level at all 59 Soviet-designed
nuclear power plants in Russia, Ukraine, and central and east-
ern Europe. Both multilateral and bilateral programs are on-
going, and a Nuclear Safety Account, funded by the countries
of the G-7 and the European Union, has awarded grants to
Bulgaria, Lithuania, and Russia for upgrading plants.

The United States established a Joint Coordinating Com-
mittee on Civilian Nuclear Reactor Safety with several work-
ing groups to study different safety problems. The Depart-
ment of Energy and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission are
both involved, along with the national laboratories. In addi-
tion to governmental programs, the World Association of Nu-
clear Operators (WANO) was created in 1989 in response to
the accident, and has arranged visits for nuclear plant opera-
tors from the former Soviet states to plants in other nations,
and vice versa.

The activities of the U.S. program were wide ranging: es-
tablishing basic fire safety systems in specific plants, working
out a maintenance improvement program, establishing emer-
gency operating instructions, and supplying a full-scope oper-
ator simulator for training in realistic operating conditions. At
Chernobyl, for example, new fire detection and protection
equipment and materials, specified by the nuclear power plant

_ staff, are being supplied by Bechtel Power Corp. New nuclear
training centers were set up and supplied with materials to pro-
vide structured safety training for plant operators.

One of the U.S. leaders of this program, in a recent presen-
tation to scientists at Brookhaven National Laboratory in New
York, stressed that safety procedures and safety equipment
that are taken for granted in American plants simply don’t
exist in the Soviet designs.

Tragedy and heroism

Why this should be the case is not an easy question to
answer. On the one hand, Soviet nuclear scientists are highly
trained, dedicated, and proud of their achievements. On the
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other hand, the former Soviet regime had a crassly careless
attitude about the lives of ordinary people. Still another point
of view was put forward by Dr. Vladimir Minkov in a recent
interview. Minkov, who heads the International Energy Tech-
nology Center at Argonne National Laboratory in Illinois,
and who emigrated from Belarus in 1978, said, “Americans
don’t understand how poor countries, where people are starv-
ing, may decide to skimp on Western-style safety standards
in order to stop starvation.”

The tragedy of Chernobyl, and the tragedy of the Western
nations’ refusal to consider it a necessity to develop the States
of the former Soviet Union and to build new nuclear power
plants as part of a development program, was vividly brought
to mind in a 1991 British documentary, “Inside the Chernobyl
Sarcophagus.” This film interviewed the team of nuclear sci-
entists who were concerned after the accident to determine
whether another chain reaction and explosion could occur
inside the damaged reactor building. To answer this question,
they had to find the remaining reactor nuclear fuel that had
melted down; it was nowhere to be seen in the easily accessi-
ble areas of the damaged reactor. (In all, there was 190 metric
tons of uranium dioxide fuel and fission products in the reactor
core, of which perhaps 30% escaped into the atmosphere.)

The working conditions were extremely hazardous. There
was radioactive dust that could be stirred up and escape the
enclosure if they made a false move; debris from the explosion
was everywhere. The damaged reactor, whose core had
melted and sunk, had its 1,000-metric-ton reactor lid precari-
ously poised inside the shell of the core.

The film showed some of the first shots of the inside of
the damaged reactor building. The film crew, well-protected
in Western-style protective suits and equipment, followed the
scientists through the labyrinth of debris-laden reactor rooms,
as they pursued their dangerous search. Sometimes they had
to crawl through holes in the wall or cut their way through
obstacles, all the while carefully keeping track of the radiation
dose they were accumulating. The scientists matter-of-factly
discussed the dangers they knew they faced: “We do not have
the technology to work safely in these conditions, with high
levels of radiation,” said Viktor Popov, head of the sarcopha-
gus diagnostics laboratory. “But the job has to be done. . . .
Somehow, the problem has to be solved.”

Popov and others were keenly aware of the high levels of
radiation they were subjecting themselves to—without the
usual protective gear. In one typical scene, as the scientists
were discussing how long they could stay in an especially
“hot” area, you could see that they were protected only by
cotton masks on their faces and plastic bags over their shoes
and clothing. Where was the Western aid back then—1988—
which could have easily provided them with standard, not
overly costly radiation protective equipment and special suits,
at a time when they were carrying out one of the most diffi-
cult—and most important—engineering missions in the
world?
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Aleksander Borovoi, the leader of the expedition, raised
the obvious question: “We don’t understand why so few for-
eign scientists have come to help.” Borovoi appealed for a
joint scientific and engineering effort. “We are fighting for an
international effort,” he said.

There were also shots of earlier phases of the work, in
preparation for building the sarcophagus, the enormous pro-
tective structure built to shield the damaged reactor. At one
point, when robots were not available (and, in fact, were not
able to function in the intense radioactivity), a human chain
of 3,400 “biorobots,” Army volunteers, spent one minute each
running on the roof of the reactor to pick up debris and throw
it into the smoldering core. In that minute, they received the
allowable limit of radiation. The general in charge, who him-
self suffered from acute radiation illness, handed each volun-
teer a certificate, shook his hand, and told him, “I wish you
good health, and may you live to be a general.”

At other points in the project, the scientists improvised,
putting a camera onto a toy tank, remotely controlled, and
sending it in to explore collapsed areas of the building that
they could not reach.

“The Complex Expedition,” as this effort was named,
succeeded, despite the lack of equipment and protective gear.
After two years, they located the mass of molten reactor fuel
four meters under the reactor core. The hot fuel had mixed
with the sand surrounding and insulating the reactor core and
fusedinto a glassy mass, still intensely radioactive. The scien-
tists named it the elephant’s foot, because of its shape. The
scientists could now be satisfied thatthere would not be a new
chain reaction and a second explosion. Now their worry was
that the sarcophagus was not secure, and in some places was
falling down. They also worried that any major disturbance
of the structure could-set of clouds of radioactive dust that
would pose a danger for the workers in the other Chernobyl
units that were still operating.

When the documentary’s interviewer asked the scientists
what their biggest problem was, they did not hesitate. The
shortage of money and equipment was severe, but the biggest
problem, they said, was “the bureaucracy.”

Lessons

Chernobyl is not the worst industrial disaster the world
has seen, despite the continuing scare stories that dominate
the news media. There can be a recovery of the land, of the
people, of the industry. After all, Japan recovered after the
atomic bombings.

Butlook at what has happened in the ten years since Cher-
nobyl, and how matter-of-factly western society has tolerated
the loss of human lives. Millions of people have died in need-
less wars in Africa and in the former Yugoslavia, or died from
diseases or famine that could have easily been prevented, had
the political will existed to stop them. Without this quality of
political will, economic development in Africa—or in Cher-
nobyl—will not take place.

The particular configuration of events that led tothe Cher-
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Nuclear energy in
the former Soviet bloc

According to the U.S. Department of Energy’s Interna-
tional Nuclear Safety Program, here is the breakdown
of nuclear power in selected nations of eastern Europe:

Russia: Nuclear power supplies 12.5% of Russia’s
electricity. Of its 29 reactors, 11 are RBMKs, 13 are a
more standard light-water design called VVER, 1 is
a breeder reactor, and 4 are another type of graphite-
moderated reactor.

Ukraine: There are 15 operating Soviet-designed
nuclear power reactors, which provide 32.9% of
Ukraine’s electricity. (This does not include Chernobyl
units 2 and 4, which are not operating.) Of these, 2 are
RBMKSs, and 13 are VVER design types. Five other
plants are in construction.

Czech Republic: Four operating VVER power
plants supply 29% of the Czech Republic’s electricity.
Two other plants-are in construction.

Hungary: There are four operating VVER reactors
at the Paks site in Hungary, which supply 43% of the
nation’s electricity.

Lithuania: Two RBMK reactors at Ignalia provide
87.9% of Lithuania’s electricity. These 1,500 MW
plants are the world’s largest.

Slovakia: Four VVER type reactors, all at Bohu-
nice, provide 53.6% of Slovakia’s electricity. Another
four VVER reactors are under construction.

nobyl accident could have been prevented, certainly, with a
better reactor design. From the personal accounts of what
happened, it is also the case that individual engineers in the
plant at the time, who knew better, followed bureaucratic
“orders” instead of doing what their knowledge told them had
to be done. And once the accident occurred, the response of
the Soviet government surely could have beendifferent. Lives
could have been saved.

It is also the case that the response from the West could
have been different—and can still be different. The science
and technologies exist to build advanced, safe nuclear plants
relatively inexpensively. To ensure the political decision to
use these technologies will require adifferentkind of thinking
on the part of U.S. citizens, including the nuclear industry and
the nuclear community. This will take the kind of personal
courage displayed by the scientists who carried out “The
Complex Expedition” at Chernobyl. As Popov said of their
work: “But the job has to be done. . . . Somehow, the problem
has to be-solved.’
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The next generation of
advanced nuclear reactors

by Mark Wilsey

Nuclear energy plays an important role, a role that should
grow, in the future health of any nation’s economy. And,
while in recent years, the United States has neglected nuclear
energy, other nations, such as France and Japan, have moved
forward. Japan, which is 80% dependent on energy imports,
is actively pursuing its goal of a nuclear-powered economy.
Ironically, it is there that the U.S. company General Electric
has just built its new, state-of-the-art nuclear power plant.
The American nuclear energy industry may soon be able to
stage a dramatic comeback on building this new generation
of advanced nuclear reactors.

The shocking fact is, that it has been nearly two decades
since the last nuclear power plant was ordered in the United
States; nonetheless, nuclear engineers have been developing
an array of new nuclear technologies, and the new crop of
power plants will be more economical to build and operate,
and will have improved safety features compared to conven-
tional reactor designs.

It was never the case that nuclear power is not economical;
what is true is that, over the decades, the opponents of nuclear
energy have worked to create an environment in which bu-
reaucratic red tape and legal maneuverings added massively
to the costs and time of constructing a nuclear plant, to the
point that nuclear power has become nearly prohibitive for
utilities to use.

The major thrust in developing these new advanced reac-
tors is not only to address various concerns regarding nuclear
power, but also to come up with standard designs, which could
be used as a common blueprint for a host of future nuclear
power plants. Currently the design of each new nuclear plant
has to be reviewed and approved by various regulatory agen-
cies, even if the plans are the same as those of a previously
built plant. Now, reforms are beginning to take place in the
regulatory process, which would allow plants to be built on a
standard design, once the design has been certified. Such an
approach would greatly streamline the approval process to
begin construction of a nuclear power plant.

Much of the new work has gone into advancing the de-
signs of light-water nuclear reactors. For 40 years, these reac-
tors have been a mainstay of the industry, which uses ordinary
H,O (hence “light water”), in contrast to other designs that
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use “heavy water” which is made with the heavy isotope of
hydrogen, known as deuterium.

Advanced light-water reactors

There are two basic types of light-water reactors: the boil-
ing water reactor and the pressurized water reactor. In nuclear
fission, the heat source comes from the nuclear reactions oc-
curring inside the reactor. Atoms in the fuel, which is gener-
ally uranium, are constantly splitting apart, releasing energy
and neutrons; these, in turn, bombard other atoms, causing
them to split, thus sustaining the nuclear reaction.

In the boiling water reactor, the heat from the reaction
boils water inside the reactor, converting it directly into steam,
which is used to turn a turbine and generate electricity. In a
pressurized water reactor, the reactor is sealed inside a pres-
sure vessel. Under high pressure, water can be heated well
above its boiling point and, yet, remain a liquid. The super-
heated water is piped into a heat exchanger and back into the
reactor. Inside the heat exchanger, cool water is circulated
over the pipes of super-hot water to generate steam, which
then goes to the turbine.

Aside from the reactor and related systems, the rest of the
nuclear power plant is very similar to a fossil fuel plant. A
significant difference is the density of energy represented by
a nuclear reactor over a coal-fired furnace. One pound of
uranium can produce as much heat energy as burning three
million pounds of coal.

Two of the main developers of advanced light-water reac-
tors are General Electric, with its Advanced Boiling Water
Reactor (ABWR) (see Figure 1) and Westinghouse, with its
advanced pressurized water reactor, the AP600. Both Wes-
tinghouse and GE have a great deal of expertise in the nuclear
field, and both have other nuclear programs. Here, however,
we will take the ABWR and the AP600 as examples of the
sort of innovations the nuclear industry is producing.

Of the two, the AP600 is the smaller, rated at 600 mega-
watts (MW), compared to 1,356 MW for the ABWR. Both
are designed to be more compact than a conventional reactor
of similar output. The ABWR is just 70% the size of a typical
boiling-water reactor. The ABWR and AP600 are both de-
signed to use modular construction. Major components can
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FIGURE 1

Advanced boiling water reactor assembly
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be contained in a single module. For example, the ABWR’s
control room, reactor pedestal, and the turbine-generator ped-
estal, are each modules that can be assembled on site. Parts
of the AP600 can be prefabricated and shipped to the site. The
modular design allows for sections of the plant to be built in
parallel rather than sequentially.

Among the benefits of compact design and modular con-
tructionarereductionsin construction time and cost. In Japan,
GE has justcompleted a first-of-its-kind ABWR for the Tokyo
Electric Power Company in just 52 months, some 10 weeks
ahead of schedule. Westinghouse estimates that an AP600
could be built in three years.

Overall safety improvements

Westinghouse also estimates the AP600 would use 50%
fewer valves, 80% less piping, and 70% less cable than a
conventional nuclear power plant of similar size. In large part,
this is due to streamlining the plant’s layout, but some of the
need for the extra hardware is eliminated by the approach
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FIGURE 2
Passive safety systems in the AP600
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AP600’s designers took to improve safety.

Safety is one of the top priorities in nuclear plants. The
design of nuclear plants in the West makes the chances of a
Chernobyl disaster very remote. By any standard, our nuclear
plants are safe. But some raise the concern that, as plants
become more complex, with numerous systems and subsys-
tems (many of which are added for safety reasons), a point
may be reached at which this purpose is defeated. Another
safety approach is to develop features that do not rely on the
active intervention of an operator or automated mechanical
system: Such measures are called passive safety or inherent
safety features, in which the engineer creatively uses the laws
of physics to his advantage in enhancing the safety of his
design.

For example, because the AP600 is a mid-size nuclear
plant, its designer could employ safety features that use grav-
ity and natural thermal convection (see Figure 2). The reac-
tor’s steel containment vessel is enclosed in a concrete build-
ing, where air is permitted to circulate in the space between
them. Warm air flows upward along the containment vessel
removing thermal energy, carrying it out of the building into
the atmosphere, and cooler air is drawn in.

Atop the containment building is a huge pool of water. In
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the event that emergency cooling is needed, some 3 million
gallons of water can be released to flood over the containment
structure. This gravity-driven cooling system does away with
the piping, valves, and pumps that would be needed in a simi-
lar mechanical system.

Both the AP600 and ABWR use fiber optic cable for data
and voice communications, eliminating much of the copper
cable used in previous reactor designs. Fiber optics have the
advantage of higher speeds and greater volume of traffic, and,
in reactors, are not as subject as copper to ravages of a corro-
sive atmosphere. In the case of the ABWR, that comes to a
savings of 1.3 million feet of copper cable.

Another advance in the ABWR is that its control rods,
which are used to regulate or shutdown the nuclear reaction,
areelectro/hydraulic, in contrast to hydraulic systems in con-
ventional reactors. The additional drive mechanism improves
reliability and performance.

The major components of both the ABWR and the AP600
have been designed for ease of access, in order to minimize
the time required for inspection, service and maintenance,
thus reducing downtime. The fact that components are easier
to get to and work with, also lowers the amount of time work-
ers are exposed to radiation—a highly desirable safety fea-
ture. Designers have also chosen materials that reduce human
radiation exposure: Wherever possible, the engineers have

tried to reduce or eliminate the use of cobalt alloys, because
cobalt, when bombarded with neutrons, becomes cobalt 60
and emits gamma-rays. Low-cobalt steel is used in the core
and piping, and no cobalt is used in the control-rod pins, roller,
and gate valves. The turbine condenser is made of titanium.

Another feature of the ABWR, is that remote-controlled
transport devices will be used to handle reactor equipment,
such as internal pumps and control-rod drives. The devices
will transport the equipment through hatches in the contain-
ment vessel, and into service rooms. There, the irradiated
equipment can be decontaminated and repaired.

Other advances in design

General Electric is also developing a smaller advanced
reactor called the Simplified Boiling Water Reactor (SBWR).
Like the Westinghouse AP600, GE’s SBWR is 600 MW.
Conversely, Westinghouse has plans for a couple of larger
reactors, in the 1,000 and 1,300 MW range, called the Ad-
vanced Pressurized Water Reactor, or APWR 1000 and
APWR 1300.

There are also other companies with advanced pressur-
ized light water reactor designs: ABB Combustion Engineer-
ing Nuclear Power has the System 80+, a 1,300 MW reactor.
Nuclear Power International (NPI), a joint subsidiary of
France’s Framatome and Germany’s Siemens, is developing
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the 1,450-megawatt European Pressurized Water Reactor
(EPR). ABB Atom has a 640 MW reactor called PIUS, an
acronym for Process Inherent Ultimate Safety.

While the name may be a bit high-sounding, the PIUS
does have a unique design, in that it does not have control
rods. Thereactor sits at the bottom of a large pool of boronated
water. Boron asorbs neutrons and acts to moderate the nuclear
reactions in the core. Most nuclear plants which have control
rods, also have boronated water on hand as a backup measure
to ensure reactor shutdown. However, the power level of the
PIUS reactor is controlled by adjusting the water’s boron
content and by adjusting the flow rate of the water. As an
inherent safety feature, the pool is large enough that, in the
event of a shutdown, natural circulation of the water will still
remove heat from the core.

Other advanced nuclear reactor designs do not use water
as the primary medium to extract heat from the core: Two
examples are the gas-cooled reactor, in which a gas, such as
helium, is circulated through the reactor; and the liquid-metal
reactor, in which a molten metal, such as sodium, is pumped
through the core.

Liquid-metal coolant systems are generally associated
with what are called fast-neutron reactors. The neutrons are
‘at a higher energy level than in a conventional reactor. The
liquid metal has a greater capacity than water to remove heat
at higher power levels. The fast reactors were developed out
of the “breeder” program, in which uranium fuel inside the
reactor is bred into plutonium that can then be processed and
used as fuel.

A couple of years ago, the United States abdicated its
leadership in the fast reactor technology with the cancellation
of the Integral Fast Reactor (IFR) at Argonne National Labo-
ratory’s Idaho site. The IFR had already demonstrated that it
couldburn a variety of fuels, from weapons-grade plutonium
tothenuclear waste from otherreactors. The next phase would
have been to prove its fully integrated fuel cycle, which would
have shown that spent fuel could be reprocessed on site and
returned to the reactor. In such a facility, nuclear materials
would not need to go anywhere. Currently, other countries,
including Japan and France, have ongoing liquid metal fast
reactor programs.

The helium gas-cooled reactor

The gas-cooled reactor concept has been explored by vari-
ous countries over the past 40 years. In the United States,
General Atomics is developing the helium gas-cooled reactor
(HGR) (see Figure 3). There are a number of features which
make this type of reactor attractive. The primary coolant,
helium, does not change phase, in that it can not go from a
liquid to gaseous state, so there is no chance of the reactor
boiling away its coolant. When the heat from the reactor is
transferred to the helium gas, the heated gas is sent to a steam
generator; the steam then drives a turbine and generates elec-
tricity; or, in some designs, the hot helium gas can be sent
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FIGURE 3
Reactor building cutaway of the modular
high-temperature gas-cooled reactor
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directly to the turbine.

There is no need for a containment building. The fuel
itself has its own measures for containment. Each particle of
fuel is encased in layers of heat and pressure-resistant materi-
als that would lock in the fission products at the highest reach-
able temperature.

Another advantage of the HGR is its high operating tem-
perature, more than twice that of a light-water reactor, which
means that it is more thermodynamically efficient. It can also
be used for process heating for industry or district space heat-
ing. Yet, because the core is designed to be small, it cannot
become hot enough to damage itself. The small size is, in and
of itself, a basic safety feature.

The size of the HGR limits its output. One unit can pro-
duce about 125 MW. A 500 MW power plant would have
four HGR units or modules. If more generating capacity is
needed, more modules could be added. The small size means
that the major components of the HGR could be produced in
afactory and shipped to the construction site. Moreover, since
a number of units will be needed, the economy of mass pro-
duction would lower the cost of the units. The HGR could do
for the nuclear industry what the Model-T did for the automo-
bile industry.
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Report from Sarajevo:
How Bosnia survived the war

by Umberto Pascali

I got my first concrete insight into how the city of Sarajevo
was able to resist and survive the atrocious siege, in the office
of Electroprivreda of Bosnia and Hercegovina on April 15.
Electroprivreda is the national electric company, and I was
listening to a description of the three and a half years of siege
by Acif Hadrovic, the director; Sebaheta Sadikovic, head of
Research and Development; and Urfet Vejzavic, the com-
pany’s senior counsellor.

I had the honor to be part of an eight-member delegation,
organized the Schiller Institute’s Committee to Save the Chil-
dren in Bosnia and Hercegovina, that visited Croatia and Bos-
nia April 12-19. The delegation included Dr. Jozef Miklosko,
the former vice prime minister of Czechoslovakia and chair-
man of the Committee; Benjamin Swan, state representative
from Massachusetts; Theo W. Mitchell, former state senator
from South Carolina; James Mann, former U.S. congressman
from South Carolina; Nihad E. Dzinovic, chairman of the
Bosnia Relief organization in California; and Elke Fimmen,
Paolo Raimondi, and Umberto Pascali of the Schiller In-
stitute.

Director Hadrovic explained: “With the start of the ag-
gression, one of the basic aims of the aggressor was to destroy
the electric power system, because electricity is a basis for
life. After that, it was the telecommunications system that had
to be destroyed. . . . But all the other systems of infrastructure
were hit also. It was all planned and programmed, years and
years ago. At first, the aggressor hit our high-voltage transmis-
sion lines, to break the electricity supply; and generation units
in the hydroelectric and thermal power plants, as well as the
distribution system. That was exposed to bombing. . . .

“As for Sarajevo, as you know, it was encircled by the
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aggressor, and it was in a special situation. A lot of damage
was done to the electricity, water, and gas supplies. . . . There
was great pressure against civilian inhabitants. Everything
was done in order to break the electricity supply to the town.”
Then, in May 1995, the situation became desperate. “From
May 1995 to Nov. 26, 1995, Sarajevo’s electricity supply was
completely broken. Not even one kilowatt-hour was supplied
to the town.

“So we arranged some underground cable, which would
not be possible for the aggressor forces to control. ... We
constructed an underground tunnel beneath the airport [con-
trolled by the enemy], and through this tunnel, just one and a
half meters wide, we installed a 35-kilowatt underground ca-
ble, and ten megawatts of power was supplied to the city. . . .
That was the so-called ‘independent system for electricity
supply to the town.’ It was used only for the highest priorities,
but we had the minimum for survival.”

With the approach of a scientist who had to find a way to
solve a problem that was apparently unsolvable, and using
direct, effective language, Hadrovic was supplying us the key
to understand the source of that heroic resistance. It was not
just the astonishing military resistance—the famous front line
of soldiers with only one bullet in the barrel, who shot and
gave the gun to the second line; it was not just the diplomatic
ability demonstrated by officials who had no diplomatic back-
ground at all; it was not just the capability of so many people
to overcome their fears, their feeling of having been aban-
doned by the rest of the world, that saved Sarajevo from an
overwhelming force. It was a total war of resistance, whose
key point has been the extraordinary ability to preserve the
infrastructure that allowed the city to live.
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There was not a battlefield, as distinguished from a civil-
ian, structure. The war was global; every single day, a fight
had to be won on the front of thereal economy and infrastruc-
ture. An army of engineers, technicians, doctors had to find
new methods to enable the city to survive. And the example
of the “secret tunnel” has become a symbol of the courage
and creativity that achieved the impossible.

In fact, there was a total unity between the new Bosnian
leadership and the population, a determination to challenge
all odds, while the international mediators—Lord Peter Car-
rington, Cyrus Vance, Lord David Owen—were suggesting,
with increasing pressure, that they surrender.

Comprehension of ‘the British problem’

The meeting at Elektroprivreda was the first the Schiller
Institute delegation had in Sarajevo. In three and a half days
in the Bosnian capital, we had around 20 meetings with the
main religious, political, and economic leaders, as well as
with the leaders of humanitarian and medical organizations
and facilities. The delegation visited an orphanage, a factory
for the production of artificial limbs directed by the famous
Dr. Isref Karaikovic, which is considered the most advanced
in the world. We also met the highest U.S. diplomat present
in Sarajevo at that time, Deputy Ambassador Fletcher M.
Burton.

The understanding by the leadership and people of Sara-
jevo of the British geopolitical “problem,” is extraordinary
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The Schiller Institute
delegation met on April
13 with Sarajevo’s
Roman Catholic
Cardinal Vinko Puljic.
Left to right: Umberto
Pascali, Ben Swan,
Paolo Raimondi, Dr.
Jozef Miklosko,
Cardinal Puljic, Elke
Fimmen, Nihad
Dzinovic, Theo Mitchell,
and James Mann.

for a visitor coming from the United States. Also striking is
the comprehension of the role played by the World Bank and
the International Monetary Fund (IMF) against the prostrate
country. “They force us to accept a severe limitation of our
sovereignty,” one of our Bosnian interlocutors said. Mrs.
Sadikovic, talking about Electroprivreda, stressed: ‘“The
World Bank has agreed to finance programs only for survival
and basic humanitarian need, not for industrial recovery.”

Mrs. Sadikovic, as did all our hosts, expressed her ap-
preciation for the activity of the Schiller Institute and the
organizations linked to Lyndon LaRouche. “We have re-
ceived many delegations, but this is the first delegation which
has wanted to help us from the standpoint of principles of
morality, ethics, and justice, and we have to accept your help
with pleasure. ... We accept the principles of the Schiller
Institute with affinity, and support your activity in every re-
spect.” Our guests smiled with sympathy, when a member of
the delegation, Nihad E. Dzinovic, a native Sarajevan and
now a leader of the Bosnian community in California, stated:
“When Bosnia was completely blockaded, I received full sup-
port from the Schiller Institute, in organizing demonstrations
inthe U.S., in spreading the truth about the injustice in Bosnia.
I foundthatthis was agroup of people whowerereally sincere
about helping Bosnia. And they were with me from Day One
of the aggression.”

On April 17, a crowd of journalists and TV crews mobbed
the press room at the headquarters of the Bosnian ruling Party
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of Democratic Action (SDA). After a meeting with Dr. Halid
Genjac, the party’s president of the general board, and Dr.
Ismet Grbo, the chief spokesman, the delegation was intro-
duced by Dr. Grbo to the journalists. “As you know, we have
been hosts to our guests fromthe Schiller Institute, representa-
tives from different countries. The topic of today’s talks re-
gards ways to provide help to Bosnia. ... In Bosnia, it is
evident that there is still a crisis. The process of implementa-
tion of the [Dayton] Agreement is going on. ... We also
discussed the so-called ‘Marshall-Clinton Plan.’. .. During
these talks, we agreed on several issues. It is very necessary
to spread the truth about Bosnia in the United States and all
over the world. And the third issue regarded the continuity of
aid, until Bosnia receives some kind of financial injection
which will start production in our country. An invitation to
visit the Schiller Institute was accepted.”

Thatcher gave the ‘green light’

Dr. Grbo then introduced Paolo Raimondi of the Schiller
Institute in Germany, who spoke on behalf of the delegation.
He explained whatthe Schiller Institute is, and how the Com-
mittee to Save the Children of Bosnia was formed by Helga
Zepp LaRouche. Referring to the 1988 TV forecast by Lyn-
don LaRouche, that war in Yugoslavia was on the horizon,
Raimondi said: “We are the institution that, before the war of
aggression, had warned that this was the gameplan. . . . The
reason was that we saw that there was a geopolitical plan to
bring war back to Europe. The forces that I identify have a
name. We named the names. They are London’s Margaret
Thatcher, Lord Carrington, the British oligarchy around the
Windsor family, together with [former French President Fran-
cois] Mitterrand and those forces in the U.S. allied with the
British. I am talking about George Bush, Henry Kissinger,
Lawrence Eagleburger, James Baker. . . . And you have been
the victims of this plan. Without the green light given by these
forces, the Greater Serbians would not have moved. . . .

“The role played by the World Bank and the International
Monetary Fund is the continuation of the last four years of
aggression, because you cannot impose conditionalities on a
country like Bosnia. It is immoral even simply to think, let
alone to demand that the people of Bosnia pay the debt of the
old Communist Yugoslavia. . . . We of the Schiller Institute
say that this policy of the IMF and World Bank is not a mis-
take, it is not incompetence. It is consciously planned.”

A journalist then stood up and excitedly said, “You all
deserve a kiss, especially Mr. Raimondi. Because for a long
time we did not know whether we were crazy or they were
crazy. Now you are telling us that they are crazy, that this was
done to us on purpose. Thank you very much!”

We had the clear sense that in some small way the pres-
ence of the Schiller Institute had contributed to breaking the
controlled environment established by the British psychologi-
cal warfare experts. Besides the terrible physical suffering
and deprivation, what hurt the people of Sarajevo was the
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atmosphere of unreality. The “emissaries” from the West,
U.N. Secretary General Boutros Boutros-Ghali, Owen,
Vance, Carrington, were telling them that they had to:accept
the situation and stop fighting. Indeed, the Schiller Institute
was the only one that was willing to explain what was happen-
ing and point the finger at the puppetmasters.

The press conference was prominently featured on the
TV news and reported by all three Sarajevo dailies, Vecernje
Novine, Dnevni Avaz, and Oslobodenje. Vecernje Novine, in
particular, carried a big picture of Margaret Thatcher titled:
“It Was the Iron Lady Who Gave the Green Light!” Dnevni
Azaz carried a picture of bombed-out buildings accompanied
by the caption: “Onward with the reconstruction of Bosnia
and Hercegovina with the ‘Marshall Plan’!” The text of the
articles was similar. “Bosnia and Hercegovina is the victim
of a planned geopolitical game. . .. If hadn’t been for the
‘green light’ from London, given by Margaret Thatcher, Lord
Carrington, President Mitterrand, as well as certain forces in
the U.S., the Chetniks would not have started the aggression.
.. . The policy of destabilization in the last five years was also
conducted through the IMF and the World Bank. ... The
Schiller Institute supports . . . a campaign for the sovereignty
of Bosnia and its right to economic development. That’s why
they insist on the Marshall Plan.”

A second press conference was held in Dubrovnik, Croa-
tia, by Elke Fimmen of the Schiller Institute on April 19.
It was prominently covered in the leading daily Slobodna
Dalmacija and on Croatia National Radio.

Meeting the leaders of the three religions

The list of the leaders met by the delegation is impressive.
On April 15, we metthe religious head of the Islamic commu-
nity, the Rejs Ulema, Dr. Mustafa Effendi Ceric, who sur-
prised us with the depth of his knowledge and the sharpness
of his irony. “Gentlemen,” he said, “welcome to Sarajevo, to
our community here. [ have heard about your institute. It did
a lot for Bosnia. Thank you for your support. . .. I am glad
that we met. Tusually have all these politicians who are always
trying to get something. So you have to be very careful. And
all those humanitarians. I pray to God sincerely that you never
come to a position that somebody gives you aid. Please pray,
and pray for your children that you don’t go around and ask
for sympathy.”

TheRejs Ulema denounced the “pagan mentality” as ulti-
mately responsible for what is wrongly perceived as a war
of religion. “[When we want to] prove which god is more
powerful: mine or yours?, we are [in reality] proving our-
selves, not God. Because God is one and the same. It is not
only that He is one, but He is the same God. But then, we
want to have different gods. So we put gods to fight each
other. And we say that we are not pagans like the Greeks!
But, of course, we are very, very close to that. So our duty is
not to prove how many of us can destroy mosques and
churches, but how many with such pagan mentality we can
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bring together to make peace with the Creator of the Universe.
That’s our task and our job.”

On April 16, we met the cardinal of Sarajevo, His Emi-
nence Vinko Puljic, and had a very cordial visit, followed
by a second meeting with Bishop Pero Sudar, who proudly
showed us the coat of arms he selected for himself at the
moment in which the British-induced fight between Muslims
and Catholics looked the worst: a map of a united Bosnia!

We had already, on April 13, the honor to be received by
the cardinal primate of Croatia, His Eminence Franjo Ku-
haric, for more than one hour.

On April 17, members of the delegation had a conversa-
tion with Professor Finzi, the leader of Sarajevo’s Jewish
community.

We learned also with sadness that the Orthodox Metropo-
lite of Sarajevo, Nikolai, was no longer residing in Sarajevo,
but in the area controlled by the Pale regime. We met the only
religious Orthodox authority in the city, the priest Avakum
Rosic, who received us and opened up for us the beautiful
Orthodox church.

We stressed particularly the wish for religious reconcilia-
tion, as a basis for a reconciliation of the whole society, and
overcoming the “divide and rule” from the outside. By a fortu-
nate coincidence, on April 16, the Metropolite Nikolai visited
Sarajevo. For the first time since the beginning of the aggres-
sion, he visited Cardinal Puljic in his residence. He also met
the deputy of the Rejs Ulema, Dr. Ceric. He also met Professor
Finzi. A source close to the cardinal, while cautious, charac-
terized the visit of the Metropolite as a clear sign that “spring
is coming.”

In a release issued by the Schiller Institute on April 23,
the delegation recommended the following measures:

1. Bosnian reconstruction must be guaranteed in the form
of a crash program similar to the post-World War II Mar-
shall Plan.

2. The political, institutional, and economic sovereignty
of Bosnia must be preserved against the conditionalities of
international financial institutions and geopolitical interfer-
ence by powers such as the heirs of the British Empire.

3. The United States is the only country, at this point, that
can push for such reconstruction and sovereignty, and should
take up the project of Commerce Secretary Ron Brown, who
died on April 3 in a plane crash in Dubrovnik, Croatia, with
several prominent American private industrial executives,
representing an investment potential of tens of billions of
dollars.

4. The war criminals responsible for the aggression and
genocide must be prosecuted and punished.

S. It is necessary to inform and mobilize the public in
the West, especially in the United States, on the necessity to
guarantee the rights of Bosnia, which put a stop to the widen-
ing of the Greater Serbian assaults and the designs of their
sponsors. If Bosnia does not receive this support, we could be
witnessing the beginning of World War III.
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The covert war against
Arafat and peace

by Anton Chaitkin

In 1991, Margaret Thatcher and George Bush launched the
new world order, a would-be world government, with the
bloody Persian Gulf war against Irag. The Syrian government
joined Saudi Arabia and Kuwait in Bush’s Gulf war coalition.
Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) Chairman Yasser
Arafatled Palestinians in steadfast opposition to the Thatcher-
Bush war. Israel’s Likud Party rulers Ariel Sharon and Yit-
zhak Shamir worked in tandem with the coalition, seeking to
smash the PLO and to abort Arafat’s plan for an independent
Palestinian state.

But President Bush and his Likud friends fell from office.
President William Clinton then bucked the British-Bush im-
perial policy establishment, initiating a fragile peace process
in the Middle East, and in Ireland and the Balkans. Now,
five years after the Gulf war, the British-run imperial axis,
including the British-spawned International Monetary Fund
(IMF), is engaged in a dirty covert war against the global
peace process, a war that deploys bomb-throwing terrorism.

By reviewing a recent, curious public event in Washing-
ton, D.C.—a lecture by an anti-Arafat “radical,” sponsored
and attended by representatives of an array of Gulf war coali-
tion partners—we will be somewhat able to see behind the
scenes into the Middle East side of this imperial project.

Dr. Mustafa Barghouti spoke on April 11, at the Jerusalem
Fund-Center for Policy Analysis on Palestine, located across
the street from the Saudi Embassy. Barghouti, who had been
acandidate in the Jan. 20 Palestinian general elections, began
by describing the hardship and poverty resulting from the 28
years of Israeli occupation, and from the recent “closure”
imposed by Israel on the Palestinians in the wake of the Hamas
suicide bombings.

The speech gradually emerged as an anti-Arafat polemic:
The Palestinian state structure is becoming all-powerful, stat-
ist influence is pervasive. The (world government) interna-
tional agencies were told that Arafat would set up “account-
able structures and laws,” so that investors would have
confidence; this did not happen. The indispensable world-
government-allied non-governmental organizations (NGOs)
are being politically restricted, in favor of statism. Instead of
Palestinian democracy, it’s Yasser Arafat versus the people—
Arafat oppresses the radical Islamist group Hamas, which,
unlike Arafat, is with the people.

The speakerexplained that Arafathad long run the PLO as
arevolutionary organization, and this mode is “unacceptable”
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now that a quasi-state structure is in place. He asserted that
the U.S. State Department (presumptively, the department’s
residual British, Bush, and Kissinger element) is quite sympa-
thetic to “our point of view,” and said that he would be meet-
ing the day after the lecture with State Department officials.

This reporter asked the speaker for his view of the IMF
and World Bank, which are sabotaging funding for Middle
Eastdevelopment, which they know to be essential for peace,
while at the same time they mass-murder Africans, Russians,
and others. Dr. Barghouti laughed, “Mass killers? I just spent
two days working with them, and they didn’t kill me.”

The Bush ‘democracy’ apparatus

On April 16, thisreporter visited the International Repub-
lican Institute (IRI) and interviewed Lauren Ross, the woman
who had arranged for Dr. Barghouti’s lecture engagements in
the United States.

Ross, a professional student of the Arabs and their ways,
described the recent audacious interference of her institute
inside the Palestinian territory. Working with “human rights”
and feminist NGOs, she had staged pre-election community
meetings and public opinion polling, focussing on the undem-
ocratic nature of the peace process, the dictatorial Palestinian
National Authority, and the tyrant Yasser Arafat.

Ross’s IRI was organized in 1983 by the National En-
dowment for Democracy as an arm of then-Vice President
Bush’s notorious covert action apparatus, alongside such
operatives as Oliver North and Elliott Abrams. The IRI’s
vice chairman is George Bush crony J. William Middendorf,
I1, previously head of the Central Intelligence Agency Tran-
sition Team for the 1980-81 Reagan-Bush administration. As
chief executive of First American Bankshares, Middendorf
brought in the Bank of Credit and Commerce International,
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The IMF is targetting
Yasser Arafat because

he is a nationalist, out of
step with world
government aims.

tied to some of Britain’s most powerful financial houses and
aristocratic families, to take over his bank and make it into
a financial conduit for running the Afghan mujahideen war,
and a leading element for supplying covert arms in the Iran-
Contra affair.

The most important IRI board members are Henry Kis-
singer’s partners Lawrence Eagleburger and Brent Scow-
croft, along with neo-conservative Jeane Kirkpatrick and the
British-directed Mont Pelerin Society leader Edwin Feulner.
George Bush’s son Jeb Bush is chairman of IRI’s “Cuban
Transition Committee,” a large team working on current and
future U.S.-Cuban relations.

At the 1983 birth of the nominally Republican IRI, a
“Democratic” twin was also created: the National Democratic
Institute for International Affairs (NDI). The two institutes
are virtually indistinguishable; they work closely together on
thePalestinianside to sabotage the peace process, and cooper-
ate on other international covert action projects. NDI’s board
includes Iran-Contra figure Morton I. Abramowitz, a former
assistant to Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, and later head
of State Department Intelligence (1985-89) and President
Bush’s ambassador to Turkey; NDI’s advisory board includes
radical Likud-linked Zionist Stephen J. Solarz.

IRI and NDI are financed in their Palestine work against
President Clinton’s peace initiatives, by the U.S. State Depart-
ment’s Agency for International Development.

The remarkable Shikaki brothers

Bush operative Ross worked most closely in the Palestine
project with one Khalil Shikaki, and his Ford Foundation-
funded Center for Palestine Research and Studies. Shikaki
and the IRI jointly conducted an anti-Arafat exit poll of Pales-
tinian voters; one question was, “[Do you] believe that free-
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dom of the press and human rights should take precedence,
even if this contradicts what the [Palestinian] Authority de-
fines as the national interest?” The results of this poll were
featured in the newsletter of the Washington, D.C. Jerusalem
Fund-Center, distributed at Dr. Barghouti’s April 11 lecture.

Dr. Barghouti’s host, the chairman of the Jerusalem Fund-
Center, Georgetown University Prof. Hisham Sharabi, is also
the editor of the Journal of Palestine Studies, which Professor
Sharabi jointly publishes with Kuwait University. Its Winter
1996 issue features a lead article by Ross’s cooperator,
Khalil Shikaki.

Now, this Khalil is the brother of the late Fathi Shikaki,
the Damascus-based maximum leader of the suicide-bombing
Islamic Jihad, who was assassinated last year, three days be-
fore the murder of Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin.
Khalil Shikaki himself “meets often with Israeli scholars and
is eagerly pursuing joint research and polling projects with
them,” according to the June 13, 1995 Boston Globe, which
alsoreported that “Arafat has threatened Shikaki but has taken
no action. The institute is able to function partly because there
is akind of political twilight zone in the West Bank now. The
Israelis have withdrawn from much of the work of occupiers,
but Arafat has not yet taken over.”

Arafat told the Italian newspaper La Repubblica on Feb.
29, “We ... know that there is a pact between Israeli and
Palestinian extremists to obstruct peace.” Arafat quoted the
head of Ayal, the organization to which Rabin’s assassin be-
longed, who said “that he had met with representatives of the
Jihad. And he said thatit was not the first time.” Arafat quoted
the Israeli extremist Avishai Raviv as saying, “We and the
Jihad are agreed on destroying the peace process.”

Have the Shikaki brothers been part of the Bush team?
Listen to Khalid Shikaki, writing against the “undemocrs:ic”
Arafat in the (Georgetown-Kuwait) Journal of Palestine
Studies issue that was current when Dr. Barghouti spoke in
Washington:

’[The] legitimacy [of Arafat’s PLO]. . . began to [crack]
...whenthe PLO. .. embrace[d] . . . the two-state solution.
... [This] internal erosion of legitimacy . . . was compounded
by the Gulf war of 1990-91, which not only ended the PLO’s
funding sources but tremendously weakened its status and
legitimacy at the regional and international levels.”

But, to whom did the PLO become “illegitimate” during
the Gulf war? George Bush told Arab journalists on March 7,
1991, just after his massive bombing of Iraq, “We’ve been
very disappointed in the PLO here.” Bush said, “They’ve
moved way over too far in support of Saddam Hussein. To
me they’ve lost credibility.”

In his Journal piece, Shikaki states that the political elite
around Arafat, with their “nationalist agenda,” were attacked
and “decapitated by the policies of then Defense Minister
Ariel Sharon, who preferred to revive a traditional rural class
of landowners and elite families. . . . [Meanwhile] the Israelis,
in an attempt to weaken the nationalists, contributed to politi-
cizing the traditional Palestinian Islamists”—led by such as
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Shikaki’s brother.

The audience for Dr. Barghouti’s April 11 lecture in-
cluded IMF senior staff officer George T. Abed, two represen-
tatives from the National Endowment for Democracy, two
from the U.S. State Department, one from the U.S. Informa-
tion Agency, two from the IRI, various Bush-allied intelli-
gence hands, and, representing the Anglo-Dutch monarchies,
one each from the embassies of Canada and the Netherlands.

The IMF’s Abed is a co-founder, with Hisham Sharabi,
of the Jerusalem Fund-Center. During 1985-93, Abed worked
in Geneva, and elsewhere, on behalf of the British-U.N.-IMF-
NGO apparatus, as a worldwide coordinator of Palestinian
social welfare operations in the Israeli-occupied territories.
In a telephone interview, Abed told EIR how Arafat is out of
step with the IMF’s policy of globalization and privatization.
“Arafat is of the ‘old school,” ” Abed complained. “He wants
to nationalize everything. He wants to do everything through
the state, the state apparatus overwhelms the private sector.”
This world government official also criticized Arafat as un-
democratic.

Abed’s colleague, Professor Sharabi, host to Dr. Bar-
ghouti’s lecture, has recently been busy coordinating opposi-
tion to Arafat within the Palestinian community. Sharabi is
co-leader of Georgetown University’s Center for Contempo-
rary Arab Studies, which, while it is interlocked with the State
Department, the IMF, and the intelligence community, seems
to work full-time against President Clinton’s peace initiatives.

The March 1996 issue of the Center’s newsletter, CCAS
News, boasts that graduates of the center conducted polling
and monitoring in the Palestinian elections; that graduate Ziad
Abuy Amer won a legislative seat in the elections and “ex-
pects to work with . . . other independents as ‘the moderate
opposition’ to President Arafat’s regime”; and claimed that
the fact “that Hamas and other Islamist organizations refused
to participate . . . suggests that an important tendency is un-
der-represented.” The “Alumni and Friends” of the CCAS is
run by Michelle Durocher Dunne of the State Department
Policy Planning Staff for the Middle East; her husband,
Charles Dunne, also a grad.. . of Professor Sharabi’s
Georgetown Center, is currently deputy director for the Mid-
dle East at the State Department Office of Counterterrorism.

Amb. Edward Peck is one of the regulars at the Jerusalem
Fund-Center, who attended Dr. Barghouti’s April 11 lecture.
Peck was deputy director of Vice President Bush’s “Task
Force on Combatting Terrorism” in 1985-86, the heyday of
Iran-Contra, and served as a go-between for the Bush-British
apparatus and the government of Syria. In a telephone inter-
view, Peck quite candidly told EIR that “everyone above a
six-year-old’s intelligence in the Middle East knows that the
U.S. tricked Saddam Hussein into invading Kuwait so we
could kick the s—t out of him,” and that the aim of the Gulf
war had been to enforce the rule that “no Arab nation can be
permitted to become powerful and independent.” This is the
rule that Peck and his Bush League friends are trying to en-
force against Arafat, and against the U.S. peace initiatives.
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Dominican Republic

Drug legalizers demand

Pena Gomez be President
by Carlos Wesley

Former U.S. President Jimmy Carter arrived in Santo Do-
mingo on April 24, to remind the government of the Domini-
can Republic that José Francisco Pefia Gémez has been
anointed the winner of the upcoming May 16 Presidential
elections by the international oligarchy, and that no other
outcome will be acceptable.

The delegation included people from the National Demo-
cratic Institute, a U.S. taxpayer-funded arm of Oliver North’s
old guns-for-drugs “Project Democracy” apparatus within the
Democratic Party. With Carter were former Colombian Presi-
dent Belisario Betancur, of the genocidal Club of Rome, and
Argentina’s José Bordén.

The visitcame five days after the secretary general of the
Organization of American States, former Colombian Presi-
dent César Gaviria, went to pressure President Joaquin Bala-
guer to accept OAS election monitors. This was resisted by
the head of the Dominican Election Board, as a violation of
national sovereignty.

A leader ofthe Socialist International, Pefia Gémez shares
membership in the Washington-based bankers’ drug-legal-
ization lobby, the Inter-American Dialogue, with Carter and
Bordén. They, and their allies in the Castro-ite Sdo Paulo
Forum, have made it clear that violence will be unleashed
unless Dominicans hand Pefia Gomez the Presidency. The
Dominican Republic shares the Caribbean island of Hispan-
iola with Haiti.

A March 30 editorial in the New York Times lied that
Balaguer was “a ruthless dictator” who stole the 1994 elec-
tions. If Pefia Gomez “is perceived to be robbed of victory a
second time he might have a harder time calming his follow-
ers,” said the Times.

On March 22, Tomas Borge, the Nicaraguan Sandinista
leader and a member of the Sdo Paulo Forum, said in a tele-
vised interview: “We are not going to shut our eyes, nor act
with passivity in the face of any abnormality that might take
place.” Borge, who ran the continental terrorist arsenal uncov-
ered in Managua in 1993, was in the Dominican Republic for
a meeting of the Socialist International and to campaign for
Peiia Gémez. “We can’t be indifferent in the face of . . . elec-
toral fraud,” said Borge, who got egg on his face when a
Dominican TV program showed a photo of him posing next
to Pablo Escobar, the late drug kingpin.
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On March 28, five Dominican affiliates of the Sdo Paulo
Forum issued a manifesto threatening to “confront the new
fraud in the streets, with mass mobilizations” and other ac-
tions. The signers included Narciso Isa Conde and others who
vowed to establish a new Marxist-Leninist party at a meeting
held last Feb. 27 with the leader of El Salvador’s FMLN
guerrillas, Shafik Handal, and other Sdo Paulo Forum and
communist leaders from Australia, the United States, Cuba,
and other nations. '

Hooded killers

The violence has already started. Two people were killed
on April 21, in a shoot-out between supporters of Pefia Gomez
and his opponents in Haina, bringing the number killed in the
campaign to eight, so far. In Bonao, abomb exploded on April
12, damaging the homes of a newspaper editor and of a former
governor. In Gualey, a gang of armed men wearing hoods a
la Mexico’s Zapatistas, seized a bridge, burned a truck and
robbed the driver, and exchanged gunfire with police. Sophis-
ticated weapons, mostly of Russian and Israeli manufacture,
are entering the country in great numbers, according to secu-
rity forces, who blame drug traffickers for the smuggling.

The State Department’s Agency for International Devel-
opment has invested millions of dollars to establish adomestic
“Network of Electoral Observers,” which is supposed to de-
clare Pefia Gémez the election winner even before the first
vote is officially counted.

But, at this point, it seems unlikely that Pefia Gomez will
get an absolute majority on May 16, which will force him into
a run-off, either against Leonel Ferndndez, of the Dominican
Liberation Party, or Vice President Jacinto Peynado. If it goes
to a second round, he is likely to lose, which is ironic, because
this requirement was part of the constitutional amendments
the United States forced the Dominicans to adopt overnight
in 1994, when Balaguer’s term was also cut short two years,
to give Pefia Gomez another shot at the Presidency.

In a speech to the American Chamber of Commerce in
Santo Domingo on April 23, Pefia Gémez insisted that the
changes were Balaguer’s idea, not the result of foreign impo-
sition. “I didn’t like the Pact for Democracy,” he said. “But
U.S. Ambassador Donna Jean Hrinak urged me to sign it.”
Sounding like the guy at the head of the non-henpecked line,
“because my wife told me to stand here,” Pefia said that Am-
bassador Hrinak was in the audience “to disavow those who
have suggested that I acquiesced to a U.S. imposition.”

To counter “Project Democracy,” Dominican nationalists
have dubbed into Spanish two of the televised campaign ad-
dresses of U.S. Democratic Presidential pre-candidate Lyn-
don LaRouche, and aired them on Dominican TV.

Pefia Gomez has also been hurt by his party’s ties to
Cuban-Venezuelan banker Orlando Castro. Recently arrested
in Miami, Castro is suspected of ties to the Cali and Medellin
cocaine cartels, and he is also a fugitive from Dominican
justice.
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Lord Rees-Mogg kicks the dra50n

Kathy Wolfe analyzes the ongoing attempts by the British to destabilize
China and hand President Clinton a foreign policy disaster.

In the last two months, Britain’s leading propaganda units,
from the London Times to the London Economist, have esca-
lated their campaign to carve up the nation of China, with a
series of mad “predictions” that China, if confronted harshly
by “the West,” will fall apart, as did the former Soviet Union.

It was these threats from London and its assets in Wash-
ington, which provoked the alarming March and April mili-
tary maneuvers by China in the Taiwan Strait, and by North
Korea in the Korean Demilitarized Zone (DMZ), EIR has
leamed. Britain also seeks to provoke confrontation between
President William Clinton and Beijing, to create a foreign
policy disaster for the President.

Lord William Rees-Mogg, a spokesman for British intelli-
gence, stated the policy in an April 8 editorial in the Times,
entitled “The Encircled Dragon Lashes Out.” Rees-Mogg,
former Times editor, wrote that China first threatened Taiwan
with missile exercises on March 9-21, and then encouraged
North Korea to “pressure” the United States by trucking
troops into the DMZ on April 5-7, as a “dangerous geopoliti-
cal game.”

China, however, will soon collapse, Rees-Mogg claims.
Beijing’s game is “played from weakness,” he stated, because
“China exists inside a large box,” surrounded by hostile pow-
ers, and could end up as Germany did after World War I:
defeated and subject to humiliating foreign treaty demands.
Beijing’s “lashing out” shows the “typical signs of the end of
aregime, the traditional disorder which has appeared at the
end of every Chinese dynasty,” he concluded.

The Economist, a mouthpiece of the Lazard Bank, the
Rothschilds, and the City of London, chimed in on April 20
with a coverstoryentitled “Will China Disintegrate?” “There
are persistent signs,” the story said, “thatcertain provinces and
regions—many with languages or Chinese dialects of their
own—operceive their interests as quite separate from those” of
Beijing. The article cited “huge economic disparities between
regions,” tradebarriers set up between provinces, and a “gen-
eral loss of central political authority.” It concluded: “Some
believe such differences will continue to tug the regions away
from the center, and some could one day break away.”

A new opium war

The Economist Intelligence Unit, a spinoff of the Econo-
mist, published an extensive prediction on April 22 that China
will break up after the death of leader Deng Xiaoping. “This
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will make China an unpleasant place to do business,” they
wrote, inciting a run out of investment in China. The Econo-
mist has had no fewer than four such cover stories this year
alone.

EIR Contributing Editor and Democratic Party Presiden-
tial pre-candidate Lyndon LaRouche pointed out recently,
that the Chinese leadership is by no means blind to the current
British machinations.

“The Beijing government understands one thing very
clearly, and they understand it from the history of [19th-cen-
tury British Prime Minister] Lord Palmerston and the China
Opium Wars,” LaRouche said in an interview. “They trace
carefully, in their study of history, those British families
which have the same policy toward China, as did Palmer-
ston’s crowd. They recognize the British are out to destroy
China, to carve it up into several pieces. And they react.

“Rees-Mogg is one of those who’s out to destroy China,”
LaRouche continued, “by a destabilization of the Far East,
which would result in China’s being carved up into several
pieces. His function is as a senior public relations spokesman
for the inner core of the British financial oligarchy . . . very
close to the Privy Council, which is the actual government
of Britain.”

Britain has proposed to carve up China since London’s
Institute for Strategic and International Studies (IISS) pub-
lished a plan in March 1994 to cut China’s area in half, by
creating independent entities of Xinjiang, Tibet, Yunnan,
Guangdong and other southern provinces, and Manchuria.
IISS officials such as Gerald Segal encourage Taiwan to de-
clare its independence from China. Beijing has long stated
that this would result in war.

Rees-Mogg, the IISS, and the Economist are pushing Brit-
ain’s Conservative Party and its dupes in the U.S. Republican
Party into confrontation with Beijing, Peter Ferdinand, for-
mer Asia Director for the London Royal Institute of Interna-
tional Affairs (RIIA), told EIR on April 9. “The idea of China
being an ‘evil Empire’ which may be made to collapse, may
well be in their minds,” he said. “They are especially upset
about the aggressive noises which China is making about
Hongkong.”

Provocations and reactions

Itis suchthreats from London, and British assets in Wash-
ington, which have provoked the recent military scares in the
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Far East, informed Asian diplomats tell EIR. They dismiss as
“nonsense,” the Western media spin that China and North
Korea were simply trying to influence the March 23 Taiwan
elections and April 11 South Korean elections. “Both Beijing
and Pyongyang have a deeper, strategic worry,” one source
said. “They are making a strategic statement on their na-
tional existence.”

It is London loonies such as Rees-Mogg, LaRouche ex-
plained, who arekicking the Chinese dragon, thus creating a
dangerous military situation. “This is not something coming
out of North Korea as such, out of Pyongyang,” he said of the
April 5-7 North Korean troop movements in the DMZ. “It’s
coming out of China, or some factions in China, which are
recommending to the North Korean capital that it play some
of the pressure tactics” which China played in the Taiwan
Straits.

The “real problem,” one Asian negotiator told EIR, is the
British idea, now popular with Republicans such as Sen. Jesse
Helms (N.C.), that North Korea and China will soon “go
away,” fall apart like East Germany or the Soviet Union.
“They are treating the Pyongyang regime as something to be
confronted, and forced to crack. But North Korea won’t ‘go
away,” ” the diplomat said. It “could open up and in 15-20
years become a different place. But it won’t collapse, as they
think. . ..

“This is part of a much broader miscalculation in London
and Washington about China, he said. “The opinion on Capi-
tol Hill right now is that China, fairly soon, will ‘go away,’
like the U.S.S.R., so there is no point dealing with Beijing.
This is crazy. China is not ‘going away.” They can’t kill 1.3
billion people.”

British think-tankers admit openly that Beijing and
Pyongyang are reacting to pressure from London and Wash-
ington. “People in London and Washington are pushing” to
confront North Korea and China, believing they will collapse
as did East Germany and the Soviet Union, says Dr. E.R.
Kang of the University of London School of Oriental Studies
(formerly the British East India Company). “Take the sudden
pressure on the Chinese over human rights. That’s what the
Chinese complain of, in disputes with the British over Hong-
kong. Beijing says Britain didn’t introduce democracy for
150 years, and now they’re doing it only to foment internal
dissent in China. . . .

“There are NATO people who treat Russia as a defeated
state, and there is a tendency to treat China the same way,”
said Kang, identifying a military network dominated by the
British in NATO which is then played back into the U.S.
Pentagon. “The Pentagon perceives China as a strategic
threat,” he asserted, blaming the Americans for London’s
sins as usual, “which needs to be contained.”

Kang also added that “academics associated with the
Pentagon such as Samuel Huntington, with his ‘Clash of
Civilizations,” and Francis Fukuyama, are very much on this
line. Huntington says that we must inevitably clash with
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Islam, clash with China; let’s do it! Fukuyama can’t tolerate
the survival of Marxist states.”

Hit Clinton foreign policy

The British would also like to have a military crisis in
the Far East to create a major disaster for President Clinton,
LaRouche pointed out. “These are the enemies of Clinton,”
he said. The British oppose Clinton’s programs to bring peace
settlements and economic growth to Korea, the Middle East,
Ireland, Bosnia, and other areas, and have vowed to run him
out of office.

“There are those in the United States, on the Republican
side, who are trying to do everything possible, with London’s
cooperation,” to destroy Clinton’s foreign policy, LaRouche
added. “In Korea, with respect to China, in dealing with Japan,
the Middle East, Ireland, in dealing with Russia, and so forth,
they’re trying, as we say in the vernacular, to ‘screw up’
Clinton. It’s Republicans going to bed with Margaret Thatch-
er’s crowd in London and Rees-Mogg’s crowd, which is play-
ing the susceptibilities of Beijing . . . and Pyongyang.”

Britain’s International Monetary Fund (IMF)-type free
trade policy especially creates tremendous pressure on
Beijing and Pyongyang, Dr. Kang noted. Recent military ac-
tions “demonstrate the feeling of vulnerability of the Commu-
nist leaders, that while their system is still Marxist, everything
around them, the economy, the culture, is becoming liber-
alized. So China and North Korea sense the Western powers
pushing against them, and they sense internal vulnerability.”

China is not falling apart as quickly as the IISS projected
in its March 1994 plan, Peter Ferdinand of the RIIA said, but
the IISS and RIIA believe the “world environment” of IMF
free trade will destroy China. “Our conclusion at a recent
conference was that to talk about the rapid collapse of China
was overdone, since the South, especially Guangdong,
doesn’t have a tradition of being fully independent of
Beijing,” he said.

“Now there could, however, be other parts of China, such
as the periphery, the far north or Tibet, which may press for
autonomy,” he said, “and there is, however, still some mile-
age, in the idea of a parting of the ways between a Northern
China and a Southern China. Not just Guangdong, but other
Southern provinces, might come to feel that Beijing was . . .
living off the backs of the people doing the actual work in
the South.”

Eventually, Ferdinand concluded, the leadership in
Beijing will “fall out amongst themselves,” arguing over
“fundamental issues” such as “how to carry out the [IMF]
reforms, the strategy for reform of loss-making state enter-
prises, the layoffs which are potentially explosive, the privati-
zation of enterprises. . .. None of their plans are going to
work, and there’s the possibility of a significant downturn,
with a very large number of people being put out of work.
The leadership’s problems have been patched over, but by no
means solved.”
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Clinton seeks peace
conference on Korea
by Kathy Wolfe

U.S. President Bill Clinton and South Korean President Kim
Young-sam, after a summit on Korea’s Cheju Island on April
16, proposed that North Korea and China join four-power
peace talks, which Clinton said could lead to a permanent
peace on the Korean peninsula. “We are determined to do
everything we can,” Clinton said, “to end the 43 years of
tensions between North and South Korea since they ended
-the Korean War in 1953 with an armistice, but no formal
peace accord. It can begin as soon as possible, and there are
no preconditions.”
“The purpose would be to initiate a process aimed at
achieving a permanent peace agreement,” said a statement
issued by the two Presidents.

Positive responses

In a hopeful sign, the North Korean government in
Pyongyang did not reject the plan, despite a long-standing
insistence that it would sign a formal peace treaty only with
the United States, as South Korea has not, since 1953, signed
the existing cease-fire. “We are now examining the proposal
of the U.S. side to see . . . whether it is feasible,” the North
Korean Foreign Ministry said in an official statement on
April 18. It stressed that Pyongyang wants the September
1992 North-South Korean “Agreement on Reconciliation,
Non-Aggression, and Cooperation” to be “carried into prac-
tice” as part of a settlement.

Chinese Foreign Minister Qian Qichen greeted the four-
power proposal as “reasonable” on April 19, at a press
conference with U.S. Secretary of State Warren Christopher.
“We also believe, however,” Qian said, deferring to its ally
Pyongyang on any final decision, “that such a proposal can
only be realized, when those parties directly concerned can
reach agreement.”

Korean-American leaders have also proposed to eventu-
ally bring Russia and Japan into the Korean peace process.
At a March 18 meeting in Los Angeles of the Koreatown
LaRouche Committee, one Korean-American leader pro-
posed to Presidential pre-candidate Lyndon H. LaRouche,
that the United States sponsor a conference between the two
Koreas, jointly with China, Russia, and Japan.

There is already official discussion under way to broaden
the agreement to include the latter two nations. South Korean
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President Kim Young-sam’s Presidential aide Yoo Chong-
ha said on April 16 that talks are proceeding with Russia
and Japan about a role in the conference.

Japanese Prime Minister Ryutaro Hashimoto called the
proposal a “great initiative,” and urged North Korea to re-
spond positively. President Clinton during his visit to Russia
on April 19-20 discussed the idea with President Boris Yelt-
sin and other Russian leaders.

Stop British war plans

The Korean hot spot must be seen within the global con-
text of the British Empire’s plan to carve up China. By con-
stant attacks against North Korea, via the U.N. and George
Bush assets such as former U.S. Ambassador Donald Gregg,
London is acting deliberately to anger Pyongyang, which is
never difficult. Britain wants to provoke a war in Korea to
furthertheir plans to destroy China, and create a foreign policy
disaster for President Clinton.

The Clinton administration, for its part, has strongly
pressed for China to help play a positive role in the peace
settlement, as part of President Clinton’s “One China” policy.

President Clinton was the one toinsist on China’s partici-
pation in the Korean peace talks, Washington sources told
EIR. “The United States’ view is that participation by the
People’s Republic of China in such a dialogue would also be
extremely helpful,” White House spokesman Michael Mc-
Curry said on April 16. “The People’s Republic, on matters
related to the North Korea nuclear program and other issues
in thisregion, has been a valuable interlocutor as we deal with
the security issues that arise in this region.”

Korean-American leaders in Los Angeles believe that
President Clinton’s action is “very important progress,” as
one spokesman put it. “The previous position of Washington
and South Korea was that a peace settlement in Korea should
be handled by the two parties concerned, i.e., North Korea
and South Korea, taking out the U.S. from the picture,” he
explained. “Pyongyang, however, had said peace should be
made between U.S. and Pyongyang, excluding South Korea.
Neither of these positions is realistic.

“That’s why the arrangement should be made, not bilater-
ally between North Korea and South Korea, but within the
framework of an international conference.”

Unlike former communist East Germany or the Soviet
Union, he explained, neither China nor North Korea is about
to collapse, and to continue without a peace treaty is untena-
ble. “Regarding North Korea, the North Korean regime is not
composed of traitors,” as was East Germany, he said, which
was “entirely a puppet state controlled by Russian occupation
troops.” The moment the Russian troops left, the East German
people wanted to join West Germany, he explained, but even
if communismfell in North Korea, the people would still want
their own government, pending negotiations with the South.

Therefore, he said, it is urgent to begin talks, as President
Clinton said, “with no pre-conditions.”
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Book Review

Harvard fraud makes mockery
of the Nazi Holocaust

by Mark Burdman

Hitler’'s Willing Executioners: Ordinary
Germans and the Holocaust

by Daniel Jonah Goldhagen

Alfred A. Knopf, New York, 1996

622 pages, hardbound, $30

Ever since U.S. President Clinton announced, in the summer
of 1994, that the traditional U.S.-British “special relation-
ship” would be superseded by a “unique” relationship be-
tween Germany and the United States oriented toward stabi-
lizing Russia and other countries to the East, the highest
levels of the British oligarchy, particularly those in the camp
of Baroness Margaret Thatcher, have searched for means to
poison German-American relations. In recent months, they
have been looking for new flanks, to reinvigorate the black
propaganda campaign that was first launched as Germany
was being reunited in 1989-90, that a united Germany would
represent a “Fourth Reich” threat to the world.

Now, from the bowels of that prestigious center of British
ideology in Cambridge, Massachusetts, Harvard University,
a work has been produced, which has been correctly charac-
terized by Gitta Sereny, an expert on the Nazi Holocaust,
as a “hymn of hate to the Germans.” Hitler’s Willing Execu-
tioners: Ordinary Germans and the Holocaust, by Harvard
assistant professor Daniel Jonah Goldhagen, is a calculated
provocation, which carries the British-authored notion of
“German collective guilt” to its most extreme expression to
date. It has the aim of conveying to Americans, especially
those younger “Generation X’ Americans who have no idea
of history, an image of “the Germans” as mass-murderers
whose entire history has been defined by the determination
that Jews must be “eliminated.”

It is a marker of the cultural degeneration among certain
milieux in the United States, that a book of this degree of
incompetence, which employs the same “Big Lie” methods
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as Nazi Propaganda Minister Josef Goebbels, would have
the degree of resonance in the United States, that it has had.
The psychological-cultural programmers at Harvard—the
same university which pioneered the mass drugging of youth
in the early 1960s—have evidently calculated that the book
would have a certain effect. Harvard’s recent sponsorship
of the racist Herrnstein-Murray Bell Curve tract, is fully in
line with an earlier history, including flaunted anti-Semitism,
that justifies the slogan, “Before Hitler, There Was Harvard.”
(See article of that title by Stephen Komm in New Solidarity
newspaper, Nov. 18, 1983.)

Goldhagen’s “hymn of hate” was released in the United
States, to much fanfare by the liberal establishment media.
The New York Times’ A.M. Rosenthal, for example, the
journalistic thug who was one of the propagandists who
helped create the environment for the assassination of Israeli
Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin last year, by his constant
attacks on the Middle East peace process, threatened, in an
April 3 column, that “denial” of Goldhagen’s thesis is “no
longer possible, except as a mask for approval [of Nazi
genocide] or cowardice.” On March 31, in response to the
book’s release in Britain, disoriented Holocuast survivor
Elie Wiesel praised the work as “a tremendous contribution
to the understanding and teaching of the Holocaust. In Ger-
many, where it will certainly provoke huge controversy
among historians of the Second World War, it should be
read in every school.”

Ecstatic praise for the book is emanating out of the
Washington, D.C. headquarters of the Anti-Defamation
League (ADL). Goldhagen was featured at a symposium,
with an audience packed by supporters of his thesis, at the
Holocaust Museum, in Washington.

From the side of the British Thatcherites, the Hollinger
Corporation-owned Daily Telegraph ran a positive review
of the book on April 24. Author Norman Lebrecht said that
Goldhagen has “put German guilt back on the agenda,” and
has made a significant contribution to confronting the threat
posed by present-day Germany. According to Lebrecht, the
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British have been “far too polite to confront our German
friends . . . with the spectres of their former selves.” Hence,
a “twelve-year hole” (1933-45) in recent history now exists.
But the “taboo” on such a “confrontation” has now been
“well and truly busted by a Harvard assistant professor.”
With incredible gall coming from a Brit writing for the
leading daily mouthpiece of the Brutish Empire, Lebrecht
attacked “the German failure to confront beastliness,” and
asserted that Goldhagen’s book would help Britons over-
come “our cowardly reluctance to raise it with them.”

A disgrace

This reviewer is an American Jew, who lost many of
his family members in the Holocaust. He has lived in Ger-
many for most of the past 15 years. From this vantage point,
he fully concurs with the comment made by world-renowed
Jewish violinist Lord Yehudi Menuhin, during an April 18
German television interview, that Goldhagen’s work is a
“disgrace” for which the author should be “totally ashamed.”

Happily, Menuhin has not been alone in condemning
Goldhagen. The book has produced a backlash, not only in
Germany, but also among reviewers, historians, and Holo-
caust experts in Britain, Israel, and the United States. Liberal
commentator Hella Pick, who has just completed a favorable
biography of Austrian Nazi-hunter Simon Wiesenthal, de-
nounced the book, in a March 29 Guardian review, as “often
pernicious,” and filled with “gross distortion” and ““a super-
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fluity of embarrassing psycho-babble.” Among U.S. com-
mentators, William Pfaff devoted his April 18 International
Herald Tribune column to a repudiation of Goldhagen’s
main thesis.

In an April 17 discussion, one British influential, who
played a critical role in the British side of the post-World
War II occupation of Germany, and who can hardly be
accused of “Germanophile” proclivities, drew attention to
the “coincidence,” that Goldhagen’s book was released al-
most simultaneously with the new biography of Josef Goeb-
bels, by the notoriously pro-Hitler British author David Ir-
ving. This Briton estimated that Goldhagen is “David Irving
in reverse: One denies the Holocaust happened; the other
makes a mockery of the Holocaust by the way he explains it.”

Perhaps most telling, is that the backlash has spread
among some of the most serious experts on the Holocaust,
including Israel’s Yehuda Bauer, Germany’s Raul Hilberg,
and America’s Christopher Browning. Browning wrote a
book two years ago, also focussing on the role of “ordinary
Germans” in committing atrocities against Jews, but coming
to totally different conclusions than Goldhagen. One of Ger-
many’s prominent researchers on the subject, who has re-
cently debated Goldhagen, has fired off a letter to Harvard,
demanding to know how that prestigious university ever
allowed Goldhagen to receive a Ph.D. for his dissertation
on which the book is based. “I demand to know, who were
his thesis advisers?” this individual stormed.

Members of the “White
Rose” German students’
resistance movement
against the Nazis: Hans
and Sophie Scholl, with
Christoph Probst. All
were executed by the
Gestapo. The Gestapo
terror against German
citizens, and the very
existence of a German
resistance movement,
are conveniently written
out of history by
Goldhagen.
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An axiom of German culture

Goldhagen begins with the premise that the Holocaust
was planned and executed singularly against the Jews; the
mass-murder of gypsies, and the killing of other groups, are
of secondary, or tertiary interest, and do not qualify as a “Ho-
locaust.” Many of the most grievous acts, he claims, were
committed outside the highly organized Nazi killing machine,
by “ordinary Germans,” who were under no outside compunc-
tion to do what they did, but who killed Jews voluntarily and
gleefully. They wanted to kill Jews.

The Holocaust, according to Goldhagen, was a “German”
event, carried out by “the Germans”’; opposition to killing the
Jews among Germans was infinitesmal, discountable. The
image of the “good German,” Gu..tly opposed to the slaugh-
ter, if unable or unwilling tc <tcp it, is a mythology, he writes.
“Millions” of Germans would have joined in the national sport
of killing Jews, if the situation had been “appropriate” to do
s0, Goldhagen asserts.

From such premises, Goldhagen proceeds “logically” to
his conclusions. The main impulses of what he calls “German
culture,” can only be understood as necessarily and determin-
istically leading up to the events that were to transpire over
the 1933-45 period. In his view, Germany, uniquely among
all nations, was characterized by a specifically virulent form
of anti-Jewish sentiment that was “eliminationist,” seeking,
at times by more peaceful means and at other times by more
violent means, depending on the circumstances, to eliminate
Jews from the face of the Earth. The ultimate historical and
cultural roots of the problems lie in Germany’s origins, since
medieval times and the times of Luther, as a Christian nation,
since, he writes, “anti-Semitism has been a more or less per-
manent feature of the Western world.”

By the 19th century, matters took a decisive turn for the
worse. Anti-Semitism, according to Goldhagen, “continued
to be an axiom of German culture throughout the 19th and
20th centuries. . .. Its regnant version in Germany during
the Nazi period was but a more accentuated, intensified, and
elaborated form of an already broadly accepted basic model.”

In Goldhagen’s virtual reality, Germans simply cannot
win. Those who, in the 19th century, supported full rights
and emancipation for Jews, were, more often than not, “anti-
Semites in sheep’s clothing,” since they accepted the premises
of the hard-core anti-Semites, that Jews had to be “elimi-
nated,” but they wanted to do so “peacefully.”

Goldhagen claims that, just as the “democratic creed” is
anunspoken “cultural axiom” in the United States, part of the
“common sense” of our society, so has “anti-Semitism” been
to Germany. Aside from the insane classification of Germans
contained therein, this assertion would certainly make strange
reading to those on the receiving end of such expressions of
“American democracy” as lynch mobs and other forms of
extreme racism.

Hitler and the Nazis become, for Goldhagen, almost an
incidental predicate, the “wish-fulfillment” of the Germans’
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culturally determined, axiomatic desire to eliminate Jews. For
Goldhagen, World War I, the Versailles Treaty reparations
imposed by the Bank of England and its U.S. collaborators,
and the devastating 1923 Weimar hyperinflation, are of al-
most no importance, and receive a few pages in the book,
which mostly contain sentences like: “During World War I,
Germans accused the Jews of not serving in the military, of not
defending the Fatherland,” or “anti-Semitism was endemic to
Weimar Germany.”

Goldhagen the eliminationist

Goldhagen reveals himself to be either a liar or an illiter-
ate, or both, when it comes to questions of elementary history.

To use Goldhagen’s own perverse neologism, it is he who
is a raving “eliminationist”; he simply eliminates from his
account, whatever is inconvenient. The approach is reminis-
cent of that of Winston Smith, the main character in George
Orwell’s 1984, whose main job was to shred from all publica-
tions, the names of individuals whom his totalitarian masters
wanted forgotten. In his “Note on Method,” Goldhagen ac-
knowledges this dishonest approach, by saying that he chose
or omitted data, based on the criterion of “appropriateness. . .
for testing certain hypotheses.”

Amidst all his self-righteous pronouncements against
“German culture,” he eliminates any discussion of the
Weimer Classical period. In the real world outside Goldha-
gen’s paranoiac projections, the entire edifice of his argument
collapses, on hearing the famous four words of German Frie-
drich Schiller’s Ode to Joy, “Alle Menschen werden Briider”
(“All men are brothers”), the theme of Ludwig van Beetho-
ven’s Ninth Symphony, and the most concise possible poetic
statement against prejudice. Since the great German Schiller
never exists, in Goldhagen’s universe, the reader need never
know about Schiller’s passion for freedom for humanity, and
about his famousthird lecture on universal history, “The Mis-
sion of Moses,” in which the universal debt of humanity to
Mosaic Judaism is celebrated.

Similarly, Goldhagen eliminates the next crucial moment
in German culture and history, namely, the 1809-13 German
“wars of liberation,” a movement based on the ideas of Schil-
ler and his circle, and the ensuing crushing of that liberation
movement, in the lead-up to the oligarchs’ 1815 Congress of
Vienna and the tripartite (Britain-Austria-Russia) Holy Alli-
ance. These oligarchical arrangements, celebrated by Harvard
prominent Henry A. Kissinger in his 1950s doctoral thesis,
imposed a feudal, reactionary order on Europe. The Holy
Alliance, together with the proliferation in Germany of “ro-
manticism” and the schools of thinking associated with Im-
manuel Kant,amongothers,produced a reactionary anti-Bee-
thoven, anti-Schiller counterculture in Germany, in which
anti-Semitism and related racialist movements were able to
take root.

By eliminating the conflict, in Germany, between republi-
canism and oligarchism, Goldhagen reduces “the German
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problem” to a proto-genetic, proto-racialist interpretation, in
which the reader, to the extent that he or she believes this
hokum, is induced to wish that the Holocaust might have been
avoided, if “the Germans” themselves had first been “elimi-
nated”!

Goldhagen’s eliminationist magic wand also extends to
some of the greats among German Jews. There is no mention
of Moses Mendelssohn, Heinrich Heine, the father and son
Emil and Walter Rathenau, and many more. In Goldhagen’s
universe, what actually happened in history, namely, that Ger-
man Jews rose to prominent positions in science, medicine,
mathematics, physics, literature, and other fields, never hap-
pened. If Hitler exterminated hundreds of thousands of Ger-
man Jews, Goldhagen now seems to want to finish the job, by
removing that paradoxical fact of German history, that Jews
reached a higher point of culture and achievement in Ger-
many, than in most other countries.

This ties into one other curious “eliminationism,” which
we can only briefly allude to here. As Pfaff stresses in his
review, German anti-Semitism was much less virulent, up to
the period of World War I, than in other countries. It is amaz-
ing that Goldhagen never mentions the Dreyfus affair in
France, or the anti-Jewish pogroms in Russia, of the last part
of the 19th century. If one would have written a book, ca.
1900, forecasting which country might see an outbreak of
uncontrolled anti-Jewish hatred, France and Russia would
certainly have ranked above Germany. Similarly, he says
nothing about the extremely nasty anti-Jewish expressions in
Austria. The latter country gets one mention in the entire
book, despite the fact that leading Nazis, including Hitler,
Adolf Eichmann, Ernst Kaltenbrunner, and others, were Aus-
trians, not Germans. In Goldhagen’s strange universe, Ger-
mans and Austrians are evidently one people, a notion that
would surprise some of the participants on either side of the
Prussian-Austrian war. '

The Nazis’ ‘peaceful and
consensual’ revolution

Goldhagen reaches conclusions about “the Nazi German
revolution” of 1933 that are truly psychedelic, leading one
to speculate whether the 36-year-old associate professor has
participated in modern-day versions of the experiments in
hallucinatory drugs pioneered by Harvard’s Prof. Timothy
Leary in the early 1960s. He writes: “The Nazi German
revolution ... was an unusual revolution in that, domesti-
cally, it was being realized—the repression of the political
left in the first few years notwithstanding—without massive
coercion and violence. The revolution was primarily the
transformation of consciousness—the inculcation in the Ger-
mans of a new ethos. By and large, it was a peaceful revolu-
tion willingly acquiesced to by the German people. Domesti-
cally, the Nazi German revolution was, on the whole,
" consensual.”
By a stroke of the pen, the Gestapo terror against German
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citizens is eliminated. Eliminated is the fact that the pre-
1933 Nazis had a private army of 300,000 to 400,000 men
in arms, and that leading opponents of the Nazis were assassi-
nated. Worst of all, there is no discussion of the massive
supportthat Hitler’s Nazis received from British and British-
linked American circles, in the period leading up to the
takeover of power, and without which, it is doubtful that
the “peaceful revolution” could have occurred. In the real
world, “the Nazi revolution” was absolutely not a “Germans-
only” event.

Goldhagen treats it as a casual fact, that 25,000 Germans
were rounded up, and put in camps, right after the Reichstag
fire. For him, again, this is a virtual irrelevance. Likewise,
the anti-Nazi German resistance of Count von Stauffenberg
and his courageous circle, the heroes of the July 20, 1944
attempt on Hitler’s life, receive a couple of pages of copy,
and are dismissed as dominated by “eliminationist anti-Sem-
ites,” who admittedly opposed the Nazis, but shared the
Nazis’ views on the Jews!

As an antidote to this venom, the reader is invited to the
neighborhood where this reviewer lives, where almost every
street is named after a prominent German official who was
executed by the Nazis, and where the street signs give the
date when that execution took place.

But this part of the story has a punch-line. Goldhagen
is fanatically attempting to convey the image of “the Ger-
mans and Fiihrer united, in a passion to eliminate the Jews.”
For this to be credible, he has to claim that the Nazis’ plan
to eliminate the Jews was known to, and enthusiastically
supported by, the population. Yet, as U.S. historian Francis
Loewenheim points out, the disproof of this comes from
Daniel Goldhagen’s Holocaust-survivor father Erich, him-
self a professor at Harvard, and the individual from whom
son Daniel claims he drew inspiration and support in writing
his thesis. Loewenheim reveals that, in 1971, Erich Goldha-
gen wrote a study, published in the Jewish magazine Mid-
stream, that reported on an Oct. 6, 1943 speech by SS head
Heinrich Himmler, to an inner circle of the Nazi command,
in which he declared: “I want to speak now, in this most
restricted circle, about amatter which . . . for me, has become
the heaviest burden of my life, the matter of the Jews. . ..
I ask that you only listen, but never speak, of what I am
saying to you here today. . .. You will keep the knowledge
to yourselves. ... I think it is better that we ... take the
secret to our graves.”

As Loewenhim stresses, “if Himmler and Hitler and all
the other Nazi gangsters, high and low, thought their fellow
Germans approved of what they were doing to the Jews . . .
surely they would have had no hesitation about informing the
German people about how their glorious work was coming
along. ...”

But this revealing account of Himmler’s disposition is,
like so much else of importance, eliminated from Goldha-
gen’s “hymn of hate to the Germans.”

International 41



..

Panama Report by Carlos Wesley

Noriega: It’s Bush who’s the pusher

The Panama invasion was to cover up Bush’s “dirty dealings,”
charged the general on the Larry King Live show.

General Manuel Noriega revealed
for the first time on April 15 that the
1989 invasion of his country was or-
dered by President George Bush “to
hide the dirty dealings that Bush did.
They flew weapons to the Contras and
were bringing back drugs to the United
States,” Noriega told journalist Larry
King in an interview televised world-
wide by CNN.

Noriega, who for many years had
headed Panama’s intelligence ser-
vices, told King thathe had had a coop-
erative relationship with the CIA, but
things turned sour over his opposition
to the Reagan-Bush policy toward
Nicaragua.

“It wasn’t just the Contras that
werethe problem,” said Noriega. “The
problem was also the Panama Canal.
I was an obstacle to the plans of the
Reagan and Bush administrations” not
to hand over the canal to Panama by
the year 2000. Noriega is currently
jailed in Miami as the only prisoner of
war in the United States, in violation
of the Geneva Convention.

Noriega’s bombshell revelations
confirm charges uncovered during the
1980s Congressional Iran-Contra
hearings, about the guns-for-drugs
Contra resupply operation run out of
the White House by Lt. Col. Oliver
North, under the supervision of then-
Vice President Bush, a former Direc-
tor of Central Intelligence.

Similar charges surfaced briefly
during Noriega’s 1991 trial in Miami.
There, convicted drug pilot Floyd
Carlton admitted that pilots employed
by him to deliver “humanitarian aid”
to the Contras, under a State Depart-
ment contract administered by former

Assistant Secretary of State Elliott Ab-
rams, were returning to the United
States loaded with cocaine.

However, U.S. District Judge Wil-
liam Hoeveler cut off Carlton’s testi-
mony during the trial. )

Abrams, who pled guilty to two
counts stemming from his involve-
ment in the Contra affair, got a Presi-
dential pardon from Bush, on Dec. 24,
1992, just before Bush left office.

Noriega’s interview was the sec-
ond time in less than a week that the
Bush name was linked to drug
charges. On April 10, the Venezuelan
press reported that Cuban-Vene-
zuelan banker Orlando Castro, who
was just arrested in Miami along with
his son and grandson for illegal bank-
ing activities, had escaped a 1990 in-
vestigation into money laundering,
due to the intervention of “the son
of the then-President of the -United
States, George Bush.”

The protection reportedly came
via Miguel Recarey, a business associ-
ate of Orlando Castro, who is suppos-
edly friendly with one of the younger
Bushes. The press accounts didn’t
specify which son was involved, al-
though it is speculated that Jeb Bush,
the former Florida gubernatorial can-
didate, was meant.

It so happens that banker Castro,
who, according to published reports,
is linked to both the Medellin and Cali
cocaine cartels, is tangentially con-
nected to the Noriega case.

In 1994, Castro hired Miami law-
yer Joel Rosenthal to defend him in a
lawsuit. A former Assistant U.S. At-
torney, Rosenthal had gone to work for
the other side, after leaving his job as

a federal prosecutor. By the time he
took on Castro’s case in 1994, Rosen-
thal was virtually afull-timeemployee
of the Cali Cartel—and not just for le-
gal work. Last year, Rosenthal pled
guilty to money-laundering charges.
According to the indictment, Rosen-
thal also arranged payments for the
families of jailed drug dealers and
served as a go-between for cartel king-
pins, such as the brothers Miguel and
GilbertoRodriguez Orejuela, even de-
livering death threats for them.

It was Rosenthal, acting on behalf
of the brother of Cali’s number three,
the recently deceased Julio Santacruz
Londofio, who served as the interme-
diary for the secret deal the U.S. gov-
ernment cut in 1991, during the Bush
administration, with the Cali Cartel.
The deal was to procure the perjured
testimony of former Panamanian dip-
lomat Ricardo Bilonick, as the prose-
cution’s “dynamite witness” against
Noriega.

Bilonick, one of only four wit-
nesses—of a total of 56 presented by
the prosecution—who actually knew
Noriega, got just three years for smug-
gling 22 tons of cocaine into the
United States, in exchange for his tes-
timony against Noriega. As partof the
deal, the government also “brought his
mistress over from Colombia,” as well
as his wife and children, Noriega told
Larry King.

“I knew that he was lying and the
government knew that he was lying,”
Noriega said.

However,Judge Hoevelerruled on
March 27 against granting Noriega a
new trial, even while admitting thathis
due process rights were probably vio-
lated by the secret deal. Hoeveler said
he found “troubling” the evidence that
Bilonick was paid a $1.25 million
bribe by the Cali Cartel to testify
against Noriega, but he didn’t think
that a jury in a new trial would reach a
different verdict.

42

International

EIR May 3, 1996




Dateline Mexico by Jacobo Frontoni

Trekking to the EZLN’s lair

——

The visits of Régis Debray, Danielle Mitterrand, and others are
proof that the Zapatistas are a foreign operation.

The scene speaks for itself: The
aging guerrilla café-theoretician Régis
Debray, erstwhile adviser to Che
Guevara and to the late President of
France Francois Mitterrand, travels to
Chiapas to visit the headquarters of the
terrorist Zapatista National Liberation
Army (EZLN), located only 10 kilo-
meters from the border with Gua-
temala.

Accompanied by French film di-
rector Patrick Grandperret, Debray
waits, with the studied patience of an
existentialist philosopher. Suddenly,
“Sub-Commander Marcos” enters the
scene, galloping up on horseback, es-
corted by 12 extras.

In best Hollywood style, “Marcos”
has prepared a “visual surprise” for
Debray: a big burning of milpas (peas-
ant cornfields). This, the press reports,
“made the guest’s jaw drop.” Debray
exclaims, “Notevenin Nero’s Rome!”

The press did not report in which
language these representatives of two
generations of French existentialist
terrorists conversed, but they left no
doubt about their existentialism.

While the flames added techni-
colortothe scene, “Marcos” explained
to Debray: “Destruction is needed, so
that there can be construction,” al-
though he did not clarify if it was on
the basis of this theory, that he sent
dozens of Indians to their death during
the Zapatistas’ debut, when he ordered
them to attack a military barracks, at
night, armed with only wooden rifles.

Debray declared the buming to be
“a good symbol,” and the EZLN to be
“the true revolution of the revolution,”
a “vindication of everything we had
dreamed of 30 years ago.” At the
height of his eloquence, Debray de-

clared “Marcos” to be “the new Che
Guevara of Latin America.” Would an
Oscar follow?

(Debray did not mention what
many remember, that a few days after
his visit with Che in the Bolivian jun-
gle, the Bolivian Army surrounded
Che’s encampment. Che passed on to
a better life, but Debray returned to the
café of Paris.)

Lest one forget, with all the aura
of Hollywood surrounding the scene,
the damage wreaked is real, and delib-
erate. So, too, the Marcoses and the
Debrays are mere terrorist agents pro-
duced by such laboratories as Paris’s
Sorbonne (where Peru’s Shining Path
was born and “Marcos” studied),
trained for the “profession” of terror-
ism under existentialist philosophers
such as Louis Althusser.

Above them, however, arethe con-
trollers and protectors of terrorism.
Suchis the widow of the former Presi-
dent of France, Danielle Mitterrand,
who arrived in Chiapas on April 18,
right after Debray. She, too, met with
“Marcos,” and declared that, from the
moment the EZLN made its appear-
ance, she knew that “they were on the
right path,” and that, from the begin-
ning, she had closely “followed these
events.”

From Chiapas, Mitterrand went to
Cuba. But first, she reviewed some of
the Chiapas projects financed by her
Free France Foundation, one of the
channels she uses to support various
international narco-terrorist groups.
Colombian journalist Rafael Nieto
Navia, writing in the Bogota newspa-
per El Nuevo Siglo on April 17,
charged that “the French foundation
which Mitterrand’s widow runs, has

financially collaborated, since her hus-
band was President, with the ELN
[Colombia’s narco-terrorist National
Liberation Army], which it consi-
ders a legitimate national liberation
movement.”

Some might remember, also, that
back in 1982, Debray’s then-wife,
Venezuelan anthropologist Elizabeth
Burgos-Debray, introduced Mrs. Mit-
terrand to the leading international
spokesman for the Guatemalan terror-
ist movement, Rigoberta Menchd,
whom Mitterrand has protected ever
since.

Mitterrand closed her visit to Chia-
pas with a real coup, which highlights
the strategic objective of the recent in-
flux of foreign visitors to the EZLN’s
Chiapas lair: By receiving foreign am-
bassadors, the EZLN seeks to establish
itself as a de facto state within the
State. On April 20, Mitterrand set a
most dangerous precedent, interven-
ing in Mexican internal affairs. In thor-
ough disregard for national sover-
eignty, she attended, and spoke at, an
official negotiating session between
the government and the EZLN.

In her intervention, solicited by
the Concord and Pacification Com-
mission (formed by Congressmen
from various political parties), and
permitted by the government negotia-
tors, Mitterrand instructed them that
“the eyes of the world are upon this
room.”

So that there be no doubt of what
she meant, she later told the head of
the government negotiating team:
“Today, the world has become very
small. No longer can problems be re-
solved only between people of the
same country; they are always re-
solved under the eyes of the whole
world.”

How long will the Mexican gov-
ernment continue to tolerate this for-
eign operation for limited sovereignty
called the EZLN?
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Goldsmith son-in-law
challenges Benazir Bhutto

Imran Khan, the Pakistani cricket player and
husband of Jemima Goldsmith, was to an-
nounce his entry into politics in Lahore, Pa-
kistan on April 21, reported the April 6 issue
of the Asian Age. Khan went to Dubai to
meet with Pakistani businessmen who want
to fund his campaign. He is also expected to
receive funds from wealthy Pakistanis in the
United States, and from his father-in-law,
British financier Jimmy Goldsmith. Khan
received heaps of publicity in February
when Princess Diana of Britain visited Paki-
stan, snubbing Prime Minister Benazir
Bhutto and being hosted by Khan for the
opening of a cancer hospital.

In aninterview withthe New York Times,
Khan said the United States is backing the
wrong horse, Bhutto, “in the hope that it
would hold off Muslim fundamentalism,”
butthatthe Pakistani people’s concern about
lawlessness and corruption is at the core of
so-called fundamentalism.

On April 15, the Shaukat Khanum Me-
morial Hospital and Research Centeroutside
Lahore, which Khan had built, was bombed,
killing six people. Earlier,on March 17, four
suspects were arrested in Lahore for a plot
to kill Benazir Bhutto during the World Cup
cricket finals.

British papers blame
queen for Windsor woes

Inanunusual departure, two British newspa-
pers heralded Queen Elizabeth II's 70th
birthday on April 21 by criticizing the
queen herself.

The London Guardian ran a commen-
tary on April 20 by Simon Hoggart saying
that the queen must be held personally re-
sponsible for the fact that “the monarchy,
and through it our system of government, is
in much worse shape than at any time since
the death of George IV” nearly 200 years
ago.

In a piece entitled “Mother of all our
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woes: most misfortunes can be laid at the
foot of the queen,” Hoggart defended the in-
stitution of constitutional monarchy, then
added: “But the Windsors? This lot? Do we
need them? Are we stuck with this family,
until they abdicate in bulk, or a mob storms
Buckingham Palace?”

The fact is, Hoggart stresses, that “this
queen must take a measure of the blame” for
the crises hitting the monarchy. It is “amaz-
ing how unadaptable she has proved to be”
to the changing times. She exhibits a “lack
of flexibility,” an “apparent willingness to
live in a world of her own,” in which she
endlessly discusses “meaningless trivia,”
such as “golf courses and horse racing.”

On April 21, the Observer wrote that
both alleged “republicans” and royalists
alike are all asserting that the queen has
“some magical immunity from the Windsor
disease,” but there is something strange in
this “critical exclusion zone” around the
throne.

The truth is, that “fish stink from the
head. Institutions rot from the top.” The
queen inherited an “impregnable” position
with the throne, but she has dissipated it all.

“Any other 70-year-old chief executive
who had presided over such a decline in her
firm’s fortunes, would be jumping before
she was pushed,” the Observer stated. Her
worst failure is Prince Charles, regarded by
his estranged wife and more than half the
country as unfit to occupy the throne.

French ‘doctors’ front
puts pressure on Russia

Doctors Without Borders, a French intelli-
gence front active throughout Africa and the
Mideast, has called for the Group of Seven
to “put pressure on the Russian government
to stop gross and systematic targeting of ci-
vilians and violations of humanitarian law
in Chechnya,” according to areportreleased
in Moscow April 18. The Group of Seven
met in Moscow with Boris Yeltsin, to dis-
cuss nuclear safety.

“We chose to make this urgent call be-
cause we are very concerned, indeed

shocked, by what we have seen in Chech-
nya,” Dr. Eric Goemaere, director general of
the group, told a Moscow news conference.
“We are involved in all the major conflicts
in the world but we believe Chechnya is the
most cruel war. We are in the field witness-
ing the systematic massacre of civilian vil-
lages which are flattened by a [Russian]
strategy of reconquest in south Chechnya.”

Doctors WithoutBorders was formed by
Bernard Kouchner, the Mitterrand humani-
tarian affairs minister, who drafted the U.N.
Security Council resolution justifying the
occupation of northern Irag, based on op-
pression of the Kurds. It was the first time the
U.N. had overtly intervened into the internal
affairs of a country, without the explicit re-
quest of the government concerned, and un-
der the argument that “humanitarian con-
cerns supersede sovereignty.” Doctors
Without Borders is very active in southern
Sudan, where it is involved in financing re-
bel activity through gold smuggling, accord-
ing to Sudanese sources.

Australian state target
of pot-lobby ploy

The long-awaited report by the Australian
state of Victoria’s Drug Advisory Council,
set up last January by Premier Jeff Kennett
to investigate drug abuse in the state, was
released on April 10 by its chairman, Mel-
bourne University Prof. David Pennington.
Itrecommended decriminalizing marijuana,
reported the Herald Sun on April 12.

From preliminary indications, the report
is part of the push by George Soros’s Linde-
smith Center in New York. Two Australians
are on the four-person editorial committee
of Lindesmith’s Psychoactive Drugs and
Harm Reduction: From Faithto Science, the
public relations book for dope decriminal-
ization. Those two, Nick Heather and Alex
Wodak, are helping to lead the charge in
Australia for decriminalization, under the
phony rubric of “harm reduction.”

The report draws heavily on the official
experiences of other countries—mainly the
United States—to conclude, “there is no
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possibility that attempting to stem supply
will solve drug problems in our com-
munity.”

The report recommends that the state
legislature amend the “Drugs, Poisons, and
Controlled Substances Act 1981 so that the
use and possession of up to 25 grams of mari-
juana no longer be an offense, private house-
holds be allowed to cultivate up to five can-
nabis (marijuana) plants each, and that the
laws regulating the public consumption of
alcohol be applied to marijuana. Trafficking
in marijuana would remain an offense.

The report is causing an uproar. The Po-
lice Association has come out in opposition,
with the secretary, Senior Sgt. Danny Walsh,
vowing: “We’ll be at the forefront of their
[members of Parliament] consciences as
[we] approach the next state election, when
we remind their constituents of which way
they voted.”

Soros’s friend Prodi
will be Italian premier

The center-left coalition “Olive Tree” won
Italy’s generalelections on April 21, achiev-
ing a clear majority in both houses of Parlia-
ment, defeating the center-right “Pole of
Freedoms” alliance led by former Prime
Minister Silvio Berlusconi. Olive Tree
leader Romano Prodi, who organized a spe-
cial award to speculator George Soros last
year at Bologna University, has been named
to form a government.

The separatist Northern League of Um-
berto Bossi, although achieving an astound-
ing positive result in terms of votes (they
increased their total vote, becoming the first
party in the Lombardy and Veneto regions
with more than 20%), failed to become the
“swing factor” at the national level.

The post-communist PDS (Democratic
LeftParty), the dominant component of the
Olive Tree, became the largest national party
with 21.1%. The Olive Tree attained a ma-
jority in the Senate but is dependent, in the
Chamber of Deputies, on the votes of the
other post-communist party, Communist
Refoundation, which opposes the massive

EIR May 3, 1996

privatizations to which Prodi is committed
and has demanded a return of the cost-of-
living escalator.

In addition to that potential factor of in-
stability, the sword of Damocles hangs over
the head of RomanoProdi, in the form of the
three official investigations into his friend
and partner George Soros, prompted by the
LaRouche movement in Italy.

Unctad to meet
in South Africa

A major United Nations conference was an-
nounced at U.N. headquarters in New York
April 22, to take place April 27-May 11 in
Midrand, South Africa, under the auspices
of the Geneva-based United Nations Con-
ference on Trade and Development
(Unctad).

This global conference, to gather 3,000
delegates from the 188 member govern-
ments of Unctad, mostly led by their coun-
tries’ trade, finance, or industry ministers,
is an effort toward consolidating the U.N.’s
role as a world government. One agenda
item is the creation of a Development Sen-
ate which would allow business representa-
tives to directly take part in the U.N.’s work.

The new Unctad secretary general, Ru-
bens Ricupero (formerly Brazil’s finance
minister), suggests the creation of a “finan-
cial surveillance and dispute settlement
mechanism,” and proposes that “govern-
ments undertake multilateral commitments
in order to minimize the disruptive effects
of domestic monetary and financial deci-
sions on the economy of third countries.”
Policies which could be shown to benefit
one country only at the expense of another,
rather than improving the conditions of the
world economy, could be brought up for
resolution. Sanctions might be considered,
Ricupero added.

While recognizing the difficulty  for
governments to cede national sovereignty,
Ricupero notes that this was also the case
in the area of trade and has been dealt with
successfully, and that the de facto ability
of national policymakers has declined.

Briefly

FRANCISCO GOYA, the Spanish
artist whose career spanned more
than 60 years, is honored on the 250th
anniversary of his birth this year with
three exhibitions in Madrid. The main
show at the Prado Museum will in-
clude the Prado’s 128 pictures plus 42
others loaned for the occasion.

A TWO-DAY seminar was held in
Moscow on the theme “1996—Year
of Decision” by representatives of the
Schiller Institute at the Methodologi-
cal University on April 6 and 7. Pre-
sentations were given on music, the
Socratic method, and the economics
of Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.

COLOMBIA’S Group for National
Reconstruction, the core of the oppo-
sition to narco-President Ernest
Samper Pizano, is organizing for a
“Day of Silence” immediately fol-
lowing the expected absolving of
Samper by the congressional com-
mittee “investigating” him.

BRITAIN granted asylum to Saudi
dissident Mohammed Al-Massari on
April 18, the London press an-
nounced. He is supposedly cam-
paigning to “bring democracy to
Saudi Arabia,” but has recently ex-
panded his focus to include attacks on
Israel, Jews, and Yasser Arafat.

ARTURO FRONDIZI, the former
President of Argentina who died one
year ago, was remembered in a col-
umn published by several Argentine
papers April 18. Frondizi’s long-time
political secretary wrote that the
statesman died with certain unful-
filled dreams, among them, to see Ar-
gentina at peace and fully industrial-
ized, and to witness the exoneration
of Lyndon LaRouche and of Colonel
Seineldin.

PALESTINE Liberation Organiza-
tion intelligence official Col. Taw-
feek Jaber said on April 21 that the
PLO had arrested a Hamas cell which
had planned to assassinate President
Yasser Arafatand other high-ranking
members of the Palestinian National
Authority, Shomron News Service
reported April 23.
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‘Schiller Institute exposes
British lies against Sudan

by Susan Welsh

“Stop Dirty British Imperialist Operations Against Sudan,”
was the theme of a conference sponsored by the Schiller Insti-
tute in Washington, D.C. on April 20, which refuted the Brit-
ish campaign of lies against that African nation, as well as
analyzing British imperial strategy worldwide. The speakers
were U.S. Presidential pre-candidate Lyndon LaRouche,
EIR’s Africa Intelligence Director Linda de Hoyos, and two
guests from Sudan: Angelo Bamgbaru Beda, a Roman Catho-
lic from the South who is a member of the National Assembly
and has just been named minister of public services in the
national government; and Abdel Mahmoud Al-Koronky,
press attaché in the embassy of Sudan in London.

About 130 people attended, including representatives
from Burundi, Cameroon, Ethiopia, Eritrea, Uganda, Paki-
stan, the United States, and Sudan—including both support-
ers of the Sudanese government and members of the opposi-
tion. The presence of the opposition activists provided the
occasion for a “heated exchange of views,” as the diplomats
would describe it (see p. 54, “Stop Wearing the Union Jack
for Underwear”).

The morning session was titled “Why the British Aim to
Destroy Sudan,” and was addressed by Mr. Al-Koronky and
Mrs. De Hoyos. The afternoon session, “The U.N. One-World
Dictatorship vs. the Nation-State,” was addressed by Mr.
LaRouche and Mr. Beda, whose speeches are printed in the
following pages.

Sudan’s strategic importance

The campaign to defend Sudan has taken on greaturgency
inrecent weeks, as British operatives are seeking to have the
United Nations impose sanctions, on the pretext of Sudan’s
supposed involvement in an assassination attempt on Egyp-
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tian President Hosni Mubarak last year. In reality, as the
speakers proved, Sudan’s “crime” is that it is insisting upon

- its national sovereignty and its right to economic develop-

ment. As the largest nation in Africa, with a long history of
fighting British imperialism, it has a pivotal role to play, along
with Nigeria and South Africa.

The Schiller Institute has been active in supporting Sudan
againstthe Britishforseveral years. In October 1994, Institute
founder Helga Zepp LaRouche and Muriel Mirak Weissbach
attended the Inter-Religious Dialogue Conference in Khar-
toum. In December 1994, Lyndon and Helga LaRouche vis-
ited Sudan, and met with leading political and intellectual
figures, including President Lt. Gen. Omar Hassan Al-Bashir
and spiritual leader Dr. Hassan al-Turabi. In the aftermath of
that trip, EIR published a Special Report, “Republic of Sudan
Resists British Genocide,” dated June 9, 1995.

Defeat the British Empire!

Lyndon LaRouche’s presentation was focused on what
Empire has meant historically and the form in which it is now
disguised—the British Commonwealth, with plans to include
the United Nations mechanism itself. The Commonwealth
controls about half of the world’s financial turnover through
London; controls 65% of the world’s trade in petroleum; con-
trols the majority of the international trade in strategic metals;
and controls food supplies in a world increasingly short of
food.

LaRouche said that the “crimes” of Sudan were its deter-
mination to provide food supplies adequate for its own people,
not to be in the position of Egypt, which, by International
Monetary Fund, London, and U.S. diktat, is not allowed to
develop its own food supply, because that would free Egypt
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from London’s control. LaRouche added that Sudan, and also
Nigeria,arenations whichhave been part of the British Com-
monwealth, and that “any nation which is part of the British
Empire, cannot escape without British permission,” espe-
cially if that nation has the potential and will to become suc-
cessful.

In his presentation on “Fact and Fiction About Slavery in
Sudan,” Angelo Beda spoke about the progress that is being
made in ending the North-South war, which has been raging
since before Sudan’s independence. He exploded what Brit-
ain’s Baroness Caroline Cox and her Christian Solidarity In-
ternational call government-sponsored “slavery” in the
South. He spoke of numerous delegations—international and
Sudanese—that went into the Nuba Mountains and other ar-
eas where Cox claims slavery is practiced. Her charges were
found to be without foundation, including by a delegation
headed by a member of the British House of Lords, Lord
Plum. But Cox ignored that report.

Speaking on “The Sudanese Experiment: General Elec-
tions and the New Government,” Abdel Mahmoud Al-Kor-
onky emphasized the historical continuity of the British pol-
icy of crushing Sudan. Sudan was an independent state under
amahdi from about 1882 until its conquest by Lord Kitchener
in 1898. Sir Henry Rollinson said, after planting the British
flag on the palace, “We pledged ourselves to complete Lord
Kitchener’s work, to free this land from tyranny and brutal-
ity.” This, he said at the point the British had defeated a sover-
eign government by means of massacres.

Today, Al-Koronky continued, the British Foreign Office
and the U.S. State Department are attempting to repeat this
conquest through their control of the human rights mafia—
such as Christian Solidarity International and Amnesty Inter-
national. Baroness Cox told the House of Lords on Nov. 7,
1995, that “there are increasing reports of widespread slavery
in Sudan ... and the government of Sudan is encouraging
slavery in Africa.” This is an outrageous lie.

The concrete objective of the British is to divide this Is-
lamic state into microstates, Al-Koronky said. That is the
reason for Anglo-American support of the separatist war in
the South, and while we have been busy with that war, Egypt,
with British support, occupied a strip 200 miles wide in the
North.

The charges brought against Sudan of slavery, brutality,
dictatorship, and so forth, are actually descriptive of the ac-
cusers, Al-Koronky charged. Slavery is their problem, not
ours. Lord Anthony Gifford, in a report called “The Legal
Basis for Reparations,” says that the British were slavers and
murdered millions of Africans. But the official line, still to-
day, is that the British “did us a favor.”

So we have acase of “tabloid tactics,” hesaid. Everything
that is rightly charged against the Serbian leadership in the
Balkan war, is falsely charged against Sudan, yet the BBC
instructs its reporters not to use the word “genocide” against
Serbs, but to use it against the government of Sudan.

EIR May 3, 1996

The current attempt to frame up Sudan on charges of har-
boring the alleged would-be assassins of Egyptian President
Mubarak, is Phase II of an operation that began when the
government came to power in 1989, the Sudanese official
said. Phase I ended in 1992, when Egyptian officials an-
nounced that allegations of Sudan harboring terrorists were
baseless. Then, an FBI team visited Adis Abeba, Ethiopia,
and the reportissued fromthere said that Sudan was responsi-
ble. The story grew from there. When U.S. National Security
Adviser Anthony Lake visited the region, he stated that U.S.
policy is to contain Sudan’s Islamic policy. The British are
poisoning relations between the United States and Sudan.

British control of terrorism

Linda de Hoyos, in her speech on “Who Really Runs
International Terrorism,” presented a devastating documen-
tary of the British oligarchy’s role. The record shows, she
said:

1. There is no such thing as Islamic terrorism. There is no
such thing as a “clash of civilizations.”

2. There is such a thing as afghansi terrorism, created
out of the pools of desperate and unemployed youth from
developing countries, sent off to fight the war against the
Soviet Union in Afghanistan, with nowhere else to go now.
This force now functions as mercenaries for hire.

3. This afghansi force is not uncontrolled, but very defi-
nitely controlled. EIR has documented how Lord Nicholas
Bethell (now deceased) and ViscountCranbornelaunchedthe
afghansi the second that the Soviet tanks rolled into Afghani-
stan. We have documented how Lord Nicholas Bethell and
Baroness Margaret Thatcher came to the United States in
1981 to raise the money and win the political commitment of
the Reagan-Bush administration to pour millions of dollars
into the Afghan war. We have documented that the afghansi
are the offspring of the Anglo-American tryst imposed on the
United States by George Bush.

In conclusion, she referenced the statement by U.S. State
Department spokesman Nicholas Burns, that the United
Kingdom must not be singled out for its role in harboring
terrorism. To do so, he said, “would be most curious now.”
Then, on April 2, a debate occurred in the British House of
Lords, which exposed the British position. Assorted lords and
ladies came out openly defending the narco-dictatorship in
Colombia, denouncing President Clinton’s decertification of
the Colombian government from U.S. anti-drug assistance
(see the text of the debate in last week’s EIR, p. 47).

“In the coming months,” De Hoyos said, “itis urgent, that
the spotlight be placed more and more on British sponsorship
of drugs and terrorism. It is urgent that those who have infor-
mation in this regard, no matter what the apparent cost, come
forward and state the truth. In this way, hopefully, we can
force the United States to do what Burns called ‘that most
curious thing,” and confront London’s lords and ladies di-
rectly.”
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U.S. interests are the natural
ally of the cause of Sudan

by Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.

The following remarks were deliveredbyMr. LaRoucheto the
Schiller Institute-sponsored conference entitled “Stop Dirty
British Imperialist Operation Against Sudan,” in Washing-
ton, D.C. on April 20.

The broadcast which I made on CBS television on Thursday
evening [April 18], contains material which is relevant to the
subject here, and which I will try not to duplicate in great
detail, since the tape exists, and people, I presume, would
have access to copies of it.

But, the point is this. Until the Fifteenth Century in Eu-
rope, in every part of the world, up to 95% of the population
of every culture of every part of the world, lived in the condi-
tion of virtual human cattle, as slaves, as serfs, or, under the
Aztecs, for example, in worse conditions than slavery or
serfdom.

Inthis ancient time, a dominant form of society, extending
out of the bowels of barbarism into feudal Europe, existed,
which is imperialism.

Now, people use the word “imperialism” without under-
standing it. The British, for example, are not a “kingdom,”
they are not a “nation.” The British Isles are not a “nation.”
They are a plantation. If you read the history of England and
Britain, you will observe this to be the case. It’s a place, a part
of the real estate of the world which was taken over by a
group of people who were organized by the Venetian financier
oligarchy. When Venice had become extremely vulnerable,
and could no longer play the imperial role that it played in the
Mediterranean region during the middle of this millennium,
it transferred, over a period of 200 years, it transferred the
headquarters of Venetian banking, which was a copy of the
kind of usury practiced by ancient Tyre, to London and to
the Netherlands.

And, the Anglo-Dutch maritime region became the basis
of an imperial power which was not of the feudal, landed
aristocratic type, but, rather, of a banking type. That is, a
financier oligarchy, which parasitized the entire world with
usury, theft, slavery, and so forth.

An empire is not a people who have conquered other peo-
ple, even though conquest of other people may have occurred.
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An empire is ruled by a group of families, predominantly
either of the landed aristocratic type of families, or the bank-
ing oligarchy, the financier oligarchy type. In ancient history
and feudal history, the two types cohabited. But, you had, for
example, Babylon, which is the model for all empire that we
know in Middle Eastern and European civilization.

Empires in world history

The Babylonian model, or what was otherwise called the
oligarchical model, is the predominant model of empire. In
most cases, the empire was essentially based on the power of
a landed aristocracy. However, in some cases, as in the case
of Tyre, or the case of Venice, or the case of the Anglo-Dutch
monarchy, the ruling power is not a landed aristocracy, a
rural landed aristocracy, but a financier aristocracy, like the
wealthy powerful families of the British oligarchy.

Now, these families have always chosen, whether of the
financial oligarchy or landed oligarchy type, they have always
chosen some group of people to be the “chosen people” for
the oligarchy.

But, the chosen people don’t rule. The oligarchy does.
Forexample, in the case of the Babylonians: Babylon—both
Babylon and the Persian Empire were controlled by a priest-
hood which came to be known in Greek times as the Magi.
These were wealthy, powerful families who controlled the
Babylonian Empire. At the time that Nebuchadnezzar and
Belshazzar no longer functioned—as a matter of fact, they
were almost as bad as the Windsors—the ruling oligarchy of
Babylon said, “Let’s getrid of these bums!” And they brought
in the Medes.

But eventually, they brought in a group they had culti-
vated, called the Persians. And the Babylonian Empire was
continued, and expanded, in the name of the Persian or
Achaemenid Empire, which was nothing but the Babylonian
Empire.

At a later time, we had the case of the Byzantine Empire.
The Byzantine Empire was corrupt from the beginning, and
it became more so as time passed. And, it began to crumble,
out of its own corruption. It was depopulated through an envi-
ronmentalist movement, started by a fellow called Diocletian,
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of limiting population. And, the population of the empire
began to shrink, especially in the Greek-speaking area.

And so, at a certain point in time, the Osman Turks, Os-
man-led Turks, began to take over some of the real estate of
the Byzantine Empire. And then, inthe middle of the Fifteenth
Century, Venice, for special reasons, worked together with
the Osman dynasty, to turn over Constantinople to the Turks.
And it became known as the “Ottoman Empire.” But, it was
really the Byzantine Empire, with all the same ruling families,
essentially, with a few minor changes which had dominated
the Byzantine Empire. The same crowd.

So, empires are actually always controlled by a group of
powerful families, families which are sometimes in the model
of the Greek gods of Olympos.

The nature of oligarchism

Now, the members of oligarchical families are not immor-
tal. Atleast, I’ve never known of an immortal financier oligar-
chy, though some have lived much too long. But, nonetheless,
the families tend to be perpetuated for long periods of time,
in which members of the families function as instruments of
the family, rather than the family as instruments of individu-
als. And these families form family-like dynasties, in finance,
or in landed aristocracy, or in both. And these become the
ruling families of the empire.

And, the families elect a boss from among them. They
will either elect a doge, something like a doge, an elected
monarch, as in the case of Venice, or some other arrangements
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Lyndon LaRouche
addresses the
conference. Seated are
panel moderator Debra
Freeman and Angelo
Beda of Sudan.
LaRouche: “The British
say, ‘Any nation which is
part of the British
Empire, can not escape
without our permission!
And we don’t choose to
let a nation as
strategically significant
as Sudan, escape, and
become successful.’ ”

like that, or they will elect a family to hold the monarchy as a
hereditary property. But, the ruling force is not the monarch.
The ruling force is the oligarchy, which, as we see inthe case
of the “Dump the Windsors!” movement in Britain today, is
an interchangeable part. It can be replaced, as has been done
many times in history.

And, these oligarchies, then, with their chosen people,
would then divide and conquer peoples of the planet. Large
areas. They divided these areas into what were called satra-
pies, and would divide them, also, into smaller units, called
“culturally semi-autonomous regions.”

So, the method of empire is to have an imperial power,
which is absolute, at the top. Imperial power is controlled by
a group of powerful families, who are generally, also, very
evil, who constitute an oligarchy. The oligarchy selects a form
of political rule of the empire, finds a chosen people to act as
the shock troops to aid the empire.

Take the case, for example, of Iraq. How did the Abbasid
dynasty die? A bunch of loan sharks took over tax collecting.
The loan sharks who bought the rights to do the tax farming,
or the tax collecting, brought in some Seljuk Turks, as muscle,
to steal land from the peasants. After a time, as the dynasty
became more corrupt, the Seljuk Turks, who had been the
agents of the collection agents forthe tax gatherers, the private
tax collectors, took over the joint, and changed its character.
Which is the beginning of the Turkish culture in that region.

But, the families continued. The ruling families contin-
ued. The people changed, from Arabs to Seljuks, who became
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the rulers, but the empire continued: this use of subject
peoples.

Now, the subject peoples had no inherent rights. But em-
pires were often prudent, and would generally shape their
policies, so as not to offend too much the customary religion
and other customs of their subject peoples. They would also
play one people against another, on the issue of religious
difference, of ethnic differences, of imagined or real griev-
ances. And, by pitting one group of people against another,

But, what is it the British object to?
They object to the idea that a strong,
unified government of Nigeria would
be an obstacle to the “interests of
ethnicity.” And, what is ethnicity?
It’s chopping up Nigeria into a lot of
little parts which are supposed to
begin shooting each other.

they would control them. And this system was used to perpet-
uate, in historic times, this condition, in which 95% of the
people of every culture, of every part of the world, have lived
as human cattle.

How to get rid of empire

Now, the subject of empire today is: How do we get rid
of it? Which is the other side of: How do we create forms of
society in which people are no longertreated as human cattle?
In which every child that is born, is allowed to realize, through
education and similar opportunities, through a quality of edu-
cation, to realize that he or she is a person formed in the image
of God, who, unlike the animals, has the power of reason;
who can transmit ideas of principle and discovery from one
generation to the next, through a Classical humanist mode of
education; who can improve these discoveries, and transmit
old and new discoveries to present and future generations, to
the benefit of mankind, so that every person, in a sense, is a
king within their society. They are a citizen, the highest rank
of personality politically, in any of these societies. Some per-
sons may have more authority, may have a higher function
than others, but that should generally be based on talent or
suitability, and so forth.

But there’s no distinction of persons by class or by condi-
tion of servitude. That all are free, by virtue of having a right
to the knowledge which the entire human race has produced.
They can learn it, through education. They have the freedom
toinnovate, to apply this, to transmit this knowledge to others,
and to have some institution called a government, a state,
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which protects them in these rights, and which ensures that
the good they contribute to society, will survive their lives.
To ensure, as I said in the broadcast, that every human being
has the right to live. That is, to be born, and to live out a span
until the time they die, which should not be too soon. But,
even when it comes late in years, it’s short, against time.

We are small, and we live a short time. And, that gift of
reason, to live in that short time, is, as the New Testament
puts it, a talent, in the famous Parable of the Talents.

Wehaveatalent, whichisourlife andour power of reason.
And, our job is fo use thattalent. Not to waste it, not to throw
it away, not to bury it, but to use it. To enrich it, by adding
something useful to it with our lives. And to give that talent,
which is our life, back to its giver, and to society, when we
die. And, if we live so, then we can die with a smile on our
face, because our life has been necessary.

And, theessential right of every person whom the struggle
for society is aimed to benefit, the right is the right to die with
a smile on their face in that way. To have lived a necessary
life. And to have their family and friends know that they have
lived a necessary life. To have lived a life which is also an
example to others, to children, especially, where children can
see that someone has lived a necessary life around them,
which inspires them to do the same.

The empire says, “No.” The British Empire says, “No.”

The British Empire is very much alive

Now, the British Empire, today, is very much alive. The
British Isles is a zoo. It is not a nation. The people of England,
and so forth, have been so degraded, between Wilson and
Thatcher, have been so degraded, that they’ve lost the capabil-
ity of productive work, have almost lost the power of human
speech, and are being degraded into a state which reminds us
of the Yahoos in the final part of the story of Gulliver’s Trav-
els. Yahoos. They’re poor, unfortunate people.

But, the empire which did this to them, is not the United
Kingdom. It is the Commonwealth, the British Common-
wealth. The British Commonwealth, which covers about one-
fifth or more of the world’s land area; which controls about
30% of the world’s population; which controls about half of
the world’s financial turnover through London; which con-
trols 65% of the world’s precious metals; which controls
about half of the international trade in petroleum, and related
products; which controls the majority of the international
trade in metals which are the so-called strategic metals, which
are used for production in most countries; which controls food
supplies, shrinking food supplies in international trade, in a
world which is increasingly short of food, and in which famine
condition are prevailing. In which the British, who control the
food supplies, also have sufficient control over agriculture, as
they tried to do in the case of Sudan, to increase the shortage
of food. And, as they do in Egypt, by keeping Egypt’s domes-
tic food supplies to about 40% of the people’s needs, to make
the existence of the Egyptian government, dependent upon
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pleasing the British every morning, so they get food for next
month’s feeding of their population.

This is a power not to be underestimated. The worst mani-
festation of this power, is in Africa, though you can also see
it in the Middle East and other places.

In Africa, the British Empire, through the powerful coun-
tries which control the production of that area, and through
the IMF, and through the World Bank, and through the

London financial arrangements in cooperation with some -

Swiss banks and the Paris Club, has introduced a condition
of genocide throughout Africa. So that, in Central Africa,
even Museveni—who is nothing but a British agent, a totally
controlled entity of Baroness Lynda Chalker, the British
Colonial Secretary, now called the Overseas Development
Ministry (you see, they can’t even use words straight. They
lie. It’s the Colonial Administration, they call it the “Over-
seas Development Agency”)—at a conference held in
Uganda recently, described the collapse of the demographic
characteristics of the populations of Central Africa. That
through HIV, through famine, through other epidemic dis-
ease, and through a general démontage of economy, under
conditions of World Bank and IMF and other stringencies,
the economic conditions of holocaust have been imposed
upon all of sub-Sahara Africa.

Three nations key to Africa

There are three nations in sub-Sahara Africa which are
key to all of Africa. These are: Nigeria, the most populous
nation of Africa. Second, Sudan, the largest nation of Africa;
and, third, South Africa, which contains the largest single
concentration of industrial resources, development re-
sources.

If the British could destroy these three countries, which
they would do if they destroyed the present regimes, through
the results of the instability produced, then all of Africa would
be like a Nazi concentration camp, except in the respect that
it were worse. And, that is the condition the British wish to
bring about.

The British oligarchy controls South Africa. The Oppen-
heimer, DeBeers, etc., etc. They control Nigeria, largely,
through ITT and Royal Dutch Shell; and so forth and so on.

Some years ago, the present government of Sudan very
much upset the British government and its clones, when, in a
period of food shortage, the government of Sudan decided
that it should have economic security in food for the nation.
And the British said, “No.” The IMF said, “No.” The Bush
administrationsaid, “No.” The Bushand Kissinger hangovers
inthe State Department said, “No.” Agents of these characters
in the Republican Party and some Democrats in the United
States say, “No.” And that is the “crime” of Sudan.

But the crime of Sudan is not onlythat it was determined
to provide food supplies adequate for its own people, not to
be in the position of Egypt, which, by IMF and U.S. and
London diktat, is not allowed to develop its own, independent
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food supplies, because that would meanthe Egyptian govern-
ment wouldn’t be controlled from London any more.

But also, the worst thing of all: that Nigeria, without actu-
ally intending to do so, and Sudan, with a little more insight
into the situation, for special historic reasons, are among the
nations within the British Empire, i.e., the Commonwealth,
which have decided that they are not going to be controlled
as parts of the British Empire. That their people are going to
be free.

And, the British tried to do some things, to square this
away. They organized movements around the world, to de-
stabilize Nigeria. What was the weapon the British used to
destabilize Nigeria? What was their claim? What was the
“oppression” which the Abacha regime was presumably im-
posing?

Now, remember that Nigeria is Nigeria. And people get
into fights there lots of times. And they sometimes kill each
other. It’s not a peaceful country, in terms of its internal social
disposition. You’ve got three principal religions, which is
played upon by the British for all they can get out of that.
Then, you have about 100 different ethnic groups, which each
have historic conflicts, which the British, as colonial forces,
did everything to promote, as they did throughout the rest of
Africa. And the British are making trouble.

What the British object to

But, what is it the British object to? They object to the
idea that a strong, unified government of Nigeria would be an
obstacle to the “interests of ethnicity.” And, what is ethnicity?
It’s chopping up Nigeria into a lot of little parts which are
supposed to begin shooting each other.

The same thing in Sudan. Now, the government of Sudan,
to its credit, has taken great efforts to find the road to peace
with the people in the southern region of Sudan. But the Brit-
ish then pulled out an old fraud.

We have a fellow in Washington. His name is Ambrose
Evans-Pritchard. He’s a British intelligence agent, who works
for the Hollinger Corporation, and is in Washington specifi-
cally deployed by the London Telegraph, which is a property
of the Hollinger Corp., which is a branch of British intelli-
gence founded in about 1938, Canada-based, which now con-
trols a press empire. But, it’s British intelligence.

Ambrose Evans-Pritchard is the virtual inventor of the
so-called Whitewater scandal against Clinton, because these
forces in Britain who are behind the Hollinger Corp. are the
deadly enemies of the President of the United States. They
would like to kill him. If they can’t kill him, they want to
defame him to the point of destroying him. Ambrose Evans-
Pritchard is the scoundrel who does this sort of thing around
Washington. There are others, but he’s the chief one.

So, he had a father, another Evans-Pritchard. And the
father is famous in northern Uganda, and in southern Sudan.
Maybe not with the people of the region, but in the British
annals. [With a British accent:] This is the gentleman who,
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After a period of food shortages, the government of Sudan made a decision to achieve food self-sufficiency. That is the crime of Sudan in
the eyes of the British Empire. An aerial view of Sudanese agriculture, and (inset) growing pineapples.

according to British doctrine, invented a nonexistent tribe,
called “nilotic peoples.”

The purpose of that, was to create, on the border areas
between Uganda and Sudan, and other areas, an element of
instability, in which missionaries and British anthropologists
would keep the pot stirring, and create a terrible mess. An
instability which could then be used, not to benefit the people
of that region (who come from many parts of the surrounding
country, who just happen to all live in the same general re-
gion). Not to benefit them, not to give them any freedom and
advantage. But to employ them, as a factor of destabilization.
Partly against Kenya, significantly against Uganda, and, pri-
marily, against Sudan.

You may recall, that earlier in this century, the British
created, artificially, a situation in the southern part of Sudan,
which was a hideous crime against humanity by the British.
They did everything possible to separate the southern part of
Sudan, from Sudan. And, one of the ways they did that, was
to deny the people of this region, which the British like to call
“nilotic peoples,” is to deny them access to development,
access to freedom, access to escaping the conditions of barba-
rism. And, that was used as a pretext.

And now, at the present time, the situation in the south of
Sudan, because of the wisdom shown by people in the present
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government, in trying to find a peaceful road to a peaceful
resolution in this area, through the federal and related pro-
grams, the area in the south of Sudan, despite all the arms that
the British are sending in through the dictator of Uganda,
Museveni, who was an ITT creation, who was the author of
the genocide in Rwanda and Burundi—that poor Mr. Muse-
veni, the agent of Lynda Chalker; she is said to love him
dearly. I don’t know whether that’s a compliment to this gen-
tleman or not. But, they can’t find the forces to conduct a
credible war against Sudan through the southern region.

Pressure from Eritrea

So then, they turn to another resort, based on Eritrea. Now,
Eritrea’s a mess. Eritrea was used, during former times, by
the Soviets, as a point of destabilization against Ethiopia, at
a time that Ethiopia, prior to 1975, was tied to the United
States and Britain, and that Somalia was a primary client of
the Soviet Union. And, the Soviets built this big naval base
in Somalia. Until, under orders of British intelligence, Secre-
tary of State Henry Kissinger, in 1974-75, changed the rules.
He met with the Soviets, and they swapped this client status
of Somalia for Ethiopia. So, Ethiopia became the client of
Russia, and then Somalia became the client-state of the United
States and Britain. They swapped horses in 1975, which led to
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ageneral war in the Horn of Africa, which destroyed Somalia;
which virtually destroyed Ethiopia.

In the meantime, the Eritreans, who had been used by
the Soviets, using the East Germans and Cubans to run the
operation, had created a so-called anti-imperialist military
force in Eritrea, which was deployed against Ethiopia. And,
when the Soviets took over Ethiopia, as well as Eritrea, they
had to calm it out.

But nonetheless, because of this history, and because of
the presence of mercenaries, shall we say, from the former
Cuban and Soviet and East German service in that area, it’s a
hot spot.

This is also an insert-point for use of hired mercenaries,
who are drawn and recruited from the ranks of the so-called
Afghan mujahideen, who are now based in the drug-traffick-
ing centers of northern Pakistan. These people are the primary
forces hired for international terrorist operations throughout
the world, and most of the operations are run out of London
offices. The British run most of the terrorism in Asia, at least
southern Asia, and in Africa, northern Africa, and so forth.
And, the mujahideen have become a major factor in running
the terrorism.

So, the major vulnerability of Sudan today, has now
shifted from the attacks through the south into Sudan, into
attacks from the Red Sea, from Eritreans or Eritrean bases,
and from Ethiopia, through Ethiopia. This was all done
through a mujahideen hired attack deployed out of Pakistan,
in a showboat hit-attack against the President of Egypt.

There was no attempt to kill him, contrary to the story.
The President of Egypt travels in an armored car. What were
used, were mujahideen, hired from Pakistan, who used AK-
47s for the attack, which can not puncture a good armored
car, a tank. If they had had a recoilless rifle, which the muja-
hideen are perfectly capable of using, or a grenade launcher
of the right type, the car would have been blown up, and so
would Mubarak. The purpose was to create an incident, to
orchestrate politics in the context of the Adis Abeba confer-
ence, without actually killing Mubarak.

Then, they immediately turned around and demonstrated
the purpose in two ways. First of all, I think somebody told—I
would guess strongly—that somebody told Mubarak, “Look,
we didn’t kill you this time, but we’ll kill you next. You’d
better go with us on policy.”

I mean, that’s the kind of attack that was. When that hap-
pens, you’ve been given a message in rather strong terms.
And if somebody comes up and says, “You know, these guys
could have killed you. They didn’t want to kill you, they
just wanted to give you a message.” He said, “What do they
want!?” That’s the way it happens.

All right. Remember, the Adis Abeba conference had on
its agenda, with the support of the host country, Ethiopia,
the attempt to cool out some of the conflicts. This was co-
sponsored by the President of Kenya, who also had problems
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with the British operations against Kenya through Uganda.
And, what thisattack did, was enable the British to orchestrate
a reversal of this conference, and to launch a new wave of
attacks on Sudan.

Competent regimes are not allowed

But, the attack on Sudan has, for me, two significances.
First of all, there are nations which were part of the British
Commonwealth, or which had been part of the Common-
wealth, an empire, at some point. The British say, “Any nation
which is part of the British Empire, can not escape without
our permission! And we don’t choose to let a nation as strate-
gically significant on the Nile north-south way and in the Horn
of Africa, as Sudan, escape! And become successful. If they
will get an incompetent regime, we’ll be glad to have that.
They can have their independence. Because then they’ll come
running back to us, after they’ ve had a taste of their own med-
icine.”

But a competent regime? No, not allowed.

And, that’s the same case in Nigeria. There’s an organic
tendency in Nigeria, to use its natural resource revenues for
the development of the country, in much the same direction,
not, perhaps, in the same form, but a similar impulse, to that
we saw in Iraq, before Desert Storm, when Iraq had indepen-
dence. It was notable throughout the Middle East, especially
for the way it poured its oil revenues, when not engaged in
war, particularly, back into the development of its economy
and its people. Iraqi youth had the best opportunities for edu-
cation in the Middle East because of this policy.

The key to the development of Nigeria, is to keep a unified
nation; to get these revenues, which can be had from various
sources, efficiently going back into the country, into the devel-
opment of the country’s infrastructure, its opportunities. And,
to create a unified nation in fact, out of the participation in
successful development.

There’s another aspect to this, which is important. The
orders for this, come from the real British government. Now,
the British Parliament is not the British government, except
in name. It’s sort of the kennelmaster for the inmates of the
British Isles.

The real British government

The real British government, the British imperial govern-
ment, is known as the Privy Council. And, the Privy Council,
which consists of about 400 persons, is the person that makes
laws not only for the British Isles; not only for countries such
as Australia or Canada, of which the queen is the head of
state, independently of any relationship she has to the United
Kingdom. But also, in the Privy Council, laws are made,
which govern, behind their back, the people of other nations
of the Commonwealth. And, thatis the imperial agency which
represents the interest. They’re the administrative bureau-
cracy, in effect, the highest level of administrative bureau-
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cracy, for the 3,500 families, such as those behind Rio Tinto
Zinc, British Petroleum, Royal Dutch Shell, ITT, and so forth,
which are the real oligarchy of the British Empire.

So therefore, the attack on these nations—Nigeria and
Sudan, and they’ve threatened to put a bullet in the head of
Nelson Mandela, which would put all of South Africa into
chaos—comes from these circles.

Where U.S. interests lie

Now, what’s our interest here?

We have, in the United States, two interests, in fact, in the
issue in Sudan in particular. First of all, it has proven itself a
successful and viable nation, which wishes to assert its inde-
pendence, as we, in our time, fought a war against the same
enemy—as a matter of fact, we fought several wars against
them—the same enemy, the British monarchy, for the same
rights. It comes from a different cultural background, but one
we can understand. It is struggling, with some success, given
the circumstances, to improve the conditions of its people.

We wish to further that. It’s in our interest to do it. It’s in
our interest to make the world free, because our freedom
depends onthedegree to which freedom prevails in the world.
And if anationis willing to struggle to build itself as a nation-
state, in which it provides the opportunities of education and
development to every part of its own people, we have to be
for it.

On the other side, we have the interest in the fact the
British Empire is the enemy of the United States. It is the
evil empire, the real one. The one that Ronnie Reagan didn’t
understand. Communism’s gone away, ina sense. Butthe evil
empireis still here. Well, what was the evil empire, then? The
one that’s gone away, or the one that’s still here, and was
always there? The British Empire.

And therefore, to allow the British Empire to consolidate
its power in the world, would mean the death of the United
States itself.

Why? Look at what’s happened to us.

Since April 12, 1945, the day that President Franklin Roo-
sevelt died, an unfortunate, very low-level character by the
name of Harry Truman, became President. Now, Harry Tru-
man was completely controlled by an agent of the British
monarchy. Hisname was Harriman, Averell Harriman. Harri-
man controlled the Truman government. Truman was a very
small-minded man. He was the kind of fellow—you know.
He represents the IQ problem I heard about, mentioned this
morning: didn’t have much of it.

But, the President, Roosevelt, had been determined, and
had a great quarrel with Churchill during the war, over the
fate of the world in the postwar period. And, the determina-
tion of President Roosevelt, that every part of the world
which had been the subject of the British, the French, and
the Dutch empires, was to be given their freedom at the
close of the war in Europe and the Far East. And that the
British Empire was to be dissolved, and the world was no
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longer to be subject to British Eighteenth-Century, that is,
Adam Smith and similar methods.
When Roosevelt died, Truman reversed all of that. And

* willfully, at least on orders from London, backed up the Brit-

ish Empire, backed up the French Empire, backed up the
restitution of the Dutch Empire, imposed a financial and eco-
nomic collapse on the United States, unnecessarily, and set
up, with Churchill, in dividing the world into a bipolar nuclear
conflict between two powers, the Soviet Union and the United
States. The British played both sides. And that conflict be-
tween the two nuclear superpowers, the Soviet Union and the
United States, dominated the fate of every nation in this world
and every people, from 1946, approximately, especially from
1947-49, until 1989-91.

Every part of this world, as Kissinger reminded many
developing nations. He said, “Policy is made in London, Mos-
cow, and Washington. And, when those three superpowers
agree, the rest of you will do as you’re told. You have no

‘Stop wearing the Union
Jack for underwear’

The following exchange between Lyndon LaRouche and
a member of the Sudanese opposition, took place at the
Schiller Institute conference on April 20.

Q: My first question to Mr. Lyndon LaRouche: You
are a Presidential candidate for the Democratic Party here,
and I wonder if it conforms to your democratic values to
support this military regime, which is trying to give itself
the legitimacy by this fabricated kind of elections? If you
commend this kind of regime, then you have to also sup-
port, if any other group of people come and capture the
same power, and also try to recognize themselves by mak-
ing this kind of elections. [Questioner cites various pur-
ported incidents of floggings and harassment; accuses re-
gime of killing an opponent in detention, newspapers
calling for jihad, etc.]. . . .

LaRouche: I'm going to make it fairly short, because
there are a lot of these detailed cases which I'm not particu-
larly up to, but I do know a few things about the whole
situation. I know what my policy is based on.

First of all, these incidents are totally irrelevant to the
basic question. Because the problem of Sudan, the problem
of what the British call the “nilotic region” of southern
Sudan and northern Uganda, the history of Uganda; who
controls the dictator who is the President of Uganda, who
is nothing but a thug for Lynda Chalker, in London; what
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voice.” And that’s the basis on which the world was run. The
IMF was a tool of that, the World Bank was a tool of that, and
the United Nations Organization was a tool of that, always.

The U.N. as ‘the’ world government

After 1967, the time that U Thant announced the Second
Development Decade U.N.O. policy, in which, actually, the
language was a development policy, there has been no devel-
opment policy by the United Nations Or ganization or its affil-
iates inany part of the world. There have been token projects,
but no serious effort to develop those nations.

The nations of Central and South America, over the past
quarter-century, have actually devolved from the higherlevel
of economy which they had achieved back in the immediate
postwar period, before 1967, into virtual lower Third World
country status generally today. Oh yes, there are a few very
rich people in these countries, as there are rich drug pushers
in Lebanon, or what’s left of it, in the Hafez Assad colony

called Lebanon, from which Hafez Assad deploys terrorists
against Israel, and Israel responds by killing Lebanese—but
not Hafez Assad.

So,in 1989-91, whenthe Soviet Empire began todissolve,
the funny fellows in London, supported by “Mad Dog”
George Bush in the United States, on British orders, which
were articulated by Mrs. Margaret Thatcher and President
Francois Mitterrand, one of her pet dogs in France, said that
now that we have the former Soviet empire on the ground,
let’s make sure that these nations never revive again. Let’s
destroy them.

And, what they did, is they set into motion what was
called a “reform.” The “reform” was the same kind of IMF
conditionalities which the IMF tries to impose on Sudan and
every other developing country, but a little stiffer than they
usually do. As aresult of that, every country in eastern Europe
which came out from under the Warsaw Pact and Comecon,
is now led by a Communist Party, which came soaring back

the British policy is, what it was back in the last century,
what it was in this century, what it is today, I know very
well. That anyone who perceives all kinds of problems in
Sudan, of whichSudan has many. It’s apoorcountry. And,
as we’ve heard, poor countries have problems. They all
have problems.

We have poverty in the United States, and that’s a
problem, too. But the point is, that when you talk about
Sudan, do not become trapped into—as 1 will never be-
come trapped into—fallacy of composition.

The problem in this region, the entire problem in this
region, was created by the British imperial forces, who
still control everything. They created the conditions. They
are the ones that created the problem of the south.

Theyarethe onesthatcreated the genocide in Rwanda,
and I know it. I know the present dictator of Uganda, under
the direction of Lynda Chalker, who, together with Baron-
ess Cox, is the organizer of most of these tales, or litany of
tales, that come out of Sudan, of the so-called horror sto-
ries, or so-called victimization. I know these people are
the criminals. And, someone who has not tracked the mur-
derer, is trying to tell me that somebody’s pet dog has peed
on somebody’s lawn!

The murderer is the British Empire and what it repre-
sents; and, we have a fellow in this country, called George
“Mad Dog” Bush (who was formerly President, because
we didn’ttrusthim withanyotherjob, he was tooincompe-
tent for it), is also complicit in this.

But, these guys have committed genocide; we know
what they’re up to, in terms against Sudan. We know why
they'’re doing what they’re doing against Sudan. We know
what they’re trying to do to Kenya; what they did in Zaire;

what they’re doing in Burundi. What they did, together
with the queen’s husband, through the World Wildlife
Fund, in putting Ugandan troops, through the World Wild-
life Fund, to penetrate Rwanda and set into motion this
whole business. And, you had a bunch of people going into
a Francophone country, who didn’t speak any French, but
only English, and they called themselves “native troops.”
It was done by this kind of crowd.

So therefore, I know what the problem is in Sudan, I
know what some of the problems are that—the overall
problem. I know what some of the efforts have been by the
present government. I’ve been around in dealing in coun-
terintelligence problems like this for a long time; and, I’'m
not easily taken in. There are major problems with Sudan,
but I have not found any problemI perceive, thatthe Sudan
government hasn’t told me about beforehand, and told me
about many things I didn’t know. Yes, it’s a poor country.

So, I’'m defending a country which is being attacked.
And, I think it’s a mistake for people who may have good
talent, to waste itin becoming propaganda agents for Adolf
Hitler, which is what you do when you find reasons to
attack Sudan. If you attack Adolf Hitler, then you might
have some right to attack what the Jews did wrong. But,
when Adolf Hitler, in the case of the British Empire, is
killing off all the Sudanese, and is trying to kill so many
nations on this planet, and has done it so often, by these
methods, and I find the Sudanese complaining about the
British doing the same thing, I’'m on the—I know that I’'m
right to support Sudan against the people who are lined up
with the British.

First thing you have to do, if you wantto getmy atten-
tion, is stop wearing the Union Jack for underwear. -
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into popularity because of what the British and the United
States, and U.N.O. and IMF, had done to that country. The
same process is in place inside parts of the former Soviet
Union, such as Russia itself, out of hatred of whatis done to it.

Inthe meantime, through Desert Storm, one of the greatest
criminal acts ever perpetrated by any combination of nations
in modern history, the U.N.O. became, in the minds of many
people, including Mrs. Thatcher’s government, and George
Bush, and, of course, the British House of Lords, and the
Privy Council, became the world government.

In that period, Chatham House, which is the British For-
eign Service’s policymaking think-tank, began to put out pol-
icy studies which talked about the breakup of China, the
breakup of Nigeria, the breakup of various parts of Africa,
new wars in the Middle East, and the breakup of a whole
group of nations, from India and Sri Lanka, up in an arc
through Turkey, and down through the Horn of Africa, once
again, which had been called the Bernard Lewis Plan, named
after a fellow who served under Glubb Pasha, in the British
Arab Bureau, who designed this policy. And they said, “The
United Nations is now the world government.”

The reconstituted British Empire

The British said, “Fine. We’re going to destroy the pre-
tense of having a nation-state in the British Isles anyway.
What we’re going to do, is to reconstitute, through the Privy
Council, the British Commonwealth as the revived British
Empire. We are going to use the facilities and influence of the
British Commonwealth, and the votes it controls within the
United Nations, and through other stooges and clowns that
we have working for us inside the United Nations, and,
through the organization of totally unelected, unrepresenta-
tive, and no-good organizations called NGOs, we’re going to
take over the United Nations, and the United Nations will be
the new disguise, under British imperial leadership, for the
world government. The empire, which reduces every major
power of this planet to merely a satrapy of an empire on the
Babylonian model. An empire which turns the clock of history
back to no later, really, than the Fourteenth Century, in terms
of the level of economy and statecraft in the world. And
which, in reducing the population, reduces the population
potential. Which means that whole sections of this planet have
a very large surplus population.”

The number one area of the world on the target list for
mass depopulation, i.e., genocide, is Africa. The genocide
in Africa comes out of the British monarchy. It is largely
coordinated, since 1961, by Prince Philip and that Nazi SS
veteran, Prince Bernhard of the Netherlands, who founded it
in 1961. Which expresses the same philosophy that Bernhard
knew, when he was a Nazi SS member. And these guys are
out to create the greatest genocide in history, in Africa.

Anyone who develops, as is quite feasible, given the re-
sources, land area, and what technology can do, who seeks to
develop strong nation-states in Africa, to bring together the
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people based on principles of human rights, the ones I’ ve indi-
cated: theright not to be human cattle; the education; epportu-
nities for technological development; the right to be a citizen;
the right to have the kind of government which is totally so-
vreign, in which one can participate as a citizen, and have
representation, and voice, as well as representation. Those
kinds of nations, committed to developing Africa, can readily
succeed, if they are allowed to do so. And that’s the interest.

We must destroy the United Nations

We must defend the United States’ sovreignty. To defend
the sovreignty of the United States, we in the United States
must destroy the United Nations Organization, as an at-
tempted world government. We must defend and ally with all
of those who are under the threat of death and genocide from
the people behind the proposition of making the United Na-
tions the world government, or continuing that arrangement.
We have to be on the side of all of those who wish to create
nation-states, who demonstrate that they are concerned to
afford the rights of citizenship to all peoples within that na-
tion-state, and so forth and so on.

Those are the issues. The issue is not, “Who shot whom
in Sudan on what day?” Or, “Who punched whom?” God
knows. If you say, who punched whom in Nigeria on any
given day, the whole place would blow up. We can’thave that.

So, those issues are not important. They may have sig-
nificance for simple civil justice on the state level. They may
be legitimate human rights concerns, which ought to be ad-
dressed in those terms.

But, we can not have people allying with the enemy of
humanity, the British Empire, against people struggling for
freedom and national sovreignty. We can not have people
allying with the no-good organizations of the United Nations
Organization against the vital interests of those nations, in-
cluding the United States itself, which is determined to main-
tain the principle of national sovreignty on this planet.

And therefore, in this fight, the vital interests of the United
States are the natural ally of the cause of Sudan, in Sudan’s
fight against its British oppressor. And, our job is to cooperate
with the people of Sudan—which I think is a beautiful coun-
try. I’ve just been there shortly, but there are many qualities
of beauty in that country. And I’m pleased with the fact that
the federal effort has been made—is to help people in Sudan
achieve what they set out to achieve. It’s in our interest.

It’s in our interest here in the United States. It’s in the
interest of every nation, of every people on this planet, that
wishes these rights and security for themselves. It’s in the
interest of every nation in Africa, which does not want to be
subjected to the kind of genocide which we’re seeing ongoing
in the decline of the adult life-expectancy from the range of
50 years down to 40 throughout Central Africa, and is going
further.

So, that’s where I think we stand. And that’s what, to me,
the issue is.
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Fact vs. fiction about
slavery in Sudan

by Angelo B. Beda

Angelo B. Beda, who has a long history as a political leader
in the southern part of Sudan, gave the speech excerpted here
to the April 20 Schiller Institute conference. In 1994, Beda
moved to Khartoum, to serve as deputy chairman of Sudan’s
transitional National Assembly. He was recently named min-
ister for public services.

I’ve had a lot of experience in the politics of southern Sudan,
and in the politics of the nation. I started my political life in
1978, which is almost 20 years now in politics. This is half of
the average life of our people, because of the hard economic
conditions. I’'m here to talk about slavery. But before I come
to that, I will talk about my experience. I’m not an academi-
cian, but a politician.

Whatis southern Sudan, in short? The problemthatit has
today was created by the British colonial administration. It
ruled Sudan in such a funny way—a way in which it didn’tdo
inother countries. Yes, it used the policy of “divide and rule”
generally, butin Sudan, itdivided southern Sudanfromnorth-
ern Sudan for reasons not written. Northern Sudan proposed
to be Muslims and Arabs; southern Sudan proposed to be
African, and possibly pagan, according to them; and they
wanted to make it Christian. But what followed, was that after
50 years, when they were going away, southern Sudan was
down; we were being taughtin the tribal languages, vernacu-
lar. In vernacular, you read and write in your own dialect.
And so you are not supposed to reach the outside world. In
northern Sudan, they developed the people and established a
system of education, including economic infrastructure and
civil society. In the south, we were to hate the north, as Mus-
lims and as Arabs. When I was born, when I started to read,
this is how I saw things. I could write in my language. I could
read only the Bible; there were no other things to be shown to
me. And those who learned a little bit of English, were taught
by the Italians, who didn’t know English themselves. The
Italians were recruited from southern Italy, taken to England
and taught some six months of English, and brought as mis-
sionaries to southern Sudan. The British were too high-up,
too elevated, to live in the south. . . .

Dominated by anthropologists

Southern Sudan was dominated by anthropologists. An-
thropology is no longer very popular, but at that time, anthro-
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Angelo Beda: “What is slavery? There are many people
unemployed. There are people ready to be slaves, but there is no
market for slavery! I will leave my telephone number in the
embassy. Anybody who would like to come and investigate slavery
in the Sudan, please just ring me.”

pology was the most popular subject at the University of
Khartoum. This leads me to someone that the last speaker
[Lyndon LaRouche] had mentioned—E.E. Evans-Pritchard.
This was the man sponsored by the British to live in the south.
He wrote about the tribes in the south; he didn’t write about
any tribe in northern Sudan. I met him, I was at the University
of Khartoum; he just looked at me as a Zandi. He wanted me
to tell some tales, and to translate some of the documents that
were written in Zandi into English. So, anthropology was to
study the culture of primitive man; and so you could learn the
policy of keeping primitive man in his place. The idea was
that people were afraid that the world and all the communities
would develop, and then in the future it would be difficult to
find a man in his primitive state.

So, southern Sudan was to be made a human zoo, so that
you could see a man in his primate state. That’s why no eco-
nomic development was put in since the British left; no roads,
and if there were roads built, the size of the road was in such
a way that only certain types of cars could pass on it, to keep
law and order.

Thanks to God, the British left; I don’t know the move-
ment that caused the British to leave. But when the British
left, the north and the south didn’t know each other; the north-
erners were educated by the so-called British, who appeared
to us as our saviors from the north. And so we hated the
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northern people, who were trained, who were able to adminis-
ter us. And so, when they came to take the places of the British,
we were taught quietly to rise against them, and we did, killing
a lot of northern officials who were brought in as teachers,
administrators, engineers, doctors. We killed as many as we
could. And then we were asked, why did we kill them: We
said it was because “we wanted the British back.”

War started before the British left

So this is the background. However, we do blame the
northern people, and mostly the traditional rulers who came
to power through the multiparty system in the north, because
they did not try to know us and approach us in a way that we
could understand. And so, the war between the north and the
south started before the British left. Our independence was
announced on Jan. 1, 1956, but the war had broken out in
August 1955, five months before independence. Since then,
we have never had peace; we never understood each other;
we lost confidence in each other; there was nothing that could
be done by a northerner that could be believed by a southerner,
and vice versa. . . . :

A small committee produced what [Sudanese President
Gen. Gaafar] Nimeri came to implement in 1969-72. .. . . This
was a semi-federal setup, and it enabled us to enjoy peace for
the first time in 10 years, 1972 and 1982.

Our traditional leaders, who got power from the British,
told Nimeri that unless you destroy that thing, Allah will
punish you. And this is how the second war broke out. Nimeri
cancelled that agreement, without going through the rules
that had been established to amend this agreement—general
consultation of the people.

Since the war broke out in 1983, no government has been
able to handle it; no government was able to sit at the table
with the rebels, except this government. It had defeated Nim-
eri himself; it defeated the transitional government between
the end of the Nimeri government and the elected multiparty
system. . .. I was an elected member of the constitutional
assembly during the multiparty system. I was the leader of
Southern Sudan Political Association in the Assembly. The
only thing that we were discussing at that time was sharia
law—and I was against sharia law, and even now I’m against
it. But now we finally have a consensus. We have found a
solution how to go around it in a just way. But in this earlier
Constitutional Assembly, the Umma Party were 103, the ma-
jority; the DUP was 63; and the National Islamic Front was 51.
The southerners, plus the Nuba people, were 38. We moved a
motion to cancel sharia law . . . but when it came to voting,
nobody stood with us. But with this government, now we have
come to a consensus that the south be exempt from sharia law
... and we have decided to run our system on our custom-
ary law.

But what is relevant here, is that people take up our case
when their interest is involved, including Baroness Cox.
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When [Sudanese People’s Liberation Army rebel leader] John
Garang was in the forest, first of all Nimeri was in conflict
with [Libyan leader Muammar] Qaddafi, and Qaddafi wanted
Nimeri to be toppled. The national opposition against the
Nimeri government who were northerners—the same thing
that is happening now—went to Garang and introduced him
to Qaddafi. The line was that we were fighting together to
overthrow Nimeri, and when we have overthrown Nimeri, we
shall come to power and solve our problems. The poor fellow
went and was given assistance, and he worked hard, and when
Nimeri collapsed, the multiparty system came into power:
They ignored Garang. . . .

The same opposition against this government, that is, the
National Democratic Alliance, who have now organized the
neighboring groups, are now supporting the southern Suda-
nese, not because they like southern Sudanese, but because
they want to topple this government. . . .

Is there slavery in Sudan?

I assumed the power of deputy speaker in the Assembly
in July 1994, and I was given the job of the chairman of
the Human Rights Committee, to investigate human rights in
Sudan and report to the Assembly, without fear nor favor.
This is what brings me to talk about slavery in Sudan. Slavery
in the Sudan is a historical fact, just as you hear about slavery
in West Africa—in Nigeria, Ghana. But when I came to as-
sume my position as chairman of the committee, it so hap-
pened that the major problem was not slavery; the major prob-
lem was the world attacking Sudan for “human rights”
violations, detention of politicians, and dealing with southern
problems very badly. And so, I joined what they call EUACP
[European Union-African-Caribbean and Pacific], a joint as-
sembly.

I'waselectedto it torepresent Sudan. I was able toinvite a
high-level delegation from the EUSAP joint assembly elected
and sent to Sudan, under the chairmanship of Lord Plumb,
House of Lords in Britain. He came to the Sudan; we visited
the Nuba Mountains (where slavery is supposed to be prac-
ticed, so say Baroness Cox et al.). He was able to talk to
anybody; He then rendered a report to the EUACP Joint As-
sembly in Brussels, and he said: “There is no such a thing as
ghost house; if there was, it is no longer there now.” He said
that the effort of Sudan toward constitutional development,
good governance, and civil society—we had already set the
date for this present election—that had taken place; he exam-
ined it and found it normal. We visited the areas under govern-
ment control. He was able to go to the displaced areas; he
was able to see the camps. It was a very good report; it was
well circulated.

But the members of the British Parliament, Mr. Kinnock
and this lady [Baroness Cox] ignored the report. . . . That was
the time that I began to see the British interests. And after that
we got a very bad report by Christian Solidarity International,
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led by Cox, in which they accused the government of Sudan
of slavery in the Nuba Mountains of southern Sudan; Islam-
ization by force of the African tribes in the Nuba Mountains
and other parts of the south; and that people were being mis-
treated in the government-controlled camps.

: In the last week of February, I formed a committee in
the Assembly, chaired by me, with two other members: Mr.
Khalid, whois a well-known lawyer, an independent advocate
in Khartoum; and a member of parliament, a colonel, Omar
Hassan Sidiq. We went to the Nuba Mountains. We spent
four days there. We visited churches, the prisons, the police
stations, and we called a rally to announce ourselves, and the
reasons for which we had come. And then we visited three
far-flung, displaced areas, where people come from the SPLA
to getfood, to get clothes, to get agricultural instruments, and
to be transported to where they would like to settle and farm.
We went to three of those places—places where Cox claimed
slavery was being practiced. We held meetings with these
people, and we found that there was none of the things that
Cox’sreport said: no slavery, no raping, no Islamization. The
churches were there. I’'m a Christian, I’m a Catholic. I went
to the church and we prayed together in Protestant churches.

So when I returned to Khartoum, I held a press conference
onthat Sunday, which was before Ramadan holy day. linvited
all the news agencies in Khartoum, including those from out-
side. I gave a full brief of my visit, and talked about the
accusations coming from outside. Interestingly, BBC did not
talk about it. Nobody challenged me. . . .

The real problem

There is no slave trade in Sudan, but there is a problem;
some classify it under the term environmental deterioration.
The Sudan is 1 million square miles,and wehavethe nomadic
tribes in the north and in the south. These people own cattle,
and they move from one place to another, following where
there is water. And when they clash near this water, which is
not enough, there is a terrible fight. These tribal fights were
there during the British. It is extremely hard to control a tribal
fight over a shortage of a resource such as water. So what
the British administration used to do—and then when the
government came to power it followed the same procedure—
was to hold a tribal conference between one tribe and another
in order to investigate what happened. These conferences
were the only way of solving the problem. Through these
fights, those who succeed, kidnap boys, animals, women, and
take these things to their side as a part of looting. This is there
up to now. It is what Baroness Cox reports back, that the
Sudan government is encouraging slavery. When there is no
civil war going on, the government is able to hold these tribal
conferences and try to straighten things out. Part of the solu-
tion is to get some payment to people who have been badly
mistreated; and the women and the children are returned, and
then they come to settlement.
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The only solution is to have agricultural settlement, and
perhaps, to invite international assistance to Sudan so that
you find a way of digging enough wells for these people, and
make some regulations. But this government is not able to do
this now because of the civil war.

Baroness Cox just went to the rebel areas. In the places
under the control of the government, these things are not
taking place at all, because wells are being dug forthe people;
grazing areas are being allocated for certain tribes, with the
proper responsibility of those who are in charge—whether
chiefs or headmen. But in the rebel area where there is no
government, these things can take place and we don’t know
what is happening, and they can kill each other and take
children.

This is what the illiterate, the uninformed misconstrue—
Baroness Cox, of course, she knows it! There is no militia.
These are the pastoralists; there are places where the govern-
ment does notreach. . . . We know why they arebehaving this
way, but we don’t have the money in order to develop, to start
the necessary changes. We are incapacitated by civil war. The
government is trying to have peace so that it can solve this
problem. One of the problems to be solved is this. Agricultural
development, animal husbandry, education to teach these
people that it is better to keep your cattle in one place.

This is why the government is trying so hard to solve
problems with the rebels. And I call upon all the people—we
tried to discuss things with the rebels, and we met 14 times.
We could not succeed because of tworeasons: One, there are
people whose interests depend on the rebels. One are the
Sudanese opposition themselves, because without the rebels
they will not come to power in Khartoum. And second, are
the people—we have mentioned them—who would like to
destroy Sudanese sovereignty.

Recently, we have decided to escape the television and to
escape the news media, especially the foreign news media,
and we went to the forest in order to discuss with our brothers.
People are saying: “No, don’t go to Nairobi; don’t go to Kam-
pala.” The people, once they hear there is a meeting, they fly
there to destroy it. So we have decided to make what is called
“peaceinside.” Wearestill trying; thereare people now trying
to meet Garang. We have met two of the three leaders, and
we have agreed with them, and the agreement that was made
is the best agreement so far. We hope we shall met Garang
and his people as Sudanese. When these civilized nations,
Britain, America, other people, come, they come with an in-
terest. We have nothing to pay you, why do you come?

What is slavery? There are many people unemployed.
These people are ready to work for nothing. If you go to
Nairobi to visit, you’ll see so many people without food;
there are people ready to be slaves, but there is no market for
slavery! I will leave my telephone number in the embassy.
Anybody who would like to come and investigate slavery in
the Sudan, please just ring me.
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Conservative Revolution
writes its own obituary

by Jeffrey Steinberg

Recent legislative defeats suffered by the advocates of the
Conservative Revolution have left Speaker of the House Newt
Gingrich and company bloodied, while press commentaries
from such conservative bastions as the Wall Street Journal
and the Washington Times bemoan the sorry state in which
the Republican Party currently finds itself. But, while both
parties are claiming victory in the months-long showdown
over the federal budget, neither side is addressing the eco-
nomic crisis competently, and, as a result, the outcome of the
political battle in Washington is by no means certain.

Democratic Presidential pre-candidate Lyndon La-
Rouche has outlined the kind of policies required in three
nationally televised campaign broadcasts so far this year.
LaRouche has emphasized that the President of the United
States must use his constitutional authority to put the Federal
Reserve into receivership, set up a system of national banking,
launch a recovery program for industrial and infrastructure
development, and negotiate with foreign powers to create a
new monetary system.

As EIR reported last week, the Democratic Party is en-
gaged in an internal struggle, and the Democratic National
Committee could very well block Clinton’s reelection. DNC
Chairman Don Fowler and his coterie have defined for Presi-
dentClintonasuicidalcampaignstrategy of seekingthe “yup-
pie” vote, with a laundry list of “wedge” issues, while ignor-
ing the traditional Democratic Party base of labor and
minorities, and avoiding the economic and financial break-
down crisis.

Thus, while the disarray in the Republican camp presents
the Democratic Party with a golden opportunity to mobilize
for a landslide victory in November, the leadership of the
DNC is doing everything possible to “throw” the election to
the GOP, just as it did in the 1994 mid-term election.
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‘A battle for ideas’—but which ideas?

On April 19, the Wall Street Journal published a lead
editorial that was about the closest thing that one could imag-
ine to a political obituary for the Conservative Revolution.
Under the headline “Minority Leader Gingrich?” the Journal
observed: “Republicans in Congress have been understand-
ably shell-shocked since losing their winter budget show-
down with President Clinton. But this week, they’ve revealed
signs of a deeper malady that could cost them dearly in No-
vember—intellectual retreat. From the economy to the mini-
mum wage to health care, the once bold revolutionaries are
beginning to cede control of the public debate back even to
today’s intellectually exhausted Democrats. Throw in the sta-
sis of the Dole campaign and the demoralization of Newt
Gingrich, and Republicans may want to wake themselves up
by contemplating the prospect of Speaker Gephardt.”

The Journal concluded: “The history of politics, as re-
cently as 1994, shows that what really wins elections is domi-
nating the battle of ideas. If Republicans don’t want their first
majority in 40 years to go down as a blip in history, they’d
better find a way toregain the intellectual offensive.”

But, what kind of “ideas” is the Journal soliciting? Cer-
tainly not the break from British free-market liberalism, in
favor of American System policies of economic development,
that LaRouche is demanding.

But, while the Conservative Revolution may be in full
retreat, that is not all that is going on in Washington policy-
making circles. Imnmediately after the November 1994 elec-
tions, Lyndon LaRouche called for a mobilization to defeat
the Conservative Revolution, predicting that such a mobili-
zation would produce a political realignment, drawing to-
gether the best elements in both the Democratic and Republi-
can parties around an agenda of national and worldwide
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economic reconstruction.

As EIR has reported in recent weeks, a faction of promi-
nent Democrats has launched a concerted effort to force such
adebate. Apart from LaRouche’s initiatives, useful contribu-
tions have been made by Sens. Edward Kennedy (Mass.),
Tom Daschle (S.D.), Jeff Bingaman (N.M.), and Reps. Rich-
ard Gephardt (Mo.), David Obey (Wisc.), and David Bonior
(Mich.). Although LaRouche is the only figure among these
Democrats to raise the question of the imminent disintegration
of the world financial and monetary system, and call for the
nationalization of the Federal Reserve System, these Congres-
sional Democrats, in a series of policy papers and new pieces
of legislation, haverevivedtheissue of economic nationalism
and called for adrasticoverhaul of the country’s corporate tax
codes, infrastructure investments, and wage policy.

With backing from a rejuvenated organized labor move-
ment (see Labor in Focus, p. 12), these Democrats, with the
supportof Labor Secretary Robert Reich, have, in the last two
weeks of April, forced the issue of an increase in the minimum
wage ontothe Congressional agenda. In mid-April, upon their
return from Easter recess, 20 Congressional Republicans an-
nounced that they were bolting from the GOP Congressional
leadership, and supporting the Democratic call for a minimum
wage hike. On April 25, Rep. Richard Armey (R-Tex.) and
company temporarily succeeded in blocking the minimum
wage hike from coming to a vote in the House. But, this
pyrrhic victory promises, if anything, to exacerbate the fis-
sures in the Republican ranks:

This danger was duly noted by the Washington Times on
April 23, which editorialized: "The GOP is in full retreat. . . .
What’s worse is that 20 Republicans—deciding they want to
get reelected—have joined in support of a higher minimum
wage.”

Further signs of a political realignment were evident on
the floor of the House of Representatives on April 17, when
a solid bipartisan coalition rammed through the “Truth in
Budgeting Act” (see Congressional Closeup, p. 68). It man-
dated that the Highway Trust Fund, the Airport and Airway
Trust Fund, the Inland Waterways Trust Fund, and the Harbor
Maintenance Trust Fund be removed from the general federal
funds for purposes of calculating the federal budget. Much of
this money has been frozen in recent years, in order to create
the illusion that the federal deficit is much smaller, and, to
enhance the argument for a balanced budget in seven years.

From bad to worse

Following these setbacks, things got even worse for the
GOP’s Conservative Revolutionists. Senate Ma jority Leader
Bob Dole (Kan.), the Republican Party’s all-but-certain Presi-
dential nominee, saw a rider introduced by him to the Ken-
nedy-Kassebaum health care bill, which would have estab-
lished Medical Savings Accounts, defeated by a 52-46
bipartisan majority. Five Republican senators broke ranks
with Dole to cast their votes against the MSA swindle, which
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is backed by some of the nation’s most unsavory insurance
companies, led by Golden Rule Insurance Co., one of biggest
contributors to Newt Gingrich’s GOPAC political action
committee—and to the Dole Presidential effort. After the
Dole rider was defeated, the Senate passed the bill 100-0, on
April 23.

The blow to Dole’s Congressional leadership was all the
more stunning, because it is widely known that the Dole cam-
paign is in financial trouble, and he had hoped to ride out
the four months leading up to the Republican nominating
convention on the cheap, by demonstrating his political lead-
ership—and keeping his name in the spotlight—through a
series of successful policy initiatives on the Senate floor.

In another sign of GOP panic, William Kristol, of the
neo-conservative wing of the Republican Party, published an
attack on Dole in his Weekly Standard magazine. The attack
was then reported at length in the April 22 Washington Times.
Kristol said that “Dole is likely to lose the Presidential race
to Bill Clinton. He may lose badly.” He then advised neo-con
Republicans, up forreelection, to go it alone. “The best thing
all elements of the conservative coalition can do is aggres-
sively prosecute their case and advance their cause with little
regard to Dole. House members and senators should run their
ownraces. Activists should press ahead on theirissues. Where
the Dole campaign wants to piggyback on or coordinate with
such efforts, fine.”

The Washington Times, an unabashed publicist for the
Conservative Revolution, reported on April 22 that Gingrich
has surrendered day-to-day management of the House to
Armey. Gingrich is reportedly in a deep depression, and is
now almost singularly focused on his own reelection, which
could be in jeopardy. The Democratic nominee challenging
Gingrich is a wealthy Georgia businessman, who has prom-
ised to pour millions of dollars of his own money into his
campaign. Given Gingrich’s own fast and loose campaign
finance activities, and the fact that there are still several ethics
probes pending against him in the House ethics committee, it
cannot be assumed that his reelection is a “done deal.”

The Washington Times also reported that Gingrich is des-
perately trying to devise a strategy for reversing the GOP’s
Congressional paralysis. Gingrich, according to the Times, is
chairing a secret task force responsible for breathing life back
into the Republican majority in the Congress. Among the
“brains” participating in the weekly sessions at the Speakers’
office: Sen. Paul Coverdell (R-Ga.), Sen. Spencer Abraham
(R-Mich.), staffers from Dole’s Senate office and his election
campaign, and top officials of the Republican National Com-
mittee.

Some leading GOP strategists are not at all optimistic that
the Gingrich “secret team” or any other efforts have much
chance of success. David Mason, vice president for govern-
ment relations of the Heritage Foundation, told reporters on
April 23: “If things continue like this every week, it will be a
complete disaster.”
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LaRouche wins 8.2%
in Pennsylvania

Unofficial election returns show that at least 60,000 Pennsyl-
vania Democrats voted for Lyndon LaRouche in the state’s
Democratic Presidential primary on April 23. With 98% of
precincts reporting, the LaRouche vote totalled 58,761, with
659,611 for President Clinton, giving LaRouche about 8.2%
of the vote statewide. This percentage maintains the pattern
of solid support which LaRouche has demonstrated in more
than half a dozen of the states where he has been on the ballot
this year. Despite a near-total press blackout, LaRouche has
garnered 7-12% of the vote, and as high as 34.5%.

The approximately 60,000 votes in Pennsylvania brings
LaRouche’s total so far in this campaign to about 430,000
votes. His most significant primary vote results thus far are
as follows: Delaware, 9.6%; North Dakota, 34.5%; Colorado,
11.1%; Louisiana, 11.69%; Oklahoma, 12.63%; Mississippi,
7.6%; Ohio, 8.25%; and California, 7%.

LaRouche is on the ballot in eight more primaries, and
plans to continue his national television advertisement cam-
paign, which has so far featured three nationwide half-hour
prime-time spots. The upcoming primaries are in Washing-
ton, D.C., North Carolina, Nebraska, West Virginia, Arkan-
sas, Kentucky, Alabama, and New Jersey.

With a tight press blackout against his campaign,
LaRouche’s Pennsylvania vote was almost completely the
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result of a grass-roots mobilization. Over 550 people distrib-
uted hundreds of thousands of pamphlets in the last two weeks
before the primary.

The campaign effort distinguished itself from that of other
candidates by demonstrating the power of ideas. When Re#
publican Gov. Tom Ridge announced budget cuts in the
state’s medical assistance program, designed to eliminate the
health care “safety net” for an estimated 260,000 of the work-
ing poor and disabled, LaRouche supporters intervened
against the cuts.

In a March 2 national TV broadcast, LaRouche had
pointed out that Nazi leaders tried at Nuremberg, were not
convicted of personally killing people, but because they
“knew, or should have known” that their policies would result
in wrongful deaths. On this basis, LaRouche said, Gingrich
and his accomplices were guilty of “crimes against human-
ity,” since their budget cuts would accelerate deaths among
the elderly, disabled, and poor.

On March 25, LaRouche campaign representative Phil
Valenti led a press conference and lobbying effort in the state
capital in Harrisburg, and joined a demonstration of Philadel-
phia community groups against Ridge’s killer budget. Later
that day, 24 Republicans joined a solid Democratic bloc, and
rejected Ridge’s cuts, sending the bill back to committee.

Atan April 4 press conference in Philadelphia, LaRouche
emphasized that introduction of the Nuremberg standard into
the debate, was central to the defeat of the bill. “Pennsylva-
nia,” LaRouche said, “by addressing that issue competently,
and by showing that the Democratic Party of Pennsylvania
can provide national leadership in this, can help set a pattern,
which would be beneficial to the U.S. Congress and the nation
as a whole.”

LaRouche campaign
organizers demonstrate
at the office of
Pennsylvania Speaker of
the House Matt Ryan,
against legislation that
would eliminate medical
assistance to about
260,000 indigent adults,
children, and disabled.
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Whitewater

Case grows for
removal of Starr

by Edward Spannaus

InJuly 1994, ten Republican congressmen wrote to the special
federal court panel which oversees independent counsels, and
asked for the removal of then-Whitewater special prosecutor
Robert Fiske. Prominent among the reasons for which they
sought Fiske’s removal was that his law firm had previously
represented the International Paper Co., which had once sold
land to the Whitewater Development Corp. The congressmen
also complained about Fiske’s “long-standing” ties to White
House Counsel Bernard Nussbaum. A few weeks later, the
judicial panel removed Fiske, saying that the fact that he had
been appointed by the Clinton administration could give rise
to a “perception” of a conflict of interest.

Today, Fiske’s replacement, Kenneth Starr, stands ac-
cused of far more serious conflicts of interest, which demand
his dismissal as Whitewater independent counsel.

Under the independent counsel statute, 28 U.S.C. 596, the
Attorney General may remove a court-appointed independent
counsel “for good cause.” In Starr’s case, not only is he using
an admitted perjurer (David Hale) to attack the President of
the United States, but he has real, not merely “perceived,”
conflicts of interest, some of which were not disclosed or
known at the time of his appointment in August 1994.

Starr’s continued legal representation of clients who have
an interest in the downfall of the Clinton administration, plus
his direct involvement with some of President Clinton’s most
bitter adversaries, are more than sufficient cause for his re-
moval. In terms of standard “legal ethics,” perhaps the most
significantcase is that of his law firm’s scrape with the Resolu-
tion Trust Corp. (RTC). An editorial in the Nation magazine
recently characterized this as “a far more serious ethical
breach than anything so far proven against Hillary Rodham
Clinton or the President.” An article in the March 18 Nation
by Joe Conason and Murray Waas described how, at the same
time that Starr was investigating the RTC’s conduct, the RTC
was suing his own law firm, Kirkland and Ellis. A week before
the RTC settled the case with his law firm, Starr began a grand
jury investigation of the RTC. The ultimate settlement of the
civil suit was extremely favorable to Kirkland and Ellis, sav-
ing the firm an estimated $700,000 over initial estimates of
the likely final settlement.

The Nation article noted that the RTC “had good reason
to be intimidated” by the grand jury investigation. “In effect,
Starr had put himself in a position to exercise the leverage
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of possible criminal sanctions against the group of federal
officials who would decide whether and how the RTC’s case
against his Kirkland and Ellis partnership would be settled.”

The April 22 issue of the New Yorker magazine cata-
logued Starr’s conflicts of interest. Not only is Starr politically
ambitious and ideologically opposed to Clinton, but “in the
outside organizations with which he continues to be associ-
ated, he has allied himself with Clinton’s enemies,” author
Jane Mayer wrote. Among the conflicts described:

e Starr is on the legal-policy advisory board of the Wash-
ington Legal Foundation, which in turn receives funds from
the tobacco industry and the John M. Olin Foundation; also
on the advisory board is attorney Theodore Olsen, who repre-
sents Starr’s top anti-Clinton witness, former Little Rock
judge David Hale.

e Starr serves as a consultant to the Lynde and Harry
Bradley Foundation, whose grant recipients include the
American Spectator magazine and the Free Congress Founda-
tion, both of which have been major promoters of Whitewater.
Another recipient is the Landmark Legal Foundation, which
has provided free legal representation to Jean Lewis, the RTC
“whistleblower” who hyped allegations against the Clinton
administration, in her dealings with Starr’s office.

e Starr represents two tobacco companies, Brown and
Williamson, and Philip Morris, which are locked in legal bat-
tles with the Clinton administration.

e Starr represents Chiquita Brands, whose chairman Carl
Lindner “is one of Sen. Bob Dole’s oldest and biggest sup-
porters.”

e Prior to taking on the Whitewater special prosecutor
position, Starr was researching a possible amicus brief on
behalf of Paula Corbin Jones, who is suing Clinton for alleged
sexual harassment.

e At the time of his appointment, Starr was personally
representing International Paper Co. (Fiske had not handled
any matters for the paper company for years.)

Conflicts ‘begin to add up’

Writes Mayer: “It wouldn’t matter much if Starr only had
a past record as a Republican partisan, or only represented
tobacco interests, or only served on the board of the occa-
sional anti-Clinton organization in his spare time, or only
had been involved in helping Paula Jones’s lawsuit just days
before his appointment, or only remained active in private
practice while serving as independent counsel, or only cher-
ished Presidential ambitions incompatible with Clinton’s.
But when these things are piled on top of each other they
begin to add up.”

To provide cover, Starr hired former Watergate chief
counsel Sam Dash as his “ethics adviser,” at the modest fee
of $3,200 a week. Dash defends Starr from the allegations of
conflicts of interest, but he does concede that “it does have an
odor to it.” It would be better described as a stench, and the
Attorney General should clear it out as rapidly as possible.
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Habeas corpus shredded
in antiterrorism bill

by Edward Spannaus

On April 24, President Clinton signed into law the “Antiter-
rorism and Effective Death Penalty Act” of 1996, which was
passed by the Senate on April 17 and by the House of Repre-
sentatives on April 18. The bill contains significant changes
from the administration’s original proposals of last year.
Freshmen Republicans, led by Rep. Bob Barr (R-Ga.), spear-
headed an effort to weaken the provisions which would have
given the federal government more power to deal with actual
terrorism, while they inserted into the bill the so-called “ha-
beas corpus reforms” which were a key element of their Con-
tract with America. The habeas corpus provision of the U.S.
Constitution, elaborated in the 1867 Habeas Corpus Act, pro-
vides for federal review of the constitutionality of a person’s
conviction on criminal charges.

The changes in habeas corpus procedures have little, if
anything, to do with terrorism, since they only affect state
court convictions, and most terrorism cases are brought in
federal court. But, asnumerousmembers of Congress pointed
out during the floor debate, they are likely to result in the
execution of innocent persons, since the bill forces federal
courts to abandon their role in enforcing the U.S. Constitution,
and compels them to defer to state court judgments, even
where there are constitutional violations. The bill also sets
strict time limits for federal review of state court convictions,
and it severely restricts the ability of federal courts to hear
factual evidence regarding state court convictions, even
where the new or suppressed evidence could show that the
death row inmate is factually innocent.

Below are excerpts from the debate on the floor of the
House of Representatives on April 18. Included also are ex-
cerpts from a study on death penalty cases by the Association
of the Bar of the City of New York.

Documentation

House debate on conference reporton S. 735, “Antiterrorism
and Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996.”

Rep. Henry J. Hyde (R-IlL): . .. Now, habeas corpus
reform, that is the Holy Grail. We have pursued that for 14
years,inmy memory. The absurdity, the obscenity of 17 years
from the time a person has been sentenced till that sentence
is carried out through endless appeals, up and down the State
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court system, and up and down the Federal court system,
makes a mockery of the law. It also imposes a cruel punish-
ment on the victims, the survivors’ families, and we seek to
put an end to that. . . .

The survivors want the habeas corpus [reform]. Habeas
corpus is tied up with terrorism, because when a terrorist is
convicted of mass killings, we want to make sure that terrorist
ultimately and reasonably has the sentence imposed on him
orher....

Rep. Melvin Watt (D-N.C.): Mr. Speaker and my col-
leagues, I hateterrorists. Theyarethe scum of the Earth. There
is nothing lower than a terrorist. . .. And if this bill were
limited to terrorists, emotionally I would be doing exactly
what my colleagues are proposing to do here. But this bill
is not limited to terrorists; it goes well beyond terrorists to
common ordinary citizens. . . .

Only 100 out of 10,000 habeas corpus issues come from
death penalty cases. Even less come from terrorist cases. Yet
this bill is not limited either to death penalty cases or to terror-
ist cases. It is depriving every single American, every single
child, every single one of us, of our constitutional protections
of habeas corpus. . . .

Rep. Helen Chenoweth (R-Idaho): . . . Mr. Speaker, this
bill I feel does not just affect habeas corpus procedures for
death row inmates, but it actually affects all of our rights to
protections under the Constitution, that which habeas corpus
has afforded. The rights to speak and assemble freely, to be
ensured of due process of law, and to be protected against
false imprisonment belong to all Americans. We cannot allow
ourselves to be frightened into giving up these freedoms.

This, Mr. Speaker, is a line-on-line runout by the Congres-
sional Research Service of all the Federal antiterrorist crimi-
nal laws. I asked for CRS to run this out. Mr. Speaker, this is
17 pages long. We have enough laws on the books already.
The problem is that we are not enforcing the laws we have.
This law abridges some of our very precious freedoms. . . .

Rep. Robert C. Scott (D-Va.): ... Mr. Speaker, I rise
to oppose the conference report because it will do little, if
anything, to reduce terrorism, while at the same time it will,
in fact, terrorize our Constitution. . . .

The so-called crown jewel of the bill, the habeas corpus
provision, Mr. Speaker, we have heard of the frivolous ap-
peals. Forty percent of these appeals are in fact successful.
People have been denied a fair trial. People are in fact sen-
tenced to death who are factually innocent. These are not
frivolous appeals. Those who have bona fide appeals will
have theirrights denied.

Mr. Speaker, we have a system where the innocent and
the guilty are tried by the same procedure, so those who are
guilty in fact may have a little more time on death row, but
those who are innocent have an opportunity to present that
evidence. If this bill is enacted, we will find that those who
are factually innocent and can present evidence of innocence
will in fact be put to death.
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Rep. Bill McCollum (R-Fla.): ... We do all kinds of
things relative to terrorism and then, in addition to that, this
bill contains three of the seven crime bills that were in the
Contract with America, the most significant of which has been
debated a lot today, but been voted on many times by this
Congress. Finally, when the President signs this bill into law
after years and years of struggle, we will have limited the
appeals that death row inmates can take and we will have
assured that sentences of death in this country will be carried
out expeditiously, as the American public wants. . . .

Rep. Nydia Velazquez (D-N.Y.): Mr. Speaker, rushing
this bill to the floor just to meet a publicity deadline is irre-
sponsible. Once again we are sacrificing our people to play
election year politics. Americans and their civil rights are too
important to allow this.

The right of habeas corpus is a national treasure. It is
fundamental for all Americans—black and white; liberal and
conservative. The conference report severely limits that
right—all to fuel a national frenzy.

My colleagues, the Constitution says we are all entitled
to equal protection under the law, but in today’s society some
of us are more equal than others. The reality is, if you have
the money to hire a good lawyer, you can make it through our
legal system. But, if you are a poor minority, lacking those
resources, you will lose and not have the opportunity to prove
you are innocent.

By severely limiting this ultimate right to appeal, more
innocent Americans will unfairly die. Their blood will be
on your hands. I encourage a “no” vote on this conference
report. . . .

Rep. John Conyers, Jr. (D-Mich.): Mr. Speaker, this
has been an important debate, and I think that it has become
clear that this is a politically motivated bill, driven first by the
National Rifle Association and Mr. Barr, and then finally by
the 73 galloping freshmen Republicans who would not allow
a deal to be made, and finally we were able to patch a little
bit together.

We are dealing with a bill now that started off with no
habeas corpus, we do not need it. But then, because there was
nothing in the bill, we needed it.

So what do we have here? What we have is a bill that is
missing, missing. Wiretaps for terrorist offenses, not in the
antiterrorist conference report before this House. The current
law allows for wiretaps for everything from fraud, embezzle-
ment, destroying cars, numerous felonies, but the bill rejects
on careful consideration the proposal that we be able to wire-
tap forcrimes of terrorism and crimes where weapons of mass
destruction are used.

Are you serious that this is an antiterrorist bill?

So while a Federal agent can get a wiretap if he believes
a car to be destroyed, he may not be able to get a wiretap if he
believes an act of terror or mass destruction or murder is going
to take out a building or someone is planning to gas the New
York subway.
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How silly and how unserious.

Similarly, while current law allows for emergency excep-
tions to the requirement of a court order for a wiretap in
instances where the agent learns a criminal act is imminent,
this bill refuses to extend that constitutionally permissible
emergency circumstance exception to terrorism cases.

So there you have it. Taggants? Oh, well, we put it back
in, but we exempted black and smokeless powder. I wonder
why? Well, it does not take a scientist to figure that one out.

So I guess you guys have proved your point. I mean, you
are going to show that we got aterrorismbill on an anniversary
and that, further, we put the President of the United States in
a tremendously embarrassing position where he has to swal-
low a compromise of habeas corpus.

From “The Crisis in Capital Representation,” by the Special
Committee on Capital Representation and the Committee on
Civil Rights of the Association of the Bar of the City of New
York:

Whether bad death sentences result from judicial ignorance
or judicial politics, prosecutorial misconduct, or other facts,
federal habeas corpus proceedings have had the capacity, at
least so far, to correct an error rate in state capital cases that
Justice Blackmun aptly described as “staggering.” Nearly half
(46%) of the state capital cases reviewed in federal habeas
corpus between 1976 and 1991 were found to contain harmful
constitutional error. More recently, that rate has held at about
40%. Generally the federal court must not only find constitu-
tional error, it must also find that the error was “harmful,” that
is, significantly prejudicial. Many federal judges often note
constitutional errors, but then find them harmless. These cases
are not included in the 40% figure, which represents only
cases where relief was granted. Thus, the 40% reversal rate
understates the incidence of constitutional error, because it
fails to include those cases where the error occurred but was
found harmless. . . .

Today, federal habeas corpus provides unlawfully con-
victed defendants far less protection than it did before the
Supreme Court, under Chief Justice Rehnquist, raised proce-
dural hurdles to the protections which the Great Writ pro-
vides. ... Thus, the condemned prisoner who overcomes
these hurdles and obtains an attorney to file a federal habeas
corpus petition has a real chance of success, at least under the
present regime.

[The 104th Congress] has pressed habeas corpus legisla-
tion [which] could greatly restrict the independent capacity
of federal courts to determine the merits of constitutional
claims and to award relief on the basis of constitutional claims
that have merit.

We question how a society can look at a system where
about 40% of the people facing death sentences have had trials
with major constitutional flaws and decide that these cases
should receive less, and not more, scrutiny.
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Queen creates U.S.
Priory of Knights
by Scott Thompson

Following George Bush and Maggie Thatcher’s Persian Gulf
war of 1991, Queen Elizabeth II bestowed various knight-
hoods on the American political and military officials who
had led the U.S. side of the “new world order” effort. Among
the “Yankees in Queen Elizabeth’s Court” are former Presi-
dent Sir George Bush; his national security adviser, Sir Brent
Scowcroft; Sir Colin Powell; and Sir Norman Schwartzkopf.
Such honors are only bestowed upon foreign nationals who
have served the cause of the Empire throughout their adult
lives. Sir Henry Kissinger, who admits his British agentry
every chance he gets, is another member of the queen’s stable
of loyal assets. .

Contrary to popular opinion, the queen is not just an an-
tique ornament used to draw naive foreigners into London’s
over-priced tourist traps. During the Gulf war, she presided
over daily war councils, was briefed continuously by Prime
Minister Thatcher, and served as head of the Armed Forces
of the Realm.

So, it is no laughing matter when the queen sets out to
establish a new British chivalric order inside the United
States. It’s deadly serious—especially at a moment when the
United States is in a state of global conflict with the British
Empire, and when the President of the United States remains
in London’s cross-hairs.

OSJJ becomes a Priory

On May 11, under orders from Queen Elizabeth II, the
American Society of the Order of St. John of Jerusalem
(0S1JJ), which for 30 years has been a propaganda outlet and
recruiting front for the British, will be upgraded to a Priory,
similar to those which exist throughout the British Empire.
The ceremony will be conducted at the Washington National
Cathedral, by His Royal Highness the Prince Richard, Duke
of Gloucester, who is both the queen’s cousin and Grand Prior
of the OSJJ.

On May 10, Ambassador Sir John Kerr will host a recep-
tion for members of the Order at the British Embassy in Wash-
ington, D.C. in honor of HRH the Duke of Gloucester. And,
on the evening of the event, some 400 Knights, Dames, and
members of the Order will attend a benefit dinner for the OSJJ
at Union Station. The Bombay gin will be flowing over the
train tracks.

With the creation of the Priory, the Duke of Gloucester
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will name an American Prior. Among the current officers of
the American Society are some of the country’s most rabid
Anglophiles, including: John R. Drexel IV of the Philadelphia
industrialist family turned financiers; Vice-Chancellor Chris-
topher C. Forbes (brother of the failed Presidential candidate
Malcolm “Steve” Forbes), a publisher who is married to Bar-
oness Astrid Cornelia von Heyl Zsu Herrensheim, and who
worked on a book on Fabergé Eggs with British “triple agent”
Armand Hammer; and Vice-Chancellor Theodore R. Gam-
ble, Jr. of the Procter and Gamble fortune.

The Most Venerable Order of the Hospital of St. John of
Jerusalem was rechartered by Queen Victoria during the 19th
century. The Order began in the United States in 1957, under
the leadership of the Anglican Bishop of New York, as well
as Sir Douglas Fairbanks, Honorary KBE, who was aide de
camp to Lord Mountbatten, and Brig. Gen. J.W.F. Treadwell,
who served as a liaison to British forces in World War II.
There are currently some 800 members in the United States—
mostly Anglican, but with a sprinkling of Jews, Methodists,
Lutherans, and even a Muslim or two.

The official prelate of the U.S. section is the new Anglican
bishop of the Cathedral of St. John the Divine, The Rt. Rev.
Richard Grein, who has replaced the “over-kooked” Bishop
Paul Moore. The perverted LaRouche slanderer, Canon Ed-
ward West, who died in 1990, has been replaced as secretary
of the U.S. section by his former assistant, Don Lundquist.

Knights emeriti

Among the knights emeriti of the American Society of
the OSJJ are:

Sir Hugh Bullock, Honorary Knight Grand Cross of the
Order of the British Empire (OBE) and the only one with this
rank in the United States at this time. This investment banker,
aged 98, an Anglophile, knows many current and former
members of the British oligarchy, and has for decades raised
millions for the Cathedral where the British monarch is
crowned. He is a Knight of Grace of the OSJJ.

Sir Grayson Kirk, Honorary Knight of the British Em-
pire (KBE). He is a former president of Columbia University
(1953-68), and still president emeritus. He is an Associate
Knight of the OSJJ and Commander of the Order of Orange-
Nassau.

Sir Douglas Fairbanks, Jr., Honorary Knight of the Brit-
ish Empire (KBE). Hehad both an acting and a military career.
After serving as aide to Lord Mountbatten, Fairbanks con-
ducted special missions to NATO, SEATO, and the U.S. Joint
Chiefs of Staff. He seems to have become involved through
the Committee to Defend America by Aiding the Allies, a
joint project of British Security Coordinator Sir William Ste-
phenson and the Anti-Defamation League of B’nai B’rith. He
holds positions in about a dozen orders of chivalry worldwide.

Beyond all the pomp and circumstance, the United States
is now confronted with yet another hostile recruiting front for
British intelligence services.
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Elephants and Dcnkeys by Mel and Kathleen Klenetsky

Perot-Fulani: an anti-Clinton alliance

The Democratic National Committee is aiding third party efforts
to pull voters away from the President.

Ross Perot has positioned himself
to play the role of spoiler in the 1996
general elections, as he did in 1992,
when he won 19% of the vote. The
Perot factor contributed greatly to
George Bush losing the election.

This time around, Perot seems to
be positioning himself to again hurt the
incumbent, President Clinton. Last
September, Perot announced on the
Larry King show that he would form
a third party, whereupon the Reform
Party was formed and, in effect, be-
came the electoral arm of Perot’s
United We Stand organization, the
million-person grassroots organiza-
tion thatdeveloped out of Perot’s 1992
Presidential bid.

According to Reform Party na-
tional coordinator Russell Verney, the
party will be on the ballot in 35 states,
while its Presidential candidate’s
name will appear on the ballot, as an
independent, in 15 states. Perot is ex-
pected to be the party’s Presidential
candidate.

To secure ballot positions on all of
the states, Perot has formed an alliance
with Lenora Fulani of the New Alli-
ance Party, as well as withthe Wiscon-
sin-based New Party, and the Green
Party U.S.A.

Fulani was the Presidential candi-
date of the New Alliance Partyin 1988
and 1992. This peculiar political for-
mation, which describes itself as pro-
gay, pro-feminist, etc., came out of a
bizarre cult founded in the early 1970s
by Dr. Fred Newman, who professed
to have come up with a new form of
psychotherapy, that bore all the hall-
marks of brainwashing.

Democratic Presidential candidate

Lyndon LaRouche has labelled the
Newman-Fulani operation a “govern-
ment agent organization teaming up
with Ross Perot as part of a Rainbow
Coalition-type national ticket, as areal
third party ticket, trying to draw away
from the Democratic Party precisely
those votes from the core Democratic
Party vote that Clinton would need to
win his reelection.”

The Perot-Fulani alliance beganin
eamnest soon after Perot announced his
intention to form a third party. Shortly
thereafter, the Patriot Party of Califor-
nia moved its 8,000 members en bloc
into the Reform Party, and mounted a
voter registration drive in the gay com-
munity and the poor urban centers,
which, according to the April 22 New
Yorker magazine, netted another
4,000 supporters for the party.

However, the seeds for this strange
alliance can be traced back to 1994,
when Fulani joined forces with Nicho-
las Sabatine III, a leader of Pennsylva-
nians for Perot. The two merged the
New Alliance Party into the Patriot
Party, which soon became the Na-
tional Patriot Party. Sabatine was the
chairman and Fulani headed up the
New York state branch.

Last April, the Patriot Party of
New York, Pennsylvania, and Minne-
sota also joined the Reform Party. The
National Patriot Party, according to
Fulani, will participate in the nominat-
ing process of Perot’s Reform Party.

Fulani makes no bones about her
intention to try to lure African-Ameri-
can voters out of the Democratic Party
and into the Perot movement. Fulani,
in an oped in the April 4 Cleveland
Call & Post, thelargest circulation Af-

rican-American newspaper in the
country, called on African-Americans
toabandon the DemocraticPartyin the
1996 elections, and join with Perot in
forming a third party.

“The time has come to begin build-
ing alliances outside of the Demo-
cratic Party where our traditional po-
litical partners—white liberals in
particular—have abandoned us,” she
wrote. “Needless to say, the Republi-
can Party offers no alternatives. . ..
Our most viable option is to go inde-
pendent. ... The fundamental chal-
lenge for the African American com-
munity in this election year is to
establish that we can come together
with othier forces in ways which make
us a significant enough threat to the
status quo to give us some genuine le-
verage. I believe the potential for such
a new alliance lies with the populist
‘white center,” otherwise known as the
‘Perot voter.” ”

Fulani added that the Perot voting
bloc had made itself marketable by go-
ing independent. “We need to make
ourselves equally sought after,” she
wrote. “Moreover, if African Ameri-
cans—as long-term left-populists—
were to join the white populists in cre-
ating a new pro-democracy electoral
coalition in an independent party,
we’d be part of a new plurality that
could win three-way elections in the
national, state, and local level.”

Meanwhile, evidence continues to
mount that DNC Chairman Don
Fowler, abetted by the likes of Clinton
campaign strategist Anne Lewis, are
helping to drive African-American
voters and others into Perot’s arms. In
the South, when Democratic Party Af-
rican-American activists asked the
DNC for funds for voter registration
drives, they have been refused. Fowl-
er’s strategy for Clinton’s reelection
is directed at “Generation X,” not the
traditional base of the Democratic
Party.
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Congressional Closeup by carl 0sgood

Infrastructure bill wins

out over deficit politics

On April 17, the House passed “The
Truth in Budgeting Act,” which will
take the Highway Trust Fund, the Air-
port and Airway Trust Fund, the In-
land Waterways Trust Fund, and the
Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund off
budget, so that these funds are not
counted as part of the general fund for
purposes of calculating the federal
deficit. The move is an attempt to cir-
cumvent the stranglehold that the bud-
getcommittees and deficit debate have
gained over federal spending.

Debate rapidly turned into one of
“infrastructure development versus
deficit politics.” The tone of the posi-
tive side of the debate was set by
Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee Chairman Bud Shuster (R-
Pa.), who said that every $1 billion
spent on infrastructure creates 42,000
jobs. “If we spend money to build
America’s infrastructure,” he said,
“we increase productivity in America,
we save lives, we stimulate economic
growth.”

Shuster was backed by Democrats
and Republicans: William Lipinski
(D-I11.) said, “I support infrastructure
investment in the United States be-
cause it spurs economic growth and
creates good jobs.” Jay Kim (R-Calif.)
said, “I know that without a strong
transportation system we cannot sus-
tain a prosperous economy.” Peter De-
fazio (D-Oreg.) commented, “If you
spend money on a bridge, a highway,
in mass transit, that money will pro-
vide economic benefits for decades to
come. Yet we treat that the same as
money spent for a one-time expendi-
ture of something consumable and
thrown away by the Federal govern-
ment.” Jack Quinn (R-N.Y.) said, “I
support this legislation for many rea-
sons, because I believe that the infra-
structure of our nation is vital to our
economic viability.” Bob Wise (D-

W.V.)added, “The only way you grow
is to invest in your country, in your
stock, in your physical infrastruc-
ture—your roads, your bridges, your
water systems, your sewer systems,
your airports, your locks and dams,
that is how you grow. It has also been
documented that building infrastruc-
ture also improves productivity, an-
other key to growth.”

The opposition was totally ab-
sorbed by the deficit issue. Frank Wolf
(R-Va.) trotted out letters from Con-
servative Revolutionideologues, from
Pete du Pont to Alan Greenspan to
Paul Volcker, to argue against taking
the trust funds off budget. John Sha-
degg (R-Ariz.) complained that the
bill “will make itimpossible to balance
the federal budget.” Chris Shays (R-
Conn.) called it the “pork barrel bill of
1996 because what it means is we are
going to provide $50 billion more and
make it available to people who want
to spend on roads and bridges.” These
Republicans - were, unfortunately,
joined by a handful of Democrats, in-
cluding Ranking Budget Committee
member Martin Sabo (D-Minn.) and
David Obey (D-Wisc.). However, 120
Democrats joined with 163 Republi-
cans to pass the bill.

Support grows for

higher minimum wage
Congress’ returnfrom its Easter recess
saw a rising chorus of demands from
Democrats for a floor vote on increas-
ing the minimum wage. But, on April
17, after two days of debate on an im-
migration reform bill, Senate Majority
Leader Bob Dole (R-Kan.) unexpect-
edly pulled the bill from the floor in or-
der to prevent votes on amendments
that would have increased the mini-
mum wage, and separated the Social
Security Trust Fund from balanced

budget considerations. Dole said that
consideration of the bill couldn’t con-
tinue, because “we are going to be held
hostage by Social Security amend-
ments and minimum wage amend-
ments.”

Minority Leader Tom Daschle (D-
S.D.) pointed out that Republicans of -
ten offer nonrelevant amendments to
legislation. “But everyone knows,” he
said, “that is not what this is all about.
Therearesomehere who donot wantto
deal withtheissuesthatweareattempt-
ing to address in these amendments.”

On April 18, a group of 20 House
Republicans, led by Jack Quinn (R-
N.Y.), announced that they will sup-
portafloor vote onincreasing the mini-
mum wage. “All of us believe that peo-
ple who work a 40-hour work-week
oughtto earn a wage they can live on,”
he said.

Speaker Newt Gingrich (R-Ga.)
backpedaled, saying that “there should
be hearings.” Gingrich Republicans
arelookingforways tomakesuch abill
distasteful to its proponents by loading
itup with anti-labor provisions.

Tax limitation
amendment fails
A “Tax Limitation Amendment” to the
Constitution, which would require a
two-thirds vote by both Houses of
Congress in order to pass any measure
that would increase federal revenue by
more than a de minimus amount, failed
on April 15 by a vote of 243-177. The
only exception to a tax increase in the
proposal put forward by House Re-
publicans, was a two-year waiver
when a declaration of war is in effect.
The argument forthe bill was typi-
fied by Charles Canady (R-Fla.), who
said that “under our current system, it
is too easy for us to add to the already
onerous tax burden Congress has
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placed upon the American people.”
Sam Gibbons (D-Fla.) said that the
debate was a sham. “Everybody in this
chamber,” he said, “and everybody
within the sound of my voice knows
that what we are doing is show busi-
ness, poor show business at that.”
Rep. James Moran (D-Va.) said
the amendment “shows contempt for
the wisdom of the Founding Fathers.”
He said the Constitution “has made us
the most democratic, the strongest na-
tion on Earth, and now we want to
mess around with it, with this kind of
Constitutional graffitti.”

New ‘gunboat diplomacy’
needed, says Gingrich

House Speaker Newt Gingrich (R-
Ga.) suggested “that the near future
has a very high likelihood of being
known as the age of terrorism,” in a
speech to the David M. Abshire Collo-
quium on Politics, Leadership, and

Values sponsored by the Center for .

Strategic and International Studies on
April 17. Ironically, he urged a mod-
ern-day version of “gunboat diplo-
macy,” the practice of the British Em-
pire, which is behind most
international terrorism today.

“What I’'m also suggesting,” he
said, “is that the willful use of force on
a unilateral basis in order to achieve
political ends, and the threat of force,
is going to increase, and that as the
cost of mass violence goes down, that
threat potential becomes proportion-
ally greater. So that the effect that in
the 18th century would’ve required
sending ships to blockade Taiwan,
can, in fact, be achieved by arelatively
small number of missile batteries. But
the psychological intimidation is com-
parable to gunboatdiplomacy. The ca-
pacity of a country the size of Iran to
have impact around the world with a

remarkably tiny investment . . . the ca-
pacity to terrorize becomes remark-
ably inexpensive, and if you have a
model of the rule of law on a world
basis which means that you have no
way to deal with these kinds of prob-
lems in a systematic, orderly way . . .
a relatively weak State can engage in
aform of warfare veryfew of us under-
stand and for which we have no doc-
trine. . . .

“Unless we find a new way of or-
ganizing power,” he said, “we’re go-
ing to find ourselves in a period where
relatively weak systems, including
non-States, terrorist groups, religious
organizations, extremists in every so-
ciety, have the capacity to inflict pain
and cause harmthat we’re not used to
dealing with.”

Senator Grams targets
Department of Energy

In the wake of the tragic death of Com-
merce Secretary Ron Brown on April
3, Republicans have temporarily
shifted their focus away from shutting
down the Commerce Department, and
are now targetting the Department of
Energy for elimination. Sen. Rod
Grams (R-Minn.) introduced a bill on
April 16 to abolish the DOE, and to
transfer some of its functions to other
government agencies and to privatize
others.

Grams claimed that “the DOE
serves no real mission.” It was created
during the energy crisis of the 1970s,
hesaid, but,ignoring the collapse of the
physical economy, he claimed that
“the problems the DOE was created to
address never materialized.” Second,
ignoring the political decision to kill
programs to close the nuclear fuel cy-
cle, Grams claimed that the DOE has
failed to address its responsibility to
accept and store spent nuclear fuel
from power plants across the country,

despite the fact that it has spent half of
the $11 billion contributed to a nuclear
waste trust fund for this purpose.
Grams never once, however, criticized
theenvironmentalistemphasis of most
DOE programs. Presumably, this con-
tent would not change, nomatter where
many of these programs end up.
Grams’s bill would transfer de-
fense-related nuclear activities to the

Department of Defense, and many ba- -

sic energy research programs to the
Department of the Interior. It would
also mandate the General Accounting
Office to study how the national labs
(besides Sandia, Lawrence Livermore,
and Los Alamos, which are to be trans-
ferred to the DOD), the power market-
ing authorities, the civlian nuclear
waste program, and the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve are to be disposed of,
to include consideration of privati-
zation.

Hatch praises ADL’s role
in anti-terrorism bill
Sen. Orrin Hatch (R-Utah) praised the
Anti-Defamation League, a right-
wing, racist hate-group, at a press con-
ference on April 15 on an anti-terror-
ism bill. He was asked to explain why
itis that the ADL “and other pro-Israel
groups have played an important role
in bringing this legislation, when nu-
merous Arabs and Muslim groups . . .
here in America, have opposed it?”
Hatchansweredthatthe ADL “has
helped us a great deal in this bill, as
have others, including some . . . from
Arab countries. But one reason why
the [ADL] feels so strongly about this
bill is, this is an anti-terrorist bill. It’s
anti-Hamas terrorism, it’s anti-Arab
terrorism, it’s anti-Abu Nidal terror-
ism, it’s anti-Islamic terrorism.. . . So,
I guess that’s the reason why the ADL
supports the bill and we’re very proud
to have that support.”
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National News

Prison chain gangs
likened to slavery

“Let there be no mistake about it: There is an
unambiguoushistorical connection between
chain gangs and slavery,” wrote Tracey L.
Meares, an assistant professor at the Univer-
sity of Chicago Law School, in a March 15
editorial page commentary in the Chicago
Tribune. “Advocates of the modern chain
gang in Southern states trade on this histori-
cal connection. Anyone who disagrees need
only consider the comment of one Alabama
roadside chain gang spectator: ‘I love seeing
’em in chains. They ought to make them
pick cotton.” ”

Meares declared, “Lowering recidivism
rates, deterring crime, and allowing human
beings to retain some semblance of dignity
are thetrue goals of imprisonment. Humilia-
tion of prisonersthat necessarily depends on
our country’s sad history of enslavement of
human beings is not.”

ADL makes a ‘mockery’

of its own book award

The Anti-Defamation League of B’nai
B’rith has been accused of gross hypocrisy,
for attempting to overturn an independent
judging panel’s decision in the ADL’s own
Janusz Korczak Literary Competition last
December. The panel conferred the prize for
Did the Children Cry? on Stanley Lukas,
who documents how Gentiles helped Jews
in Poland against the Nazis, including the
fact that the Polish underground smuggled
food into the ghettos, and helped to organize
secret schools for Jewish children.

According to the April 16 Washington
Times, the ADL tried to block the award,
claiming that the book overestimated the
help which Poles provided for Jews, and un-
derestimated the extent of Polish anti-Semit-
ism. In his book, Lukas claims that as many
as 5 million Poles assisted Jewish attempts
to escape the Nazis. ’

The ADL notified Lukas in December
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that he had won; but on Jan. 10 rescinded the
award, asserting that the notification was an
administrative error. Abe Foxman, execu-
tive director of the right-wing, racist hate-
group, personally vetoed the decision of the
judging panel.

Following a torrent of protests, and the
threat of a lawsuit, the ADL reinstated the
awardon Feb. 28. But the formal award cere-
mony was canceled; instead, the ADL
mailed a $1,000 check to Lukas.

Among those coming to Lukas’s defense
was author Danuta Mostwin, a founder of
the award and longtime member of the judg-
ing panel, who said she was “truly shocked”
that Foxman vetoed the award. “I don’t think
it was a legitimate criticism. Mr. Lukas por-
trayed the children just as children: not Jew-
ish or Christian children, just children.”
Lukas asks, “What if I had been a Jewish
scholar and an organization did this to me?
You can almost hear the chorus of ‘anti-Se-
mitism’ that would have been heard across
the country.”

“The ADL made a mockery of the pro-
cess,” said Joseph Kutrzeba, a survivor of
the Warsaw Ghetto, and producer-director
of the film Children of the Holocaust. “Mr.
Foxman wants to look under every stone for
anti-Semitism.”

Sen. Kerry introduces

‘economic security’ bill

Sen. John Kerry (D-Mass.) submitted a bill
entitled “The American Family Income and
Economic Security Act” on April 18. In his
statement on the floor, Kerry reviewed the
statistics that supposedly show how strong
the U.S. economy is; but added that “this
economic growth is best reflected in corpo-
rate boardrooms. . . ; but, in living rooms
across Massachusetts, there is extraordinary
anxiety about jobs, health care, education,
wages, and retirement.”

He also pointed to the substantial in-
crease in consumer debt during the last five
years,and strongly attacked the Republicans
for failing to address it. “They will not even
raise the minimum wage,” he said, “in fact,
they have downsized the American dream

for millions of hardworking families, but
voted time and again to increase corporate
welfare and give huge tax breaks to the
wealthiest Americans.”

Besides raising the minimum wage to
$5.15 an hour, Kerry’s bill would also zero-
out capital gains taxes for young families
forced to sell assets because of a catastrophic
illness in the family. It would also allow
early distribution of private pension bene-
fits—to finance education, first-time home
buying, medical bills, and long-term unem-
ployment.

Kerry also proposed measures to provide
direct assistance to high-growth, high-wage,
job-producing businesses. The bill would
also eliminate the capital gains tax for “in-
vestors who hold stock for more than 10
years in qualified small, high-growth, job-
creating, critical technology companies that
do at least 75% of their business in the
United States.”

Dole deep into trough
of ADM grain cartel

According to the April 16 New York Times,
Republican Presidential candidate Bob Dole
is the chief beneficiary of political contribu-
tions made by Archer Daniels Midland, the
notorious grain cartel indicted by the federal
government for price-fixing and other illegal
trading practices. The Times claims that
Dole received, all told, $228,000 from ADM
and its chairman Dwayne Andreas, over two
decades—especially for the preferential
treatment he provided through federal sub-
sidies for ADM’s lucrative ethanol pro-
duction.

In an April 19 editorial, entitled “The
Payoff from Ethanol’s Donations,” the
Times declares, “With 50% of the American
ethanol market, Archer Daniels realized an
estimated 10% of its $12.6 billion in reve-
nues last year from ethanol.” Ethanol is ex-
empt from 5.4¢ per gallon of the 18.3¢ a
gallon Federal gasoline tax. The Times com-
plains, “Even the budget-slashing, subsidy-
questioning House Republican freshmen
have failed to crack the ethanol lobby. Last
September the House was ready to end the
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$1 billion a year subsidy, but Speaker Newt
Gingrich, informed by Mr. Dole that the bill
had no future in the Senate, had the bill
killed.”

In its April 16 front-page story, the
Times alleges, “The first major federal out-
lay for ethanol, a $60 million loan program
for new distilleries, was passed by Congress
in 1977 over the objections of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. Mr. Dole was one of
the bill’s sponsors, and ADM started ethanol
production that year.”

Spannaus: Va. officials
violate Nuremberg code

Nancy Spannaus, Democratic candidate for
the U.S. Senate from Virginia, issued a call
to citizens of the state on April 23, to mobi-
lize against a policy which will deliberately
cause wrongful deaths among the prison
population.

“It is now official,” Spannaus declared,
“that Virginia prison authorities, under De-
partment of Corrections head Ronald Ange-
lone, are removing electric fans from the
cells of prisoners held in maximum security
units. These fansare the only source of circu-
lation in these prisons, which have no air
conditioning. Besides being inhumane, this
policy will predictably, and necessarily, lead
to the death of inmates, especially older
ones, as inside temperatures climb to 120°
Fahrenheit in the summer.

“Virginia citizens are now faced with a
test of their humanity. Will they permit this
policy to go ahead? If they do, and prisoners
die, the policy will be shown to have violated
the Nuremberg standard, under which Nazi
leaders who ‘knew, or should have known’
that their policies would result in wrongful
deaths of human beings, were tried and con-
victed of ‘crimes against humanity.” Are
Virginians prepared to be complicit in such
a violation of law?”

Spannaus further charged, “The policy
of taking away fans is just one of the anti-
human, murderous policies being imple-
mented, or proposed. It’s not a question of
money—the inmates purchase their own
fans. Department of Corrections officials
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say that prisoners with medical conditions
will not be given exceptions. ... In the
United States generally, even livestock are
provided with air circulation. But Angelone
and company plan to treat prisoners as less
thanbeasts, atleastuntiltheyareable to sell
their labor in the new ‘factories behind
walls.’

“We are judged by how we treat the least
of these, our brethren. Let’s stop these
crimes against humanity before they kill.”

Hollinger Corp. hypes

eco-terrorism in U.S.

The April 18 London Daily Telegraph, the
Hollinger Corp.’s propaganda conduit for
British intelligence, relayed a threat of fur-
ther environmentalist terrorism to be
launched against the United States. The arti-
cle, filed from Billings, Montana, also at-
tempts to provide cover for the World Wide
Fund for Nature’s eco-terrorist apparatus,
run by Britain’s Prince Philip.

According to the Telegraph, “Federal
officials believe the Unabomber’s reign of
terror is finally at an end. But his violent
attempts at environmental protection are
echoed by many other self-styled crusaders
living in the Montana wilderness. Around
the hamlet of Lincoln [where Unabomber
suspect Theodore Kaczynski lived] . . . envi-
ronmental activists are girding for what they
believe may be a last stand. Bands of khaki-
outfitted, armed warriors traverse the forest
and mountains, in order, they say, to save the
land from destruction by logging and min-
ing interests.”

The article centers on Ric Valois,
founder of the Environmental Rangers,
while omitting his direct connections to
Earth First! and Native Forest Network ter-
rorists. The Telegraph quotes Valois:
“There could be a war. . . . We are fighting
to protect and preserve our planet. Many of
us may be killed but we will never give up.”

U.S. law enforcement agencies have
logged a long list of environmentalist terror-
ism including sabotage, trip-wire trail bom-
bings, and the dynamiting of electrical trans-
mission towers, over the past decade.

Briefly

MEMBERS of the House of Repre-
sentatives recently returned “to find a
whole new way of legislating: not by
hearings and committee work, but by
special theme weeks like the ‘Era of
Big Government is Over Week’ . ..
[or] ‘Individual Freedom vs. Govern-
ment Bureaucracy Week,” ” says Rep.
Tom Sawyer (D-Ohio). He recalled
watching the Mickey Mouse Club—
adding that “when people ask the mu-
sical question ‘Who’s the leader of
the club that’s made for you and I?,” we
cananswer: ‘R-i-c-h-a-r-dA-r-m-e-y.” ”

THE FEDERAL RESERVE still
sees no need to tightenregulations on
offshore banking, the Washington
Post claimed April 17. The Fed is
continuing an “internal study,” said to
be initiated in the wake of the Daiwa
Bank scandal, of U.S. and foreign
banks operating in the lightly regu-
lated Cayman Islands, to “gain in-
sight into the purposes they serve and
what, if any, supervisory risks they
might pose.”

SIR RUPERT MURDOCH’S

Boston Herald flashed British hatred
for the American System in an April
17 editorial, attacking Sen. Edward
Kennedy’s bill to restrain corporate
assaults on the well-being of the
American population. The Herald ap-
plauded the layoffs of U.S. steel
workers to improve “efficiency,” and
compared Kennedy’s call for corpo-
rateresponsibility to “arevolution. . .
along the lines of Mussolini’s Italy.”

THE LAROUCHE campaign filed
for the June 4 New Jersey Democratic
Presidential primary on April 11. Pe-
titions were submitted to place
LaRouche delegates on the ballot in
all 20 state Congressional Districts.
The slogan which will appear under
each candidate’s name is “It’s the
Economy! LaRouche for President.”

PAT BUCHANAN ranted against
President Clinton’s China policy
April 17 as one of “accommodation
and appeasement,” and demanded
that the U.S. Congress repeal Most
Favored Nation trading status for the
People’s Republic of China.
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Editorial

The truth about the Cold War

Were it not for the untimely death of U.S. President
Franklin Delano Roosevelt, it is unlikely that the world
now would be facing the threat of a global breakdown
crisis. It was Roosevelt’s aim to end the hegemony of
empire, and most especially the British Empire, in the
postwar world.

Despite the mythology that Winston Churchill and
Franklin Roosevelt forged a “special relationship” be-
tween Britain and the United States out of their World
War Il partnership, the truth was the opposite. For Roo-
sevelt, the crucial question for the postwar world was
the vital interest of the United States in establishing
collaboration with Russia and China. As Roosevelt saw
it, these two nations would be among the leading world
powers in the postwar period, which shared a common
interest with the United States in dissolving the relics
of the British, Dutch, and French imperialisms.

The death of President Roosevelt, on April 12, 1945,
resulted in an immediate, profound, and pervasive
changein thehistory of this planet. His successor, Harry
Truman, quickly fell under the control of Churchill,
through the mediation of people such as Averell Harri-
man and Jimmy Bymes, who represented British inter-
ests from within the United States.

It should never be forgotten that it was Churchill
who created the “Iron Curtain,” in his infamous speech
in Fulton, Missouri. His purpose was to create the Cold
War. By creating a situation of conflict between the two
superpowers, the Soviet Union and the United States,
the British monarchy would be able to manipulate both,
to its own ends. This adversarial relationship between
the two superpowers—the Cold War, the bi-polar ar-
rangement—has governed developments in every part
of the world.

U.S.-Sovietrelations went throughdifferent phases,
but, during all this time, the changes were carefully
orchestrated by the British. From the end of World War
I, nuclear politics was the major lever which the British
used in order tosecretively impose their will. Documen-
tation which has been published in E/R has conclusively
established that even before World War 11, the British

had already concocted a scenario for how the threat of
a nuclear world war could be used to impose a world
government, which they would control.

H.G. Wells and Bertrand Russell were key archi-
tects of this policy, which was adopted by the British
monarchy. This policy motivated the manipulation of
Albert Einstein by Niels Bohr, a collaborator of Rus-
sell, to call for what became the Manhattan Project.
As is well known, Einstein wrote a letter to President
Roosevelt, warning him (wrongly as was later proven)
of the danger that Hitler would have an atomic bomb
which would bring victory to the Nazis in World
War IL

Atthe close of the war, in the September 1946 edi-
tion of The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Russell
explained what the British had had in mind. As he out-
lined it, the atomic bomb would allow the threat of “pre-
ventive nuclear war” against the Soviet Union, to bring
about the transformation of the United Nations into the
policing agent of a one-world government. Alterna-
tively, if there were resistance to this on the part of the
United States and the Soviet Union (as actually hap-
pened), then conditions of Cold War could be set up
as a way of moving the world more gradually to the
same end.

Itis true that the U.S. economy only recovered from
the Depression as a result of the mobilization for World
War II. But it was President Roosevelt’s intention, at
the end of the war, to use the revived U.S. economy as
an engine of economic and political development for
the rest of the world, in order to create an alternative to
the misery and poverty which are the hallmark of British
colonial rule. After Roosevelt’s death, the myth was
created that a viable economy necessarily depended
upon military expenditures, which, in turn, were moti-
vated by the exigencies of the Cold War.

The truth about the Cold War is that it was a war by
the British, first and foremost, on both the United States
and the Soviet Union, but also, ultimately, on every
nation. It is long overdue that they were defeated once
and for all.
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SEE LA

ROUCHE
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CABLE

TV

All programs are The LaRouche Connection unless otherwise noted.

ALASKA

u ANCHORAGE—ACTV Ch. 44
Wednesdays—9 p.m.

ARIZONA

[ ] PHOENIX—Dlmension Ch. 22
Thursdays—3 p

[ ] SCOTTSDALE—TCI Ch. 28
Mondays—6 p.m.

# TUCSON—Access Tucson
(call station for times)

CALIFORNIA

m E. SAN FERNANDO—Ch. 25
Saturdays—8:30 p.m.

u LANC./PALMDALE—Ch. 3

Sundays—1:30 p.m.
= MARIN COUNTY—Ch 31
Tuesdays—5 p

] MODESTO—Access Ch.5
Fridays—3

[ ] ORANGE COUNTY—Ch 3
Fridays—evening

m PASADENA—Ch. 56
Tuesdays—2 & 6 p.m.

[} SACRAMENTO—Ch 18
2nd & 4th Weds.—10 p.m.

u SAN DIEGO—Cox Cable Ch. 24
Saturdays—12 Noon

u SAN FRANCISCO—Ch. 53
Fridays—6:30 p.m.

u SANTA ANA—Ch 53
Tuesdays—6:30 p.m.

u STA CLARITA/TUJUNGA
King VideoCable—Ch. 20
Wednesdays—7:30 p.m.

s W. SAN FERNANDO—Ch. 27
Wednesdays—6:30 p.m.

COLORADO

u DENVER—DCTV Ch. 57
Sat.—4 p.m.; Mon.—6 p.m.

CONNECTICUT

# BETHEL/DANBURY/RIDGEFIELD
Comcast—Ch. 23
Wednesdays—10 p

8 NEWTOWN/NEW MILFORD
Charter—Ch. 21
Thursdays—9:30 p.m.

s WATERBURY—WCAT Ch. 13
Fridays—11 p.m.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

8 WASHINGTON—DCTV Ch. 25
Sundays—12 Noon

IDAHO

= MOSCOW—Ch. 37
(Check Readerboard)

ILLINOIS

m CHICAGO—CATN Ch. 21
Schiller Hotline-21
Fridays—6 p.m.
The LaRouche Connection
(call station for times)

INDIANA

® INDIANAPOLIS—p.a. Ch.
American Cablevision
Mondays—5: 30 p.m
Fridays—11 p

u SOUTH BEND-Ch 31
Thursdays—10 p.m.

KENTUCKY
® LOUISVILLE—TKR Ch. 18
Wednesdays—5 p.m.

LOUISIANA
# NEW ORLEANS—Cox Ch. 8
Mondays—11 p.m.

MARYLAND

u BALTIMORE— BCAC Ch. 42
Mondays—9 p

[] MONTGOMERY—MCTV Ch. 49
Weds.—1 pm; Fri.—8:30 pm

m PRINCE GEORGES COUNTY—
PGCTV Ch. 15
Thursdays—9:30 p.m.

8 WEST HOWARD COUNTY—
Comcast Cablevision—Ch. 6
Daily—10:30 a.m. & 4:30 p.m.

MASSACHUSETTS
® BOSTON—BNN Ch. 3
Saturdays—12 Noon

MICHIGAN
u TRENTON—TCI Ch. 44
Wednesdays—2:30 p.m.

MINNESOTA

®m EDEN PRAIRIE—Ch. 33
Wed.—5:30 pm; Sun.—3:30 pm

u MINNEAPOLIS—MTN Ch. 32
Fridays—7:30 p.m.

® MINNEAPOLIS (NW Suburbs)
Northwest Comm. TV—Ch. 33
Mondays—7 pm
Tuesdays—7 am & 2 pm

m ST. LOUIS PARK—Ch. 33
Friday through Monday
3p.m., 11 p.m,7am.

8 ST. PAUL—Ch. 33
Mondays—8 p.m.

MISSOURI

mST. LOUIS—Ch. 22
Wednesdays—5 p.m.

NEW YORK

m ALBANY—Ch. 18
Tuesdays—5 p.m.

L] BRONX—Broanet Ch. 70
Saturdays—6 p

] BROOKHAVEN (E “Suffolk)
TCl—Ch. 1 or Ch. 99
Wednesdays—5 p.m.

= BROOKLYN
Cablevision (BCAT)—Ch. 67
Time-Warner B/Q—Ch. 34
(call station for times)

] BUFFALO—BCAM Ch. 18
Tuesdays—11 p

= HUDSON VALLEY—Ch 6

2nd Sunday monthly—1:30 p.m.

u |LION—T/W Ch. 10
Fridays—3 p.m. & 10 p.m.

® |[THACA—Pegasys—Ch. 57
Mon. & Weds.—8:05 p.m.
Saturdays—4:35 p.m. Ch. 57

s MANHATTAN—MNN Ch. 34
Sun., May 12 & 26—9 a.m.
Sun., Jun. 6 & 23—9 a.m.

u MONTVALE/MAHWAH—Ch. 14
Wedsnesdays—5:30 p.m.

m NASSAU—Ch. 25
Last Fri.,, monthly—4:30 p.m.

m OSSINING—Continental
Southern Westchester Ch. 19
Rockland County Ch. 26
1st & 3rd Sundays—4 p.m.

# POUGHKEEPSIE—Ch. 28
1st & 2nd Fridays—4:30 p.m.

® QUEENS—QPTV Ch. 56
(call station for times)

= RIVERHEAD
Peconic Bay TV—Ch. 27
Thursdays—12 Midnight
1st & 2nd Fridays—4 p.m.

8 ROCHESTER—GRC Ch. 15
Fri.—11 p.m.; Sun.—11 a.m.

8 ROCKLAND—P.A. Ch. 27
Wednesdays-—s 30 p

SCHENECTADY—P A ch. 1
Mondays—10 p.m.

m STATEN ISL. —CTV Ch. 24
Wednesdays—11 p.m.
Saturdays—8 a.m.

u SUFFOLK, L.I.—Ch. 25
2nd & 4th Mondays—10 p.m.

8 SYRACUSE—, Adelphia Ch. 3
Fridays—4 p

® SYRACUSE (Suburbs)
Time-Warner Cable—Ch. 12
Saturdays—9 p.m.

8 UTICA—Harron Ch. 3
Thursdays—6:30 p

s WEBSTER—GRC Ch 12
Wednesdays—9:30 p.m.

IYONKERS——Ch 37
Fridays—4 p
YORKTOWN Ch 34
Thursdays—3 p.m.

OREGON

® PORTLAND—ACccess
Tuesdays—6 p.m. (Ch. 27)
Thursdays—3 p.m. (Ch. 33)

TEXAS

8 AUSTIN—ACTV Ch. 10 & 16
(call station for times)

8 DALLAS—Access Ch. 23-B
Sun.—8 p.m.; Thurs.—9 p.m.

® EL PASO—Paragon Ch. 15
Thursdays—10:30 p.m.

s HOUSTON—PAC
Mon.—5 p.m.; Fri.—12 Noon

VIRGINIA

8 ARLINGTON—ACT Ch. 33
Sun.—1 pm; Mon.—6:30 pm
Tuesdays—12 Midnight
Wednesdays—12 Noon

m CHESTERFIELD COUNTY—
Comcast—Ch. 6
Tuesdays—5 p.m.

m FAIRFAX—FCAC Ch. 10
Tuesdays—12 Noon
Thurs.—7 pm; Sat.—10 am

= LOUDOUN COUNTY—Ch 3
Saturdays—9 p

] MANASSAS—Jones Ch. 64
Saturdays—12 Noon

# RICHMOND—Conti Ch. 38
(call station for times)

8 ROANOKE—Cox Ch. 9
Wednesdays—2 p.m

® YORKTOWN—Conti Ch. 38
Mondays—4 p.m

WASHINGTON

# KING COUNTY—TCI Ch. 29
Thursdays—10:30 a.m.

8 SNOHOMISH COUNTY
Viacom Cable—Ch. 29
(call station for times)

® SPOKANE—Cox Ch. 25
Tuesdays—6 p.m.

u TRI-CITIES—TCI Ch. 13
Mon.—11:30 am; Thu.—8:30 pm

WISCONSIN

s WAUSAU—Ch. 10
(call station for times)

If you are interested in getting these programs on your local cable TV station, please call Charles Notley at (703) 777-9451, Ext. 322.
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