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From the Associate Editor

T he graph on our cover, well known to regular readerglét as
Lyndon LaRouche’s “Triple Curve” schematic, presents an air-tight
proof of LaRouche’s diagnosis, that the current financial and mone-
tary system is bankrupt beyond repair. It showsyper bolic rate of
growth of financial and monetary aggregates, and the corresponding
downward plunge of physical economic production.

This hyperbolic function representsphase shift, an absolute
limit at which a collapse occurs—unless the world’s nations inter-
vene to replace the existing, terminally diseased system with a new,
healthy one. As ouEconomics section documents, we have now
reached the point shown on the schematic, at which the growth of
monetary aggregates soars above the financial paper, and the econ-
omy is set for hyperinflation.

As LaRouche has argued since the Sept. 11 irregular warfare
attacks on the United States, this collapse dynamic is what is propel-
ling the crazed financier oligarchy to carry out desperate actions to
try to save its own power.

In our Jan. 11 issue, LaRouche’s article, “Zbigniew Brzezinski
and September 11,” laid out his analysis of the ongoing colatd’e
against the U.S. Constitution. Obeature this week supplies docu-
mentary elaboration: profiles of some of the key geopolitical lunatics
whose ideology lies behind the drive for a “clash of civilizations.”
Anybody who still believes the fairy tale that Osama bin Laden was
the mastermind of the terror attacks, should read, in their own chilling
words, what Brzezinski and his cohorts have to say, about their plan
to destroy the sovereignty of all nation-states—including the United
States.

LaRouche’s view is increasingly widely endorsed abroad (see
International), even as the American public continues to be
brainwashed by a media cartel controlled by the oligarchy itself.

In a message to patriots of Argentina and Brazil dated Jan. 17,
LaRouche gave us all our marching orders: to “outflank the utopian
warriors"—Brzezinski and company—*“by using our weapon, eco-
nomic growth, against their weapon, lunatic destruction. If we do not
find the courage to defend economic growth against the demands that
we dismantle essential elements of our economies, we, by our own
negligence, would have surrendered already to the utopian reign of
general destruction of humanity as a whole.”

(o]
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LaRouche Points To His 1995 “Triple
Curve’ Forecast of Today’s Collapse

OnJan. 12, 2002, speaking to a Californiaworkshoprecruit-  top curves up.
ing young volunteersto his campaign, Lyndon LaRouchere- The second version—in which | dealt with the phenome-
viewed the six years since his*“ Triple Curve Collapse Func- non of the [United States as the] “importer of last resort,” last
tion” was put forward. Subheads have been added to his  year [se€EIR, Jan. 19, 2001]—was based on the fact that, as
presentation. we emphasized in various reports done by Richard Freeman
and others, we'd reached the point, already during the period

At the end of 1995, | was a guest at a Vatican conference  ofthe 2000 election campaign, that we were in a Weimar typ
generally on health care. And as a contribution to the record obf hyperinflationary process.
thatconference, | produced a shortreportonrelated problems,
and submitted a diagrammatic representation of the essendehe Weimar Ger many Example
of my report, as to where the world economy—Europe, the Remember that in Germany, the hyperinflation really
United States, and elsewhere—were going; and how this  started severdkjegs-about 1921—beforethe famous
would affect health care. It was the famous Triple Curve
(Figurel).

As you recall, if you have looked at the Triple Curve, gigure 1
there were two successive versions of that. One, was the on® Typical Collapse Function
| produced in 1995 for this Vatican event; which | then repro-
duced as a key feature of my 1996 Presidential campaign. The
second one was done on the basis of the 1999-2000 study of
exactly where the Triple Curve function was going. | indicate Financial aggregates
the “crossover,” which is where we are right ndwidur e 2). T

Let me just remind you of this, and then get to what my n
pointis here. You recall the Curve. The top [curve] was a sort
of hyperbolic, self-feeding growth of financial aggregates— ag"g?gge;f‘e”s’
what might be called “shareholder values,” nominal share- \
holder values as accountants would account for them, or the /
equivalent. Then you had a second [curve], which was the
monetary expansion, both by Treasuries and Central Banks
and so forth, which was feeding the money-flow in, to help
pump up the growth of this financial bubble. Then the other -a<
tendency, which | dated from 1971, is the accelerating de- _ _ /
cline in real physical output and consumption, in terms of L Physical-economic
productive potential per capita and per square kilometer.
That's the bottom curve. The bottom curve is down, the twa

N
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input/output
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FIGURE 2
The Collapse Reaches a Critical Point of
Instability
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1923 blowout of the Reichsmark. The problem grew gradu-
ally. Therewasanincrease, aninflationary increasein mone-
tary-financial aggregates, largely debts, debt rollover, espe-
cially debt to the predatory Versalles Powers on war
reparations, or other reparations of Germany. And then there
was the monetary printing-press operation, which was feed-
ing the ability of Germany to pay, and create the financial
assets for the foreign creditors. Thirdly, there was a process
of looting Germany physically, internally, and even shutting
down firms, to sustain this monetary-financial process.

This seemed to be holding up until the Spring of 1923.
There was an increase in hyperflationary tendency in the fi-
nancial aggregate (Figure 3). There was a hyperinflationary
tendency intherate of growth of emission of monetary aggre-
gate. And there was a hyper-deflation, as atrend—that is, a
hyperbolic trend downward—in terms of physical produc-
tion,in’23.

In the period somewhere between late May and July,
1923, the amount of monetary aggregate which had to be put
into the system—that is, printing-press money—which had
to be put into the system to roll over the existing financial
assets, was bigger than the amount of the financial assets
being rolled over. Thiswas being done by financing methods
for the printing of money, which resulted in amajor collapse
in terms of the physical economy of Germany of that time:
production, output, consumption.

So that led, from the beginning of Summer into October-
November [1923]—the Reichsmark virtually disappeared. It
had to be brought back from the grave at alater point.

So, what | identified, is that as of the Spring-Summer of
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FIGURE 3
Weimar Hyperinflation in 1923: Wholesale
Prices (1913 =1)
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the year 2000, it was obvious that the United States, and the
world economy associated with the United States, had entered
aphase comparableto exactly thiscondition which had occur-
red in Germany in 1923, but thistime on aworld scale, with
aworld economy, not a German economy.

Thiswassignified [asfollows]: as| drew the second[mon-
etary aggregates] curve, | said, “Now you’ vereached apoint,
where the rate of the monetary aggregate required to keep
these curves functioning, is greater than the amount of finan-
cial aggregate which is being sustained by [thig] printing-
pressmoney.” At the sametime, the effect of this, thismone-
tary-financial process, is to accelerate the collapse of redl
industry, interms of fake industry.

The So-Called New Economy

Now, you've got a good example of thisin terms of the
so-called New Economy. The New Economy, which took off
in 1995, wasahoax, created by the government—or, with the
blessing of the Clinton-Gore Administration—in which they
argued two things. First, that we were in danger of a year-
2000 blowout of the computers, which wouldn’t know what
to do when they reached the end of 1999, which is the old
two-digit year code [problem]; and the accountants tried to
figure out how to get to the year 2000. And they would tend
to think that they [the computers] would go back to the year
1900, not to the year 2000. So that would really screw things
up—that was the argument.

And of coursg, it was true, that when they made Cobol
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[computer code language] as a system, and developed it in
the course of the 1950s and early 1960s, they kept this two-
digit year codein there. And when they assembled more and
more programs later on, these programs had this Cobol thing
locked in there, as a general part of the way they built these
programs. So the programs that computers were using were
full of thistwo-digit date thing. Especially, you'd have gov-
ernment systems, for example, whichwould date, in the creat-
ing of accounting systems, back tothe 1950s, when computers
werefirst used.

Sowhat they did, isthey said, “We'vegot tostopthe Y 2K
Cobol crisis. Thewholeworld economy isgoing to vanish on
Jan. 1, 2000,” because of this Cobol problem inside present-
day computer systemsand the programsinstalled in them. So
they had to invest a vast amount of money, of course—they
said—in changing all these computers of government and
private concerns. So therefore, they had to pour credit into
this.

Then they said, “Well, if we're going to change the ma-
chines, going to change the programs, why don’t we put out
better machines—faster, more efficient machines?” So there
was a vast increase in the marketing of computer hardware,
software, and so forth. A biginflation in that area. It was all
pumped up by the Federal government, by thebanking system
internationally. They created the myth that the production of
information-emission from these computers—this circula-
tion of information—was itself, intrinsically, an increase in
wealth.

And therefore, they built up this tremendous bubble,
whichwasnot based on the actual salesor netincomeof these
companies; because what they counted as net income, was
the growth, the appreciation on shareholding. So a company
that would make no profit, because its stock was selling, and
because it was being bid up in price on the market, would
show a capital gain—afinancial capital gain—in the current
price of the share, even though the company in which this
sharewas created, was operating at anet loss.

And they invented a lot of accounting tricks and fakery,
to cover up this kind of thing; where they would show—
someone’ s profit on a sharehold would then be shown as an
asset for the company. And therefore this would then be
turned around and shown as growth in the company; even
thoughintermsof theoperation, theoperationwasnot making
any money, but was operating at a massive loss.

The Reckoning

So now, then, comes the year 2001. The New Economy
collapsed. It was substantially wiped out.

So we shut down the U.S. economy. We gave people
syntheticjobs—that is, make-work jobs—to keepthem quiet.
We gavethem very cheap jobs, very low wagesin real terms,
but we gave them the opportunity to work at three jobs a
week; maybe not full-time jobs, but one, plus, plus jobs per
week per person. We put virtually everybody in the family to

6 Economics

work. We put the children on the streets—the younger chil-
dren who couldn’t work—uvirtually on the streets, or “latch-
key children.” Wetook all decent education away from them.
Sothey cameout of theseschools, not qualified for any serious
kind of work, with no cultural development—social studies
of some crazy kind—but essentially useless people as mem-
bers of the labor force. That was afraud.

We shipped the jobs overseas. We shipped the national
income overseas. How did we get national income? We stole
it! We used the IMF and other meansto pressure countriesto
sell things to us, by reducing the price of their currency, so
wecouldbuy their goodscheaply. Weimposed debtsonthem,
by these manipulations, so we could loot them. And theargu-
ment was, “Look, we don't have to work anymore. We're
going to use our power intelligently, our financial power, our
control of international financial institutions; we' re going to
loot the world, and we' re going to get along just fine, in this
New Economy, thisnew way of life.” And soforth, and so on.

So what’ s happened now, is we' ve gotten to the point—
andyou can seeitinthefigures—that all thesefinancial blow-
outs beginning 1997—I forecast thisin 1960, that thiswould
occur; 1997 it occurred. It was caled the “Asia crisis.” It
wasn't an Asia crisis, it was a crisis of the system, which
was beginning to disintegrate. Then they invented thisfakery
called the [Russian government] GKO bonds, which were
really junk bonds, against Russian debt. They blew out in
1998. And the entireworld system has essentially been limp-
ing along, in the process of collapse, ever since 1998.

And what's been keeping it going, is largely this engine
of printing currency, like monetarizing Japanese yen—zero-
interest loans, overnight loans—monetarizing all kinds of
lending of this type. Pumping that lending at almost-zero
interest rates, or very close to that, into financial markets,
trying to drive the financial markets up; but at atime—espe-
cialy sincetheyear 2000—when the amount of money which
the monetary mechanisms must put into the economy, to
pump up these financial markets, is greater than the amount
of financia growth that the economy generates as a result of
this monetary pumping.

In other words, we'rein exactly the kind of mechanisms,
on aglobal scale, that Weimar Germany was, in the Summer
to Autumn of 1923. And we've been in that state of affairs,
since approximately the Summer of the year 2000—as Rich-
ard Freeman and others have produced the figures which just
show this comparison.

[1 LAROUCHE IN 2004 [

www.larouchein2004.com

Paid for by LaRouche in 2004.
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LaRouche “Typical Collapse Function’
Confirmed by U.S. Economy, 1996-2001

by EIR Economics Staff

Lyndon LaRouche' sDec. 2, 1995 conference addressin Ger-
many, “We Are at the End of an Epoch,” fi rst introduced his
“Typica CollapseFunction,” or “ Triple Curve’ idea, to make
the point that if monetary and financial processes shownwere
allowed to continue, the major nations of the world would
undergo outright collapse of their physical economies. The
Triple Curve (see p.5) gave an econometric form to
LaRouche's “ninth long-range forecast” made in 1994, in
which he warned that a global financial bankruptcy and col-
lapse would be under way by the time President Bill Clinton
left office, unless Clinton and other leaders dramatically
changed economic policies.

The economic data of the American economy from that
time to the current crisis completely vindicate LaRouche's
TripleCurveschematic. Graphsof therelevant U.S. economic
statistics (however inadequate the available data), document
and verify LaRouche’ sforecast of what would ensue, if poli-
cieswere not changed. In thefiguresbelow, we provideindic-
ative representations of key components of this collapse
process.

LaRouche stressed in 1995, both at the German confer-
ence, and at an earlier Rome collogquy, where he first intro-
ducedthe“Triple Curve’ diagram, that theworld economy at
the time, was already in serious decline. “For reasons I'll
indicatetoyou, generally speakingand overall, therehasbeen
no economic growth onthisplanet, sincethe end of the 1960s.
None; if you measure the right magnitudes.” Referring to the
fact that “the American people produce half as much as they
did 25 yearsago, and consumeabout half asmuch, for various
reasons,” he stressed: “That is a pattern around the world.
There has been a secular tendency toward a 2-3% annual
contraction in economy around the world, with some varia-
tions in that, over the past quarter-century. The system is
collapsing” (EIR, Jan. 1, 1996).

Hedescribed theinterplay of thethree curves—not math-
ematical calculations, but directionalities which characterize
the collapse process. Thebottom curveisthe productivity and
functioning of the physical economy, upon which all human
existence depends; the middle curve showsincreasein mone-
tary aggregates (approximately represented by money supply
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measures); and the upper curve shows growth—which can
become hyperbolic growth—in financial aggregates of all
kinds: run-up of debts and other obligations, speculation in
currencies, stock markets, futures (derivatives), etc. Asinthe
case of a “typica collapse function,” the interaction of the
upper two curves sucksthe underlying physical economy dry.

Herewe review several elements of each of these curves,
making referenceto certain key government policy responses
year-by-year, which furthered the collapse process, to the
breakdown point we face today. The final figures shown are
snapshots of the actual collapse process now under way in
the United States.

Financial Aggregates Zoom Out of Control

Figures 1-3 show aspects of the volume and trends of
certain financial aggregates—the LaRouche diagram’s “top
curve’—for recent decades, highlighting (shaded area) the
six yearsfollowing the 1995 L aRouche warning.

In Figurel, “U.S. Credit Market Debt” is shown, which
includes al types of borrowings (corporate, household, con-
sumer revolving credit, etc.) kept asacategory by the Federal
Reserve statistics, but excluding certain types of government
debt. The time period is 1952 through the third quarter of
2001.

Itis clear that the rate of rise through the mid-1960s was
minor. But therateof increasetook off inthe 1970sand 1980s.
This time-phase change, is a pattern seen across other key
readings on the American economy, as it shifted into the
“post-industrial” decline.

In the years following LaRouche's forecast—1996 is
noted onthegraphic—therateof U.S. indebtedness continued
to grow, and at an even steeper rate. Today, it is at the level
where whole categories of debt-holders are unableto service
their obligations, from personal credit card accounts, to steel
mills. Insolvencies are evident in the record incidence of
bankruptciesand defaults. In November 2001, U.S. consumer
borrowing increased by $19.8 billion, an annual growth rate
of 14.8%. The monthly dollar increase was the biggest since
the Federal Reserve started keeping its records in January
1943. Though no downturn may yet be visible in the volume
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FIGURE 1

Financial Aggregates: U.S. Credit Market
Debt, 1952-2001 (3Q)
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FIGURE 3
World Financial Aggregates, 1980-2000
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Sources: Federal Reserve Board of Governors, “Flow of Funds Accounts”;
OMB, “Budget of the U.S., Fiscal Year 2001, Historical Tables”; Bank for
International Settlements; World Bank; EIR.

of debt outstanding in the Fed's figures, that statistic will
change amost instantly in a crash.
Figure 2 shows “Corporate Equity,” the financial cate-
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FIGURE 2
Financial Aggregates: U.S. Corporate Equity,
1952-2001 (3Q)
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gory of valuation of stocks, for the sametime period, 1952 to
2001’ s third quarter. First, notice that the same slow rate of
increase is apparent from the 1950s through the mid-1960s.
Then, inthe 1970s, therewas morevolatility in equity values;
and a real take-off occurs in the late 1970s. By the time of
LaRouche's warning—1996 is again indicated—the “bub-
ble’-rate of rise in stock values was well under way. Then,
with the New Economy info-tech frenzy, stocks soared to
an amazing peak as of early 2000. By Spring, the dot-com
meltdown began, and since then the “Old Economy” stocks
have been plunging aswell.

» The Nasdaq capitalization (the number of shares of
stock times per share value) was $6.7 trillion in March 2000;
then stood at $2.9 trillion in December 2001.

« The New York Stock Exchange capitalization was
$12.9 trillion in August 2000, and $11.7 trillion in Decem-
ber 2001.

 U.S. Corporate equity overal that was $20.1 trillionin
the second quarter of 2000, was $13.7 trillion in the third
quarter of 2001.

Figure 3 shows four categories of financial aggregates
for theworld, from 1980 to 2000. The samerun-up since 1996
is notable. Stock values for the G-7 are shown continuing to
rise from 1996-2000 (Group of Seven, being the United
States, Canada, Italy, France, Germany, Japan, United King-
dom), and also G-7 debt. Growing relatively lessisthe“De-
veloping Country” debt. Rising dramatically, and accounting
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for most of the “fi nancials’ bubble in the world, are deriva-
tives. These contracts are futures bets of al kinds (hedges,
swaps, or so-called risk-management instruments), which, as
acategory, did not even exist prior to the 1980s.

What about 2001? While not shown graphically, the cur-
rent or near-future condition of much of theglobal skyrockett-
ing indebtedness, is made clear by recent eventsin oneloca
tion: Argentina. As of December 2001, the biggest national
debt default in history took placethere. Similar situationsare
pending in Turkey, Poland, and the “Big One’—in Japan.
The debts are unpayable.

‘Wall of Money’

What haspropped up the unprecedented hei ghtsof indebt-
edness, stock values, and other financials? Looting of the
physical-economic base of the economy, as shown in graphs
further below, anda“wall of money” policy of hyperinflation,
asshownin Figures4 and 5 (which refer to the middle of the
three curves on the Triple Curve diagram).

But at acertain point in the 1999-2000 period—whichwe
graph in moredetail further on—no matter how much money
isinjected, thefinancial bubblescannot bekept aloft! Therate
of rateof growth of monetary aggregates becomeshigher than
therateof rateof growth for financial aggregates. Ingraphical
terms, thisis the “inevitable crossover” point of the middle,
monetary curve, breaking up through thetop, financial curve.

In 1997, as the breakdown of the global financial/mone-
tary system expressed itself in the mis-named “Asian” crisis,
LaRouchewarned against continuing I nternational Monetary
Fund (IMF) policies, and, in particular, against pursuing the
“printing press’ approach to money supply.

On Feb. 17 that year, international parliamentarians
joined with him to launch a mobilization to “annihilate the
IMF,” and he outlined a threefold program for what course
should be taken by national |eaders at thetime. He called for
collaboration to convene a New Bretton Woods conference
to devise sound financial and monetary measuresfor restored
national economies, utilizing the best of “what worked” dur-
ing the 1946-66 first Bretton Woods period. Secondly, he
called for an international mobilization for global infrastruc-
ture development—Iled by building the “Eurasian Land-
Bridge’ projects; and thirdly, for a commitment to fostering
nation-state economies, with machine-tool sector develop-
ment, to create conditions for self-generated economic
growth.

As the year progressed, and IMF-policed assaults on
Asian and other economies intensified, LaRouche repeated
his warnings. Specifically attacking the resort to money-
pumping, he likened such a policy to the hyperinflation in
Weimar Germany in 1922-23, and he commissioned an EIR
research feature on it (Richard Freeman, “Hyperinflation in
Weimar Germany,” EIR, Jan. 30, 1998).

Speaking on Jan. 17, 1998, at an international conference
in Alexandria, Virginia, LaRouche warned: “We're on the
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edge of coupsthroughout Asiaand Southeast Asia, asaresult
of IMF policy. In the meantime, the policy which the United
States government, including the Clinton Administration
presently, by default, is conducting, is a hyperinflationary
policy, which will blow up the value of money into nothing-
ness, quicker than John Glenn can get into space, through
an attempt to maintain financial aggregates by pumping in
money fast enough to keep the aggregates going, under so-
called bailout techniques, IMF bailout.

“What doestheIMF say? Thel M F says: Cut your produc-
tion. Accelerate the cutting of per-capita output. Increase
greatly the monetary output in order to cover, and prime up,
and pump up thefinancial aggregates, which are already sky-
rocketting.” LaRouche noted that it took Weimar Germany
18 monthstotwoyearsfor the German Reichsmark to disinte-
grate, and the same would happen on aworld scale at some
point ahead, unless measures were taken to stop the hyperin-
flation and the IMF monetarist insanity.

However, as 1998 drew to a close, the money-pumping
policy was even more frantic. This came in response to a
series of financial crises. In August that year, soon after the
Russian government defaulted on short-term bonds, the huge
Connecticut-based hedge fund, Long Term Capital Manage-
ment (LTCM), was caught out wrong on billions of dollars of
speculative bets, and failed in September. The chain-reaction
impact of LTCM threatened a meltdown of thefinancial sys-
tem. In response, instead of taking public-interest-serving
measures, the Federal Reserve, U.S. government officials,
and London/Wall Street interests collaborated in a “bailout
of the bankers,” one part of which was amassiveincreasein
money supply.

This liquidity-pumping accelerated again in 1999 in re-
sponse to the so-called “Brazil crisis’ and the “Argentina
crisis’ of that year. At that time, the strategy was actualy
giventhe name, “thewall of money policy,” by itsown advo-
cates—most prominently, by mega-specul ator George Soros
at Davosin February 1999. Worldwide, this was intensified
under the hoax of “contingency” preparation for the asserted
Y2K computer changeover period. Under these massive
money infusions and related policies, the Nasdag stock in-
dex skyrocketted.

LaRouche warned again and again of the hyperinflation-
ary insanity. In early 2000, as hyperinflation hit oil and gaso-
line prices, he said on March 8, following the Super Tuesday
16-state primary elections, “ Thereisaglobal hyperinflation-
ary spira in the process of taking off.” Referring to the gas
pump prices, he said, “This is ssimply, predominantly—it is
not some ‘market this, and market that'—it’s a hyperinfla-
tionary process, which has taken off.”

Extraordinary Collapse Function

In the Spring of 2000, LaRouche issued his updated ver-
sion of the 1995 Typical Collapse Function (see previous
article), to depict, as he said on June 3, 2000, in a paper on
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FIGURE 4
Monetary Aggregates: U.S. Money Supply
(M3), 1959-2001
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FIGURE 5

The More Japan Prints Money, The Less
Banks Loan To The Economy
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world monetary reform, that thereis“apoint at whichtherate
of monetary expansion rises more rapidly than the rate of
financial expansion [it isfeeding]. Thelatter isthe condition
into which Germany had entered over the interval March-
October 1923.”

Figure 4 gives the value of money supply in the United
States, called M3, from 1970 through 2001. Clearly rising
throughout, the rate of rise after 1996 is spectacular. Last
year, Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan made an
unprecedented series of 11 interest-rate cuts. For 2001 as a
whole, the fundamental measure of U.S. money supply
known as MZM grew at an extraordinary 23% rate; the
broader M3 measure grew by 12.8%. We face today exactly
the chaosthat the hyper-liquidity policy brought to Germany,
but thistime on an international scale.

Figure 5 gives monetary trends in Japan, the nation for
which interest rates were effectively at the zero level for a
prolonged period of time in recent years. Today Japan—the
second |l argest and economy andfinancial systemintheworld,
is facing a financial meltdown. With an impossible load of
many trillions in indebtedness, and Japanese banks holding
approximately $1.5 trillion of bad loans, “walls of money”
printed by the Bank of Japan no longer work to sustain debt,
bad or good.

The graph, giving 1998 through September 2001, shows
three things. The “monetary base” of the nation (the Bank of
Japan’s loan mechanisms for providing liquidity) has in-
creased at the rate of 9% ayear, and then in October, it went

10 Economics

Source: Bank of Japan.

up adrastic 14.3%. Meanwhile, the money supply (the cash
and certificates of deposit which consumers and businesses
are putting into circulation by going about their business), is
staying flat, at the 3% to 4% rate of increase ayear. And bank
loans are negative! The Bank of Japan’ sliquidity pumpingis
no longer functioning.

Properly speaking, this situation is not truly a “Japan”
or a“yen” crisis, but the prelude to the crash of the dollar
systemitself.

Figures 6 and 7 show the dramatic fall since the 1970s,
intwo key aspectsof thereal, physical economy inthe United
States: manufacturingworkersemployed (1979to 2001), and
machine-tool production (in units and in dollars, 1974 to
2001). The manufacturing workforce declined significantly
from 1970slevels. Since LaRouche' s 1995 forecast/warning,
the decline has been catastrophic. It is estimated that from
Summer 2000 to Summer 2001, the hardest-hit category of
the 1.2 million layoffs, was the manufacturing sector.

Machine tools—the heart of an industrial economy—
dropped in U.S. production by over haf in the last 30 years,
and at present, thefall in output is headed toward shutdown.

I nstability Becomes Collapse

Shown next in Figure 8, are key components of the
L aRouche-specified Triple Curve componentsfor the United
States economy. In order to show the combined devel opment
of the three types of curves, they are indexed back to their
levels of 1996—the time of the circulation of LaRouche's
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FIGURE 6
The Physical Economy: U.S. Manufacturing
Worker Employment

FIGURE 7
Physical Economy: U.S. Machine Tools
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original Collapse Function diagram. Just as he said, what is
associated with perpetuating the upper curve of the financial
bubble—depicted by the rising debt curve (debt, as defined
in Figure 1), are a soaring money supply (M3, asin Figure
2), and the decline in the physical economy, shown in the
manufacturing employment falling.

What also jumpsout from these data-based curvesisveri-
fication of the second version of the LaRouche Triple Curve
diagramin 2000. Inthissecond stage—which might becalled
an extraordinary collapse function—the “crossover”
LaRouche forecast as aresult of the “wall of money” policy
has indeed occurred. The central monetary (M3) curve has
broken up through and beyond the financial-aggregates curve
(debt) whichit wassustaining. This* crossover” effect occur-
red in the 2000 as LaRouche had warned it would. The rate
of money emission has increased at hyperinflationary rates,
but with less and less effect on “supporting” the financial
curve.

M eantime, the decline in manufacturing workers acceler-
ates, astheinstability of the system has sent the actual physi-
cal economy into collapse. A fourth line on the graph relates
to that, showing that corporate profits are now plunging. Cor-
porations cannot servicetheir debt, do not haveincomelevels
required to continue to do business, and no amount of easy-
money from Fed Chairman Greenspan’s hyperinflation ma-
chineishelping.

Figures 9-11 show three aspects of the economic/finan-
cial collapse now in progress. In Figure 9, the level of U.S.
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FIGURE 8
The U.S. Economy’s Collapse Function Since
1996
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corporate profits is shown from 1959 through 2001's third
quarter. They now are approaching a hyperbolic rate of fall.
Assaciated with this process, are the number of annual
bankruptcies of U.S. public companies, 1985 to 2001, shown
in Figure 10. Some of these big-name Chapter 11 filings,
such asBethlehem Steel (October 2001), arestill inoperation,
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FIGURE 9
The Physical Economy: U.S. Corporate
Profits, 1959-2001 (3Q)
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FIGURE 11
The Physical Economy: Mayor U.S. Layoff
Announcements, 1995-2001
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but othersrepresent closuresand liquidations, on ascale now
eroding the remaining economic capacity of the nation.
Thefinal illustration of this shutdown process, in Figure
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FIGURE 10
Bankruptcies Of Public Companies,
1985-2001

250

200

150

100

50

0_
1985 1987 1989 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001

Source: BankruptcyData.com

11, portraysthe numbersof major U.S. layoff announcements
each year, from 1995 through 2001. While all the announced
cuts have not necessarily been implemented, and while some
repetition occurs, the catastrophic trend is clear.

The biggest job-cut year ever, 2001, had almost as many
layoffs announced as in the three previous years combined.
Moreover, thebar columnwhichisdividedinto thefour quar-
tersof 2001, showsclearly that none of thiscan be blamed on
the impact of “Sept. 11" as the key factor. By that point, a
record number of job cutswere already promulgated. We are
on the brink of all-out breakdown.

Thus, the 1995 L aRouche Triple Curveisentirely proven
by the U.S. economy’ sevolution into today’ s collapse crisis.
But it is not, nor was it intended to be, a blueprint. It de-
scribed processes which ought to have been reversed, but
were not, because key leaders chose not to heed
LaRouche's warnings.

LaRouche' s evaluation, as of two years ago, isstill acall
to action. Speaking Jan. 11, 2000, on a live video webcast
from Boston, he summed up the collapsing system: “Andit’s
coming down fast now. No one can say, predict, what day is
the market going to collapse. It's collapsing already, in one
sense or the other. It's caught between deflationary threats,
hyperinflationary threats, wars spreading all over the world,
anew war every month or so, which doesn’t seem to quit. A
new scandal, a new destabilization. We're in a crisis worse
than that of the 1930s. We'rein acrisis of thetype, which, in
termsof worldwide strategicimplications, isthekind of thing
that gave us Adolf Hitler in World War I1.”
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A Short History of ‘Chapter 11°:
Model for a Bankrupt Economy

by Edward Spannaus

Asthe U.S. economy and the global financial system careen
deeper into collapse, it isan appropriate time to examine the
background and history of what we call bankruptcy reorgani-
zation, or “Chapter 11" for short.

For many years, Lyndon LaRouche has warned that the
U.S. economy—and indeed, the entire global financia sys-
tem—must be put through the equivalent of a Chapter 11
bankruptcy reorganization. Thisrequiresthat debtsand paper
financial titlesare put to oneside, whiletheessential functions
of theeconomy aremaintained. “ Thegeneral rule,” LaRouche
wrote in 1999, “is that useful production and distribution of
needed physical goods, must be uninterrupted, and that essen-
tia institutions remain standing and functional, even if they
might be judged insol ubly bankrupt. Keep thingswhich must
function, functioning, and sort out the financial accounts at
leisure.”

LaRouche spelled out the principles involved on Oct. 3,
2001, inavideo-conferencepresentation to the Peruvian Soci-
ety of Economist Engineers.!

“We'reinthefinal, breakdown phaseof theexistingworld
monetary andfinancial system,” LaRouchewarned. “ Thesys-
tem is, essentialy, finished, and can not be preserved in its
present form, with its present institutions.”

LaRouche said that we must have areform of theinterna-
tional financial and monetary system immediately, and that
governments and the entire world financial system must be
put through the equivalent of bankruptcy reorganization.
“The principles are not much different than they are for the
bankruptcy of an important firm, in anation,” LaRouche ex-
plained. “There are certain firms you do not want to have
collapse at any cost, because they’re too important to the
country. And therefore, somehow, you will arrangethat these
firms continue to function because they perform an essential
function for the nation. When you' re dealing with the bank-
ruptcy of a nation, the authority of this principle is even
stronger. You can not bankrupt a nation. You can not foreclose
on a nation. That would be mass-murder.”

LaRouche emphasized that it is necessary to keep the
essential ingtitutionsof anation functioning, tokeepthelevels
of employment high, and to have a program for recovery.

1. “LaRouche Discusses World Crisis With Peruvian Engineers,” EIR, Oct.
19, 2001.
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The same principlesapply when dealing with aninternational
financial and monetary crisis, LaRouche stressed. “ You can
not liquidate countries; you can not decide which country is
going to survive or not; all nations must survive. And they
must survive together.”

But, the reader might ask, what exactly is bankruptcy
reorganization? Is it possible to allow afirm—or a nation—
to keep operating, even if it can’t meet its financia obliga
tions, or pay its debts? What happens to al the contracts,
solemnly negotiated, which bind a firm to pay its creditors,
and which allow its creditorsto collect the debts, even to the
point of seizing assets or shutting down acompany?

Itisto provide answers to these and other questions, that
we present this brief report concerning the development and
the operation of current U.S. bankruptcy law, with an empha-
sison its provisions for corporate reorganization, or Chapter
11. For what this does, is exactly what LaRouche prescribes
for the entire economy: It subordinates debt payments and
strict fulfillment of contracts, to the U.S. Constitutional prin-
ciple of the genera welfare, by putting a priority on keeping
a company in business and operating, over and above the
payment of back debts.

And we will see, how corporate reorganization—which
once stood in opposition to bankruptcy—cameto beincorpo-
rated as an essential feature of U.S. bankruptcy law, through
the efforts of Franklin Delano Roosevelt, and his collabora-
tionwith hisoutgoing predecessor, President Herbert Hoover,
in 1932-33. This story, which remains untold in the history
textbooks, is vital for us today, as we face an even more
devastating economic and financial collapse.

TheUniquenessof U.S. Bankruptcy Law

It isimportant to note at the outset, that U.S. bankruptcy
law is unique in the world today, for its equitable treatment
of debtors. Indeed, a current legal treatise on bankruptcy
law states:

“In many respects the U.S. Bankruptcy Code is perhaps
themost liberal debtor relief bankruptcy system to comeinto
existence since the Jubilee Y ear of the Old Testament.”? Un-
der the Jubilee provisions (Leviticus 25:10), every 50 years,

2. David L. Buchbinder Fundamentals of Bankruptcy (Boston: Little
Brown, 1991).
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all debts were discharged and al indentured servants and
slaveswerefreed. During theintervening years, it was possi-
bleto redeem property or persons given in payment of adebt.
The purpose of the Jubilee wasto provide the opportunity for
a “fresh start”—which is an essential feature of U.S. bank-
ruptcy law.

Even more significant than the ability of individual debt-
orsto discharge their debts and to have the opportunity for a
“fresh start,” are the provisions which apply these principles
to corporations. What istoday known as“ Chapter 11" —cor-
porate reorgani zation—is even more unusual: This alows a
debt-strapped corporation to set its debts to one side, and
continue in business, rather than shutting down, throwing
its workers on the unemployment lines, and depriving the
economy as awhole of its products and (what should be) its
contribution to the common good.

Under the traditional Anglo-American “rule of law”—
modelled on Roman law—contracts are considered sacro-
sanct, and debts must be repaid at all costs, in former times
often at the cost of thelife or liberty of the debtor. Thus, to be
bankrupt was considered a crime to be punished.

But, there is another tradition—falling within the sphere
of jurisprudence—known as “equity,” in contrast to “law.”
Thistradition stems from the Judeo-Christian concept of the
Jubilee’ sdebt forgivenessand redemption, and wasexpressed
historically in the usually subordinate republican traditionin
English law, as that tradition was carried forward into those
American colonies which were committed to building a re-
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National Guardsmen control a crowd
protesting a farmforeclosurein lowa
in 1933. After Franklin D. Roosevelt's
election victory in November 1932, he
and incumbent President Herbert
Hoover collaborated to reformU.S.
bankruptcy laws, in theinterest of the
general welfare.

publican nation-state in the New World. This stands in con-
trast to therigid, oligarchic notions of law of aJohn Locke or
Thomas Hobbes, for example.

The classic exposition of the principle of equity is, of
course, Shakespeare’s The Merchant of Venice, wherein
Portia' s famous speech on the subject of mercy and true jus-
tice, isframed by Shylock’s protestations: “1 stand for law,”
and, “I cravethelaw,” as, sharpened knifein hand, he sought
his pound of flesh.

ThePrincipleof Equity

Going beyond Shylock’ sview took along time, and began
under the republican tradition in Europe.

Thefirst provision in English law which allowed the dis-
charge of a debtor from his debts, was introduced in 1705
under Queen Anne. (It wasunder Anne, and with her support,
that the nation-building project in the New World was
launched by republican circles in England and on the Con-
tinent.)?

In the United States, it was within the sphere of equity
(in contrast to “law™) that the most important developments
relativeto bankruptcy took place, including the emergence of
provisionsfor corporate reorganizations.

3. On Queen Anne, her ties to the republican Leibniz networks, and her
importance for the transatlantic republic conspiracy which produced the
United States of America, seeH. Graham Lowry, How the Nation Was Won:
America’ sUntold Sory (Washington: Executivelntelligence Review, 1987).
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Equity dealt with correcting and mitigating thelaw, when
strict compliancewiththelaw (acontract, for example) would
causeahardship or aninjustice. Whereasacourt of law would
attempt to enforce a contract, acourt of equity could mitigate
acontract on grounds of mistake, fraud, accident, or hardship.

The great 17th-Century German philosopher Gottfried
Wilhelm Leibniz defined equity (or distributive justice) as a
higher level of natural justicethan strict right (or commutative
justice); but the highest level, said Leibniz, ispiety, or univer-
sal justice. Leibniz compared equity to the Golden Rule: to
treat others as you yourself would wish to be treated.

It was from courts of equity (often called Chancery
Courts) that provisions for relief of debt could be sought. In
former times, equity was that branch of the judicial system
which dealt with justice, termed “natural justice” by Joseph
Story, the preeminent 19th-Century legal and Constitutional
commentator (and Supreme Court Justice), and other com-
mentators. (The Federal courts éliminated the distinction be-
tween law and equity in the 1930s.)

The U.S. Constitution foresaw the importance of having
uniform, national laws on bankruptcy, with the provision in
Articlel, Section 8, Clause 4, giving the Congress the power
to establish “uniform Laws on the subject of Bankruptcies
thoughout the United States.” Bankruptcy and insolvency
laws were, otherwise, matters of state, not Federa law; this
provision provided for national uniformity, but moreimpor-
tantly, ensured that such laws would be subordinate to the
principles of the Federal Constitution.

Story discussed thisprovision in his 1833 Commentaries
on the Constitution. He wrote that one of the purposes of
bankruptcy and insolvency laws was “to relieve unfortunate
and honest debtorsfrom perpetual bondagetotheir creditors.”

To keep adebtor in perpetual bondage until adebtisfully
paid, either through imprisonment, or through “an absolute
right to appropriate and monopolizeall their future earnings,”
Story explained, takes away all encouragement to industry
and enterprise, and it takes away all just rewards of hislabor.
Toimprison aperson on account of hisdebts, Story declared,
is“incompatible with the first precepts of Christianity.”

One of the first duties of legidation, Story said, should
be “to relieve the unfortunate and meritorious debtor from a
slavery of mind and body, which cuts him off from a fair
enjoyment of the common benefits of society, and robs his
family of the fruits of hislabor, and the benefits of paternal
superintendence.” Any national government which did not
havethispower of legislation, Story declared, “would belittle
worthy of the exalted functions of guarding the happiness,
and supporting therights, of afree people.”

For thefirst century of our republic’ sexistence, therewere
only afew periods of time in which there were uniform na-
tional bankruptcy laws. These were passed in periods of eco-
nomic distress, or immediately following a panic—21800,
1841, 1867—hbut were repealed after a few years, usually
under pressure from the creditor class. The effect of these
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short-lived national bankruptcy laws, was to eliminate the
punitive character of state bankruptcy laws, and to permit
debtors to voluntarily petition for relief from debt. By mid-
19th Century, all stateshad eliminated imprisonment for debt.

Finally, inthe wake of the Panic of 1893, the Bankruptcy
Act of 1898 was passed, which has remained in force, with
major amendments and revisions, ever since.

The U.S. Supreme Court’s 1935 review of the history of
U.S. bankruptcy lawsin its decision upholding the constitu-
tionality of the 1934 railroad reorganization bill, underscored
the divergence of U.S. bankruptcy law fromthe “rule of law”
tradition.* English law, at thetime of the adoption of the U.S.
Congtitution, “was conceived wholly in the interest of the
creditor and proceeded upon the assumption that the debtor
was necessarily to be dealt with as an offender,” the court
said, adding that anything like voluntary bankruptcy was un-
known to the English system. But the court was emphatic that
the framers of the Constitution had not intended to limit the
power of Congressto then-existing English law and practice.

Thefirst U.S. bankruptcy law, in 1800, still operated ex-
clusively intheinterest of the creditor, the court said, but “the
act of 1841 took what then must have been regarded as a
radical step forward by conferring upon the debtor the right
to surrender his property, with some exceptions, and relieve
himself of al future liability in respect of past debts.” While
English law and the U.S. 1800 law assumed that the bankrupt
debtor wasdishonest, “theact of 1841 and | ater actsproceeded
on the assumption that he might be honest but unfortunate.”

Then, in the short-lived 1874 amendments to the 1867
bankruptcy law, for the first time a debtor was permitted “to
proposetermsof composition [reorganization] to hiscreditors
to become binding upon their acceptance by a designated
majority and confirmation by the judge.”

ThePublic Good

We now turn to the extension of this principle of equity
into U.S. bankruptcy law, particularly as applied to corpora-
tions.

Until the 1930s, “bankruptcy” generally meant liquida-
tion, and bankruptcy courts dealt primarily with liquidation
of afirm’ sassetsfor the benefit of creditors. Courts of equity,
ontheother hand, providedfor reorganizations, for the benefit
of both debtor and creditor, and more importantly, for the
public good. Until 1933-34, what ishow known as Chapter 11
reorganization, was known as “ Federal equity receivership,”
and it operated outside of—and in contrast to—bankruptcy.

Thepracticeof equity receivershipfirst developed around
insolvent railroads, beginning in the 1840s. Why railroads?
WEéll, for one thing, it was clearly impractical to dismember
arailroad for the benefit of creditors. The only way to ensure
that creditors could get some benefit, wasto keep therailroad
operating under afinancial reorganization.

4. Continental Illinois Bank v. Rock Island Railway, 294 U.S. 648 (1935).
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LaRouche: Why We Need
Bankruptcy Reorganization

On Oct. 9, 2001, Lyndon LaRouche was interviewed by
radio talk show host Jack Stockwell of KTKK radioin Salt
Lake City, Utah, in a follow-up of LaRouche's historic
Sept. 11 interview on the same show. In the course of the
two-hour interview, Stockwell raised the question of the
rising number of bankruptcies, and he suggested that per-
haps “we need to consider a reorganization on a much
higher scale, amuch broader spectrum, than just the local
business down the end of the street” (EIR, Oct. 26, 2001).

Stockwell said that thisideais catching on around the
world, and among certain governments, which are* begin-
ning to recognize that wedidn’t just hit the iceberg, we hit
it somemonths, someyearsago, and that if somethingisn’t
done quickly, and move in the sense of nation-building,
rather than nation-bombing, we may have the 14th-, 13th-
, 12th-Century lifestyle foisted upon us again, whether we
likeit or not.”

LaRouche' s response included the following:

“Well, it strue. Y ou know, the fellow today who may
be very useful to his or her neighbor, is the businessman
who, sometime ago, went through asuccessful reorganiza-
tion and bankruptcy, and what he would probably tell that
neighbor, if heactually did pull successfully out of abank-

ruptcy reorganization, he would have said: ‘Well, first of
al, | didn’t want to do it. | didn’t want to accept the fact
that my business had gone bankrupt. But then | realized |
had to bitethe bullet, | had to facethat reality, and boy, am
| glad | did.” Because this was the way in which he saved
that business, which may havebeen significant tothat com-
munity.

“1 think we can apply thelesson which such peoplecan
tell us, to the more general situation.

“We have abankrupt U.S. and world economy. Right
now, it’ shopelessly bankrupt. There’ snoway thisisgoing
to bounce back. You know, people who went to jail in
bankruptcy, did so because they kept issuing, or taking
credit, when they were already bankrupt. And the United
States government, especially this Federal Reserve chair-
man, is doing exactly that! We are hocking everything in
sight, against assets which really do not exist, promissory
notes which will never be paid; they never could be. We
should haveareorganization of thiseconomy now, inorder
to keep the businesses, the banks, and so forth, which are
essential, going; to prevent employment from collapsing;
to maintain pensions and essential services, and keep the
economy going; and keep things growing. The same way
that you would take a corporation, a company, that was
essentially asound company, but had gotten into financial
bankruptcy—andtakethat company, putitthroughreorga-
nization, save it, and bring it back as a viable part of the
community. We're going to have to think in those terms.”

But more significantly, railroads were seen as imbued
with the public interest, and as having a quasi-public charac-
ter. Indeed, inthe 19th Century, their chartersgenerally stated
that their corporate statuswasgranted in exchangefor provid-
ing apublic service. Asthe Supreme Court put it in the Rock
Island case: “ A railway isaunit; it can not be divided up and
disposed of piecemeal like a stock of goods. It must be sold,
if sold at all, as a unit and as a going concern. Its activities
can not be halted becauseits continuous, uninterrupted opera-
tion is necessary in the public interest.”

The old railroad receivership system was, however, rid-
dled with abuses, and it worked to the effect of increasing the
concentration of railroad holdings on Wall Street. Neverthe-
less, thisis where the principle of corporate reorganization,
rather than liquidation, first came into play. There was an
effort to incorporate something like this, aswe have noted, in
an 1874 amendment to the 1867 Bankruptcy Act, but the law
was repealed four years later. Throughout the 19th Century,
courts denied to other corporations the right to reorganize
their finances in the same manner as railroads, saying that
railroads were a special case because of their service to the
public.
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Hoover Pressesfor Reform

The crash of 1929-31—with its widespread liquidations
and massive resulting unemployment—spurred new efforts
to reform the bankruptcy laws. The number of bankruptcies
had al ready been rising throughout the 1920s, reaching apeak
in 1932. Thedisastrous consegquences of this, convinced even
the conservative Republican President Herbert Hoover to
consider anew approach.

On July 29, 1930, Hoover authorized a comprehensive
investigation into bankruptcy law and practice, to determine
if changes in the laws were needed. The investigation was
headed by Solicitor General Thomas Day Thacher, aformer
Federal judge, who had previously participated in an investi-
gation of bankruptcy in New Y ork City. The Solicitor Gener-
al’ sinvestigation wasto be aided by the Department of Com-
merce, which had just conducted itsown study of commercial
bankruptcies. New Y ork attorney Lloyd K. Garrison wasdes-
ignated to conduct the investigation under Thacher’s super-
vision.

One of the reasons for Hoover’s concern, was obviously
that losses in bankruptcy over the previous five years were
more than $3 billion, and were averaging $750 million per
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year. Thacher said that creditors were only recovering an
average of about 8%.

And it was getting worse. On Aug. 14, 1930, the Justice
Department reported that the amount of liabilities involved
in bankruptcy cases during the last fiscal year (1929-30) had
risen to $948 million, from $883 million a year earlier. The
amount of assets realized from the cases was only $118 mil-
lion. These figures include farmers, wage-earners, and busi-
nesses, with the largest number being wage-earners.

Initialy, the thrust of the investigation, according to
Thacher, wasthat abankrupt wasdischarged too easily, with-
out examination into the causes of his distress, and that he
was given aslap on the back and told to “go do it again.” In
an addresstothe American Bar Associationon Aug. 21, 1930,
Thacher actually endorsed the British view, saying that the
present system encourages dishonesty and recklessness. He
said that English and Canadian law, which made it a public
duty to investigate the causes of each bankruptcy, was better
than the way American law operated, which left it to the
creditors alone to be concerned with the administration of a
bankrupt’ s assets and his discharge.

Thacher’ sremarksonly pertainedto liquidations—which
were the only form of bankruptcy at the time. However, in
New Y ork, the Federal Court had al so appointed acommittee
in June, in coordination with the local Bar Associations, to
examinethe rules of practice of equity receiverships. Robert
P. Swaine of the law firm Cravath Swaine & Moore was one
of the leaders of the equity committee.

In February 1931, Thacher gave a speech to a banking
conference, in which he again called for reform of the bank-
ruptcy laws, saying that when nearly $1 billion ayear istaken
out of trade and industry because of theinability of bankrupts
to pay their debts, and less than 10% is returned to creditors,
thereis something wrong with the system.

At the conclusion of his study, Thacher submitted his
report to Congressin 1931; the report included proposals for
asectionon corporate reorgani zations—in contrasttoliquida-
tions—to be added to the Bankruptcy Act, and also a provi-
sionallowing other debtorsto make adjustmentsor extensions
of their debts.

Hoover sent a message to Congress on Feb. 29, 1932,
urging revision of the bankruptcy laws. Hoover’s proposals
included a provision for debt reorganization by individuals
and corporations, so that debtors could have the protection of
the courtswhileadjusting or reorganizing their debts, without
being adjudged bankrupt. But Hoover’ s proposal s apparently
did not go anywhere, until after the November elections.

TheHoover-Roosevelt Collaboration

Two days after his victory in the November 1932 elec-
tions, Franklin Delano Roosevelt took up the issue of bank-
ruptcy—which led to a surprising collaboration. FDR first
carried on discussions with his “Brains Trust,” particularly
A.A. Berleand Raymond Moley, about revising the receiver-
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shiplaws, aswell asideasfor centralized industrial planning.
FDR directed Berleto work with Republican New Y ork Con-
gressman Fiorello LaGuardia, both on afarm relief bill, and
ondraft revisionsto the 1898 Bankruptcy Act, including pro-
visionsfor railroad reorganizations.

In mid-January 1933, with the country sinking deeper into
depression, President Hoover had i ssued a special messageto
Congress, asking for emergency actionintheform of immedi-
ate revision of the bankruptcy laws. Hoover wanted the law
changed, sothatindividuals, corporations, andrailroadscould
obtain the protection of the courts, and voluntarily adjust their
debts, and so that they could avoid “the process of forced
liquidation through forecl osure and bankruptcy sale” of their
assets, which he called “ utterly destructive of the interests of
debtors and creditors aike.”

Hoover urged immediate consideration of his proposal,
saying the“ effectivelegidationwould havemost hel pful eco-
nomic and social results in the welfare and recovery of the
nation.” He pointed out that forced liquidation and foreclo-
suresimply immiserated debtors, without any substantial ben-
efit to creditors. “1n the great majority of cases, such liquida-
tion under present conditionsis so futile and destructive that
voluntary readjustments through the extension of composi-
tion of individual debtsand thereorganization of corporations
must be desirableto alarge mgority of the creditors.”

For debtors to seek the protection of the courts, for read-
justing their debts, should not carry the “stigma’ of bank-
ruptcy, Hoover said. Rather, the protection of the court should
be extended to the debtor and his property, while the debtor
and his creditors are given the opportunity “to arrange an
equitabl e settlement of his affairs.”

“Under such process it should be possible to avoid de-
structive liquidation through the composition and extension
of individual indebtedness and the reorgani zation of corpora-
tions, with the full protection of the court extended to the
rights and interests of creditors and debtors alike,” Hoover
declared. He added that while the individual and corporate
debtors are under the protection of the court, al creditors
would be prevented from enforcing their debts.

Hoover said that members of Congress and his adminis-
tration were collaborating on the proposed measures, and he
urged immediate consideration and passage of hislegislation
“asan emergency action.” Within hoursof hisaddress, Sena-
tor Hastings, and Representatives McKeown of Oklahoma
and LaGuardia, who al had proposed hills along these lines,
met with Solicitor Genera Thacher; they arranged to consoli-
date the McKeown and LaGuardia bills, and to submit them
to the House Judiciary Committee on Jan. 13.

Over the next week, work proceeded in committee on the
consolidation of thedifferent bills, and aprovision was added
to include farmers. On Jan. 24, the bill was reported out of
committee to the full House, and it was reported that the
House would suspend its rules, to expedite consideration of
thehill.
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President Roosevelt (right) on
Inauguration Day, March 4, 1933,
with outgoing President Hoover.
The day before, Hoover signed the
new bankruptcy reformbill into
law, with financial reorganization

But opposition to the bill then surfaced. Mayor John
O’ Brien of New York City said that the bill would have the
effect of reducing the value of tax lienson real estate. LaGu-
ardia told him that his opposition was based on a misunder-
standing of the bill. On Jan. 30, the Federal Bar Associations
of New Y ork, New Jersey, and Connecticut announced their
opposition to the provisionsof the bill for corporate reorgani-
zations, saying thiswould bring back amultitude of bankrupt-
cies and strengthen the grip of Wall Street on bankruptcies;
they cited the “Irving Trust Monopoly” (Irving Trust Co.
having amonopoly on trusteeshipsin the Southern District of
New Y ork). But the Bar Association also protested that the
proposed bill would constitute “reckless interference with
sacred contractual rights.”

Nevertheless, on Jan. 30 the bill passed the House, and it
went to the Senate, where the Hastings bill was already pend-
ing. On Feb. 5, the New York Times reported that the bills
were stalled, and would probably have to wait for a specia
session of Congress to be called by FDR after his inaugura-
tion. The Times reported on strenuous opposition to the bills
by bankers, who said the proposed bills would “destroy all
credit.” Therewere also warnings (or perhaps hopes) that the
Supreme Court would likely find the proposed bills unconsti-
tutional, on the groundsthat they violated the sanctity of con-
tracts.

Senator Hastings submitted anew draft of the bill on Feb.
10, containing a section on railroads, which had the approval
of FDR, to the Senate Judiciary Committee. However, the
Times reported the next day again that, despite FDR’s ap-
proval, passage of the bill seemed unlikely at this session.
Hastings described how thebill, including both corporateand
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becoming a permanent part of
U.S law.

railroad reorganizations, was the product of consultations
with representatives of both Hoover and Roosevelt, pluswith
the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) and railroad ex-
ecutives. Healso said that, at theinsistence of Senator Robin-
son (D-Ark.), the Democratic floor leader, he had added a
section on farm relief.

But on Feb. 13, the Senate Judiciary Committee reported
out a stripped-down version of the bill, with the provisions
for corporate and railroad reorganizations taken out.

With only ten daysleft in the session, Hoover sent another
specia messageto Congresson Feb. 20, asking for immediate
action on various matters, including bankruptcy reforms, the
ratification of the St. Lawrence Seaway Treaty so construc-
tion could begin, the Glassbankingbill, andincreasedlending
authority for the Recontruction Finance Corporation (RFC)
for states and municipalities.

Passage of the bankruptcy bill was the first item in Hoo-
ver'slist; he said that obtaining cooperation between debtors
and creditors for the orderly adjustment of debts “will pre-
servetheintegrity and continuous operation of business, save
the values of goodwill and the continuation of people in
their occupations.”

The bill, allowing individuals, farmers, and railroads to
readjust their debts, but without the section on corporatereor-
ganization, passed the Senate on Feb. 27.

On March 1, the New York Times reported that, under the
impetus of FDR'’ s influence, the bankruptcy bill was certain
to passthe House before Saturday, adding that Roosevelt had
made it clear that he wanted the bankruptcy act amended to
provide protection to railroads and corporations before he
entered into his duties as President. The Senate version was
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passed by the House that day, with only two days left in
the session. Representative Summers, chairman of the House
Judiciary Committee, said that President-elect Roosevelt re-
garded the railroad situation asvery serious, and that he was
in agreement with Hoover that the bankruptcy revision bill
should be passed.

Hoover signed the bill on March 3, his last full day in
office, marking a mgjor transformation of U.S. bankruptcy
law, with financial reorganization (although limited in scope)
becoming a permanent part of the bankruptcy code.

‘Corporate Reor ganization’ Enacted

In the new Congress, the McKeown hill for corporate
reorganizations was reintroduced, and was then passed by
the House in June 1933, along with provisions for municipal
bankruptcy. In histhird Fireside Chat, on June 24, 1933, Roo-
sevelt cited the problems of individual credit, and peoplelos-
ing their homes and farms, as reasons for reform of the bank-
ruptcy laws, aswell asfor passage of the HomeLoan Act and
the Farm Loan Act.

Meanwhile, in the Senate, an investigation of bankruptcy
and equity receiverships was under way, with areport being
issued in February 1934. But the corporate and municipal
reorganization billsdid not passthe Senateuntil May 1, 1934.
The New York Times reported that this represented a renewal
of the movement for bankruptcy reform which had been

started in the 72nd Congress by LaGuardia, and was then
extended into the Roosevelt Administration.

After negotiation in the House-Senate conference com-
mittee, the bill was signed by President Roosevelt on June 7,
1934. Thus, finally, corporate financial reorganization was
part of the bankruptcy code.

The statement of purpose of the Corporate Reorganiza-
tions Act, noted that, although the bill was designed to deal
with current economic conditions, its value would be perma-
nent, in permitting the operation of indebted companies for
the public good:

“While this bill was framed with a due regard for the
present and immediate prospective economic conditions, itis
believed that an expansion of the opportunity for amicable
adjustment by debtor and creditors, under the supervision
and protection of the bankruptcy courts, and for holding the
property of the debtor intact with its operation disturbed as
little as practicable such as is provided for by this bill, will
prove itself to be of permanent helpful assistance both to
distressed corporations and in line with the public interest.”

The June 8 New York Times described the passage of
the bankruptcy bill as “a major achievement of the present
Congressional session,” and astheresult of longinvestigation
and intensive study. It said that “long-drawn-out and expen-
sivereceivershipswill be obviated and monopoliesby profes-
sional receiverswill be barred.” And, with corporations now
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ableto file voluntary petitions for reorganization of their af-
fairs, “the stigma of ‘bankruptcy’ may to al intents be re-
moved.”

The bill aso prohibited any interference, by a court,
trustee, or the management of acompany under court protec-
tion, with the right of employeesto join alabor organization
of their choice; and it prohibited the use of company fundsto
maintain company unions when a company was under court
protection.

Thenext day, June 9, the Times headlineread: “ Bankrupt
Act Held Spur to Recovery: SponsorsExpect It ToHelp Trou-
bled Concerns Get on Paying Basis.”

And indeed, within minutes of FDR’s signing of the hill,
anumber of large corporations, which were already involved
in bankruptcies or receiverships, filed voluntary petitionsfor
reorganizations, and it was anticipated that thousands more
would do so soon.

The Question of Constitutionality

Why werethe provisionsfor corporate reorganization in-
corporated into the bankruptcy law, despite their rather dis-
tinct histories, in which bankruptcy generally meant liquida-
tion? One reason often given, isthat its proponentsfelt that it
otherwise might be declared unconstitutional as an impair-
ment of contracts—not an unwarranted concern, given the
reactionary character of the Supreme Court in the early days
of the New Deal.

But by making reorganization (which clearly “impairs’
contracts) part of the national bankruptcy laws, the law came
under the protection of Article |, Section 8 of the U.S. Consti-
tution. And indeed, when a challenge soon came before the
Supreme Court in the Rock Island case, the constitutionality
of the new provisions was upheld, in a 1935 opinion which
affirmed that the bankruptcy power granted to Congress in
the Constitution, can override contract law. When a*“ compo-
sition,” or reorganization, of debt is made binding on non-
assenting creditors, the court ruled, thisis not a deprivation
of property without due process of law; rather, such laws
and regulations “simply require each individual to conduct
himself for the general good asnot unnecessarily toinjurean-
other.”

The Corporate Reorganizations Act was passed the day
after one of the keystone New Deal |egidative enactments,
the Securities Exchange Act, which, inter alia, directed the
newly created Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC)
to conduct astudy of corporate reorgani zations and to submit
areport to Congress. The SEC study washeaded by YaleLaw
School Prof. William O. Douglas, and its recommendations
resulted in the 1938 amendments to the Bankruptcy Act
known asthe Chandler Act. (Douglaswas appointed by FDR
to the U.S. Supreme Court in 1939, where he served until
1975.)

The New Dealers wanted direct government oversight of
the reorganization process while that process was under way,
rather than only allowing a plan to be reviewed by a court
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The course of today’ s entire U.S. economy toward bankruptcy: It
takes issuance of twice as much indebtedness to produce one
dollar of GDP, asit did only 20 years ago.

after it had been adopted. One of the most important changes
made by the Chandler Act wasthat it provided for the appoint-
ment of atrusteeto replace the existing managersin reorgani-
zation cases involving large, publicly held corporations. The
effect, was to sharply reduce the influence of Wall Street
investment banks and the powerful Wall Street law firms,
suchasCravath Swaine& Moore, whichhad controlled major
corporate reorganizations, especially those involving rail-
roads.

However, over time, the SEC’ srole was diminished. Al-
though the intention was to give the SEC an oversight role
in the reorganization of publicly held companies (i.e., those
whose stocks were sold and traded to the public), the SEC's
role was confined to what was then known as Chapter 10 of
the Bankruptcy Act; a “loophole” in the law allowed large
public-stock companies to avoid the trustee requirement by
filing under Chapter 11.

Chapter 11, under the 1938 amendments, had been in-
tended for use by smaller corporations, and it allowed acom-
pany’ smanagement to retain control during areorganization.
By the 1970s, the use of Chapter 10 had been sharply reduced,
and in 1978, the new comprehensive bankruptcy reform law
combined the two chaptersinto a new, single Chapter 11.°

5. DavidA. Skeel, Jr., TheRiseand Fall of the SEC in Bankruptcy (University
of Pennsylvania Law School, Institute for Law and Economics, 1999).
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What Chapter 11 Does

By alowing the reorganization and reduction of debts,
Chapter 11 proceedingsviolateevery “common sense” notion
of the free market and contract law. The public interest in
maintaining an entity as a going concern, trumps al other
narrower legal “rights.”

How does it work? The first thing that happens upon the
filing of a petition for bankruptcy, isthat all other legal pro-
ceeding involving debts of the corporation arefrozen. Thisis
what is now called the “automatic stay,” and it brings to an
immediate halt all collection efforts, harassment of a debtor,

By allowing the reorganization and
reduction of debts, Chapter 11
proceedings violate every “common
sense” notion of the free market and
contract law. The public interest in
maintaining an entity as a going
concern, trumps all other narrower
legal “rights.”

and all court proceedings, including to seize bank accounts
or other property. It also means that a utility cannot cut off
power or other services to a business (or an individual, for
that matter) because of non-payment of back debt.

In most cases, the current management of the company is
allowed to continue to operate the business; in some cases,
where fraud, for example, is suspected, a trustee can be ap-
pointed by the court to operate the business.

More importantly, the company can obtain new credit
necessary for ongoing operations, and the repayment of this
new credit takes priority over theold debt; itisasif itisanew
company, starting with aclean date, for credit purposes.

The official purpose of this, as stated in the legidative
history of the law, is so that the company can continue to
operate, provide jobs for its employees, and, over time, pay
itscreditorsand provideareturn for itsstockholders. Itisalso
recognized, that the assets of acompany arefar morevaluable
if they are used in the production of goods or services, than if
they are sold off for scrap or otherwise, in aliquidation.

Asthe business continuesto operate, the company and its
creditorscanwork out aplanfor partial payment of back debts
over time, so that it does not impair the ongoing operations
of thefirm.

In the case of apublic utility, the customers of the utility
are also a party-in-interest, whose right to have the utility
continueto provideelecticity, for example, under contractual
arrangments, must be taken into account by the supervising
court.
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It can thus be seen, from this review, why Chapter 11
bankruptcy isnot only avital feature of our Federal constitu-
tional and legal system, but how it provides a model of the
principles which must be applied to the economy as awhole
under conditions of economic collapse: Keep corporations
and businesses operating so as to maintain necessary func-
tions, keep employees working, and provide new sources of
credit, whilefreezing all debt-collectionand back debt, which
isto be sorted out over time.

Of course, when dealing with the economy as a whole,
economic recovery cannot be accomplished by financial reor-
ganization alone; what isvital isthat the Federal government
1) exercise sovereign powers over credit and currency, to
ensure a steady flow of low-interest credit into productive
enterprise, and 2) promote large-scale infrastructure proj-
ects—transportation, energy, water, as well as such “soft”
infrastructure, such as schools and hospitals—upon which
the revived health of any economy depends. But, without
wiping out the massive amount of accumulated, speculative
debt now strangling our economy, no other measures could
be successful.

And if anybody starts screaming about “the sancity of
contracts’ and the solemn obligation to pay al debts, just
point them in the direction of the United States Constitution
and United States bankruptcy laws, to help them rise above
their ideol ogy-bound ignorance.
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Big Three Auto Shutdown, Layotfts:
The First of Many To Come

by Richard Freeman

Ford Maotor Company declared on Jan. 11 that it will lay off
35,000 workers globally, and shut down several production
plants in North America. Previously, DaimlerChryser had
pronounced large-scale cuts in production and layoffs, and
General Motors had announced layoffs.

Themoveshy America sBig Three automakerswill have
atwo-pronged ruinouseffect. First, they signal the start of the
permanent dismantling of automotive productive capacity in
North America; in particular, in the United States; second,
through the multiplier of the bill of materials, they produce a
ripple effect throughout America, shutting down production
in rubber, steel, aluminum, and other factories that feed the
auto industry.

This will create another ratchetting-down in the U.S.
physical economy, driving it still deeper into depression.

During the period of August through November 2001, the
U.S. economy underwent a dramatic phase-shift downward.
Theproduction of battered economic sectors, suchasmachine
tools, collapsed further, while unemployment shot upward.

Toattemptto slow therateof collapse, Wall Street flooded
the auto sector with money: Starting in early September, auto
companies offered zero-percent financing to customers buy-
ing new cars. Thisprogram bought increased auto salesinthe
period September through December 2001, at the expense of
sales this year. As can be seen—through the bill of materi-
als—while it could not stop the fall in production in other
industrial sectors, it could slow therate of fall.

Now, the removal of the zero-percent financing in some
cases, and itsincreasing ineffectivenessin others, will lead to
a significant fall in auto production. Accordingly, this will
result, throughthebill of materials,inamultiplier close-down
of production in other sectors. The pent-up U.S. economic
phase-shift downward will break out with even greater viru-
lence, intensifying the biggest global economic-financial
breakdown in 500 years.

Ford’sProduction Shutdown

During 2001, the Big Three U.S. auto producers had al-
ready madesizeabl e cutsin production, though of atemporary
nature. Table 1 shows that relative to 2000, General Motors
cut production by 11.2%, DaimlerChrysler by 10.3%, and
Ford by 14.5%.

Ford's Jan. 11 announcement will enforce a whole new
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TABLE 1

North American Vehicle Production, by
Manufacturer

(Millions of units produced)

Percent

2001 2000 Change

General Motors 5.001 5.630 -11.2%
Ford 3.993 4.670 -14.5
Daimler-Chrysler 2.597 2.896 -10.3
Total, Big Three 11.591 13.196 -12.2

level of production cutback. Most importantly, most of these
cutbacks appear to be of a permanent nature:

» Ford will lay off 35,000 of its total worldwide work-
force of 345,000. But within that, the layoffs will hit North
America the hardest—22,000—and production workers the
hardest of all. Of the 22,000 layoffsin North America, 5,000
will be of white-collar workers, and 1,500 will be “contract
positions.” That meansabout 15,000 production workersjobs
will be eliminated in North America: Some 3,000 were laid
off in 2001, and the remainder will be laid off in 2002 and
beyond. The 15,000 production worker layoffs represent
13.4% of Ford’s production workforce at the start of 2001.

» Ford will idle, and then, most likely permanently, will
close plants in the following locations: Edison, New Jersey;
Vulcan Forge, in Dearborn Michigan; Oakville, Ontario; the
St. Louis plant, in Hazelwood, Missouri; and the Cleveland
Aluminum plant. But, Ford also announced that it may aso
close plantsin Avon Lake, Ohio, and Cuautilan, Mexico.

 Ford announced that it will reduce its worldwide auto
production capacity from 5.7 to 4.8 million units, a cut of
15.8%, most of it concentrated in North America. But that
apparently does not include the potential closing of the Avon
L ake, Ohio and the Cuautilan, Mexico plants, and thus, Ford
could be shutting down, most likely permanently, one-fifth of
its production capacity.

Multiplier Effect

The auto shutdown is broader: Daimler-Chrysler hasre-
ported that it may lay off as many as 38,000 of its 128,000
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‘Roll-Over’

North American workforce, and close three to five plants.
General Motorshasannounced plansto reduce salary workers
and contract jobs by 5,760 workers, but has not, as yet, an-
nounced any production cutbacks.

The Big Three shut-down will devastate the auto plants,
andtheworkerswhowork at them, aswell asthecommunities
in which they are located. However, the close-down in auto
will have amuch broader effect on the economy.

The auto industry consumes a significant portion of the
output of other industries; EIRfound that the U.S. automotive
industry, as America's largest manufacturing sector, con-
sumes 14.7% of America's annual steel production, 21.2%
of its annual aluminum production, 76% of synthetic rubber
production, 72% of lead production, and significant percent-
agesof zinc, glass, and platinum, aswell as machine-tool pro-
duction.

In aDec. 9 discussion, economist and 2004 Democratic
Party Presidential pre-candidate Lyndon LaRouche pointed
out that, in addition to temporarily increasing auto sales at the
expense of future sales, the zero-percent auto financing was
deployed to prop up both auto industry and its feeder indus-
tries.

The difficulty that the zero-percent financing is now ex-
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periencing, which will worsen, is removing that
prop, and will trigger amultiplier close-down of pro-
duction in other sectors.

‘Benchmarking’

The principal cause of Ford's shutdown of a
portion of its production, is the collapse in living
standards, whichisreducing sales. But an additional
reason for its problems, is its adoption of the prac-
tice of “benchmarking.” Benchmarking refers to
the incompetent use of linear computer modelling
as a replacement for the necessary experimental
methods of machine-tool designin the development
and testing of automobiles and other products—
productswhich are marketed with very littledesign-
testing other than on computer simulators. The
practice has led to serious engineering problemsin
both the European and American auto industries
products.

Again, Lyndon LaRouche: “Compare the issue
of the difference between science-driven experi-
mental design of products and processes with the
sterility and ultimately bankruptcy of so-called
‘benchmarking.’. . . Ask the question: What is the
economic function of science, as opposed to bench-
marking, with respect to both surviva of the enter-
priseand the contribution of the activity of the enter-
prise to the economy as awhole?’

Ford has adopted benchmarking to the point
that it permeates the corporation’s culture. Ford
used benchmarking to design its Explorer sport-

utility vehicle (SUV), which exhibited stability and steering
problems, causing the vehicle to roll over, and several
deaths. In 2001, Ford spent $3 hillion to recall and replace
Firestone tires, which it did as a business expense, in part,
in a lame attempt to shift the blame from the vehicle to the
tires. Despite this, people stopped buying Explorers, adding
to the drop in sales caused by declining living standards
generaly.

Now that Ford still emphasizes benchmarking in the de-
sign process, it has had to recall the Expedition, Ford’s small
SUV model, fivetimes.

New Direction

Were the auto plants that are slated to be closed down,
reconverted instead, this productive capacity—just as with
Boeing and the aerospace sector—could be utilized for infra-
structure-building capabilities, vital for the Eurasian and
American Land-Bridge projects. They could produc compo-
nents for high-speed and magnetic-levitation railroads, nu-
clear power plants, etc.

If that doesn’t happen, the next announced phase of elimi-
nation of production capacity by Ford and others, will inten-
sify the world economic collapse.
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Is Japan Now Facing a
‘Reverse Pearl Harbor’?

by Kathy Wolfe

Wall Street and London predictions of a 1929-style run on
Japan’s giant banks grew to adull roar in mid-January, with
the Jan. 3Wall Street Journal, and the former British Ambas-
sador to Tokyo on Jan. 14, comparing Japan to Argentina.
Top financiers Goldman Sachsand M organ Stanley, the Jour -
nal, the New York Times, and the London Financial Timesall
played uptheJan. 4 study by the American Enterpriselnstitute
(AEl), the neo-Conservative think-tank in Washington,
which claimed Japan’ s banks have a “negative net worth of
$1 trillion” and “constitute a systemic risk to the global
economy.”

“A Financial Super-Crash in Japan” was the headline of
aneditoria in Germany’ sdaily DieWelt on Jan. 15 by Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology economist Rudiger
Dornbush, who writes: “A Japan mega-crash might happen
in afew years, but could also happen tomorrow.” It would
start with “ private household” runs on the banks, leading to a
crash of the yen, then “an explosion” of government bonds.
“From one day to the other, Japan could plunge into a new
Great Depression.” Dornbush featured the identical trigger
mechanism as did the AEI report, which states that the crash
will begin when Japanese citizens, “ convinced that liabilities
of Japan’ shanksfar exceed their assets, withdraw fundsfrom
the Japanese banking system,” and there ensues “afull-scale
‘run’ on the banks.”

Because a collapse of major Japanese banks, several of
which have $600 billion to $1 trillion in assets each, presum-
ably could bring down half the banksin the United States and
Europe, why are these Anglo-American spokesmen playing
with matches around the Tokyo gas pump? Dr. John Makin,
“resident scholar” at AEIl and author of its January paper
“Japan in Depression,” says that the New Y ork banks have
“minimized down to nothing their exposure to Japan,” and
areready for aTokyo crash. “ They areall aware of thissitua-
tionandthey haveall gottenout,” hesaidinaJan. 16interview
obtained by EIR.

‘TheJapanese Have No Guts

In fact, Makin praised Goldman Sachs, Morgan Stanley,
Citibank, and other Anglo-American specul atorsfor their cur-
rent “short sale” dumping of Japanese bank stock, which is
egging on the crisis. “Why not?” he said. “If abank is about
tofail, you should short their stock.”

Makin and company are insane, of course; a crash of Ja-
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pan’ s$10trillion banking system can’t possi bly be contai ned.
Much of the Japan mess has been caused, infact, by Washing-
ton’ sdemand that Tokyo act asthe“firewall” for the overval-
ued dollar, by printing enormous amounts of yen to support
theU.S. currency, asU.S. Demoacratic Presidential pre-candi-
date Lyndon LaRouche explained in “AEI's Makin Misses
the Paint” (EIR, Jan. 18, 2002). Without its Asian firewall,
the dollar itself would quickly crash.

But merereality may not stop these lunatics. Because the
Anglo-American oligarchy’s entire global financial system
now facescollapse, asL aRouche hasstressed especially since
Sept. 11, their mindsturn to making trouble for others, andin
particular, to theft: Where can we make a quick profit, by
grabbing someone else’ s assets? It appears that the Japanese
markets, which are ready to blow up because of their own
mistakes, are also facing, on top of that, a foreign-predator
speculative attack far worse than what was done to the Thai
baht in the Summer of 1997.

In the end, Makin said, Wall Street believes it can get
away with treating Japan like Thailand, or Russia in 1990:
“That’ sthe end-game. The Japanese have no guts. The Japa-
nese consistently do nothing, and then they are stuck,” he
said, explaining why the U.S. banks are shorting Japan bank
stocks. “ Since we know that they are going to insist on doing
nothing, wemay aswell act on that assumption. Somy advice
is: Preparefor acrash, becauseit’ sprobably going to happen.”

There, unfortunately, Dr. Makin has a point. Japan has
been profiled and pigeon-holed as a country which never
takes initiative or forceful action. This is not because they
are dumb, but because Japan's elite has made large profits
from its junior-partner status with Washington for 50 years,
exporting consumer goods to the United States and Europe.
“Japan has a parliamentary system with a one-party govern-
ment which will never do anything,” Makin said—and many
Japanese agree. “Koizumi’s government is too weak to
change the entrenched old-style bureaucrats who refuse to
do anything.”

Trigger Mechanism

Now, however, that game is over, and as Makin put it,
“Japan has no options’—if Tokyo behaves according to
profile. What isreguired, isto break the profile. AsLaRouche
hasinsisted, the U.S. banking system is as bankrupt, or more
so, than Japan’s, and no national banking system can be
saved, by itself, from today’s global crisis. There are no
domestic measures which can work. Japan’s only choice is
to comeout of its shell and take what LaRouche calls“ strong
and pungent” measures on the globa stage. The redlity is
that the entire post-1971 monetary system is broken, and
must be replaced by a New Bretton Woods system. The last
thing Wall Street expects the docile Japanese to do, would
be to call for an international conference to construct an
entirely new monetary system capable of coordinating a
sound international banking reorganization. That is precisely
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what Tokyo should do.

But if Japan performs according to profile, it will be de-
stroyed. The threat being mounted is: Launch a press cam-
paigntotry tofrighten Japan’ scitizensinto arun onthebanks.
Leverage that to an uncontrolled run on the yen. Once the
value of the currency and banksfall, go in and buy valuable
assets cheaply.

Thisisthe order of speculative attack indicated by AEI's
Makin, andthenumerouspresspieceswhich citehiminrecent
weeks. In his own article, Makin concludes that Japanese
domestic “depositors, convinced that theliabilities of Japan’s
banksfar exceed their assets, will continuetowithdraw funds
from the Japanese banking system. There will be afull-scale
‘run’ on the banks.”

Asked in an interview why Japan’s citizens should sud-
denly do this, Makin simply asserted it. “Clearly there are a
lot of banksin Japan that aren’t viable. The publicisgoing to
react and start moving money out of the weaker banks, and
into the Top Three banksthey think the government views as
too big to fail—and also into the postal savings system.”

He noted that Dornbusch, in Die Welt, pointed to the
same trigger, “private households start[ing] to liquidate do-
mestic savings,” which was also cited with no particular
reason. A collapse in Japan, Makin said, would be too hard
to start by aforeign run on the yen, because “most Japanese
have no dealings abroad, so they don't care at al about the
exchange rate.”

The domestic run could be touched off when Japan’ s de-
posit insurance is deregulated on April 1, so that savings de-
positsover 10 million yen are no longer government insured,
Makin said. “Or it could happen sooner; something entirely
new could crop up.” Citizens, he believes, might switch to
checking accounts in the Big Three banks, which will be
guaranteed until 2003. “Or people could run the banks much
sooner—just put the cash under the mattress! They get no
interest at the banks anyway. The only reason to put money
inabank is safety, and if you think that’s gone, you remove
your money.”

Asked whether Japanese citizens are redlly just going to
remove $12 trillion worth of yen from the banks and postal
fund, and put it under the mattress, he said, “Not al of it, but
enough to cause a run on many banks other than the Top
Three. Why not? When | lived in Japan, | did everything in
cash; people are used to a cash economy.”

After that, Makin asserted, the Western banks could have
afield day. Asked if the crash of major Japanese bankswould
cause acollapse of the U.S. banking system, heflatly replied,
“No. It will hurt the economy of Asia, which will hurt our
exports; it will worsen the global economy and strengthen
China, which isbad for us geopolitically.” But why should a
Japan bank panic bring down U.S. banks? he said. “Most big
U.S. ingtitutions and indeed most foreigners doing business
in Japan have minimized down to nothing their exposure to

Japan.”
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It was pointed out to Makin that in 1997, Citibank almost
went under when South Korea had what is, relatively speak-
ing, amuch smaller problem than this. Makin's view is that
“1n 1997 Citibank had abig exposure in Korea—but no U.S.
institutions have any exposure worth talking about in Japan
now. They are al aware of this situation and they have al
gotten out.”

That's why, he said, Goldman Sachs and many other
Western hedge funds have been shorting Japanese bank
stocks. “Why not? If abank isabout to fail, you should short
their stock. If the redlity is, the bank is not worth what the
stock market says, then you should sell it for what it isreally
worth. Just Like Enron; if smart market players had known
Enron was going to go under, then it would only be good
business sense for them to have shorted the stock, if they
had known.”

‘Tokyo, Argentina’

Unfortunately, Dr. Makin is not aone in his madness;
most of the major Western media have begun singing this
song. The Wall Street Journal’s Jan. 3 editorial, entitled
“Tokyo, Argenting,” characterized Japan as just another
Third World do-nothing country waiting to get hit. “ Argenti-
na’' s economic collapse has dominated recent headlines, but
the slow-moving crisisthat is Japan may deserve even more
attention. Like the folks in Buenos Aires, the political class
in Tokyo can't seem to break out of its self-destructive policy
habits,” the Journal wrote. Alas, Japan won't consider aRon-
ald Reagan-style tax cut—the Journal’s“ cure-all”—so “ un-
less its paliticians think anew, they will stay on their road
to Argentina.”

OnJan. 8, theJournal played upthe AEI report: “ TheU.S.
think-tank American Enterpriselnstituterel eased areport last
week saying Japan’ sbanking systemisinsolvent, and that the
government will have to inject the yen equivalent of $1
trillion.”

“There are warnings of a banking meltdown [in Japan]
by Spring,” the New York Times said on Jan. 9. “ ‘By the
end of March, we will have afinancial crisis—that is 100%
true,” one ruling-party legislator said. As a group, Japanese
banks have a negative net worth of $1 trillion, according to
a study released last week by the AEI. Bailing them out
would swell Japan’s public debt, already the world’ s largest,
by 15%, and threaten to crush the country’s currency and
bond markets, the Institute said. ‘ Japan’s deflation and debt
crisis now congtitute systemic risk to the globa economy,’
the report warned.”

“What is the difference between Japan and Argentina?
Answer: FiveY ears. That wastheriddle, or sick joke, said by
theFinancial TimesinLondontobecirculatingin Tokyo over
the recent holidays,” wrote Hugh Cortazzi, former British
Ambassador to Tokyo, in the Jan. 14 Japan Times. “My im-
mediate reaction was that the idea was silly. ... But even
mountains can be eroded.”
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‘Open Conspirators’ Behind
September 11 Coup Plot

by Jeffrey Steinberg

In 1928, the leading British Round Table strategist, H.G.  tional and lies in the race and not in our individual selves.”
Wells, wroteThe Open Conspiracy: Blue Prints for a World Upon readingThe Open Conspiracy, Bertrand Russell,
Revolution (New York: Doubleday, Doran and Company). the other leading British Round Table subversive, wrote to
Wells prefaced the book with a religious proclamation: Wells, “I do not know of anything with which | agree more
“This book states as plainly and clearly as possible the essen-  entirely.”
tial ideas of my life, the perspectives of my world. My other
writings, with hardly an exception, explore, try over, illumi- An Unbroken Continuity
nate, comment upon or flower out of the essential matter that In writing The Open Conspiracy, Wells set out to recruit
| here attempt at last to strip bare to its foundations and state ~ a worldwide network of Open Conspirators, who would opel
unmistakablyThisismyreligion. Here are my directive aims  ate, within their national settings, on behalf of the global sub-
andthe criteriaofalll do.. . .[Itis]aschemeforallhumanre-  version of all nation-states, the “scientific” depopulating of
quirements.” the darker-skinned races of the planet, and the establishment
Wells, at one point, attempted to boil down his new reli-  of one-world oligarchical domination, under Anglo-Ameri-
gion to six “basic essential requirements”: can leadership.
“1. The complete assertion, practical as well as theoreti- “The political work of the Open Conspiracy,” Wells
cal, of the provisional nature of existing governments and ofnvrote, “must be conducted upon two levels and by entirely
our acquiescence in them; differentmethods. Its main political idea, its political strategy,
“2. The resolve to minimise by all available means theis to weaken, efface, incorporate or supersede existing gov-
conflicts of these governments, their militant use of individu- ~ ernments. . . . Because a country or a district is inconvenien
als and property and their interferences with the establishmerats a division and destined to ultimate absorption in some more
of a world economic system; comprehensive and economical system of government, that
“3. The determination to replace private local or nationalis no reason why its administration should not be brought
ownership of at least credit, transport, and staple production meanwhile into working co-operation with the developmen
by a responsible world directorate serving the common endsf the Open Conspiracy.”
of the race; By the time the first edition of Well®pen Conspiracy
“4. The practical recognition of the necessity for world bible appeared, institutions like the Rhodes Trust, the Round
biological controls, for example, of population and disease; Table, the British Fabian Society, the Royal Institute of Inter-
“5. The support of a minimum standard of individual free- national Affairs and its New York City adjunct, the Council
dom and welfare in the world; on Foreign Relations, were already engaged in the process of
“6. The supreme duty of subordinating the personal liferecruiting successive generations of agents, agents-of-influ-
to the creation of a world directorate capable of these tasks ence, and agents-provocateur, to the one-world banni
and to the general advancement of human knowledge, capad‘ells’ The Open Conspiracy gave focus to the effort, stating
ity, and power.” bluntly the long-term objectives, and highlighting the critical
“The admission therewith that our immortality is condi- importance of selecting and recruiting the best and the bright-
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H.G. Wells vowed to destroy all nation-states, and to establish a
new oligarchical empire, under Anglo-American domination. His
macabre world-view borefruit in the events of Sept. 11, 2001.

est, albeit corrupted, minds—what Wells called the “ serious
minority.”

For obvious historical reasons, the Open Conspiracy
placed special priority on recruiting from within the political
elitesof the United States. Wells, Russell, and the other Open
Conspiratorsdetested the Americanintellectual tradition, that
sprang from the American Revolution and was institutional-
ized through the U.S. Constitution. Therefore, they needed a
particularly virulent crop of American Conspirators.

A number of outstanding examples of Open Conspirators
congregated around the disastrous Woodrow Wilson Admin-
istration, virtually running the Presidency, principally from
behind the curtain of private advisory bodiesandintelligence
cells. “Wilsonian democracy” was, in fact, Wellsian Open
Conspiracy “democracy.”

Beyond the famous figures, like Walter Lippmann and
Col. Edward House, therewere othersof lesspublic fame, but
of equal importancetothe Conspiracy, duetotheir subversive
influence on the visible policy-shapers, and their ability to
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spot and recruit new talent. Among these, you will shortly
be introduced to Isaiah Bowman, the long-time head of the
National Geographic Society, the leader of Colonel House's
“The Inquiry” private intelligence group, and the recruiter
and principal mentor of Robert Strausz-Hupé.

Strausz-Hupé was first drawn to Bowman's attention by
his booklength paean to Europe’ stwo | eading geopoliticians,
Sir Alfred Mackinder and Karl Haushofer. Under Bowman's
sponsorship, Strausz-Hupé was educated at, and then placed
on the faculty of the University of Pennsylvania. Bowman
aso introduced him into the Anglophile intelligence circles
of OSS and CIA figure Allen Dulles. When Strausz-Hupé
founded the Foreign Policy Research Institute and its Orbis
magazine in 1955, he revealed his Open Conspiracy recruit-
ment in an inaugural essay in Vol. 1, No. 1 of the quarterly,
titled “ The Balance of Tomorrow,” in which he set a 50-year
American foreign policy agenda:

“Will the coming world order be the American universal
empire? It must bethat. . . . Thecomingworld order will mark
thelast phasein ahistorical transition and cap the revolution-
ary epoch of thiscentury. Themission of the American people
isto bury the nation states, lead their bereaved peoples into
larger unions, and overawe with its might the woul d-be sabo-
teurs of the new order who have nothing to offer mankind but
a putrefying ideology and brute force. It is likely that the
accomplishment of this mission will exhaust the energies of
America and that, then, the historical center of gravity will
shift to another people. But thiswill matter little, for the open-
ing of new horizonswhich we now faintly glimpse will usher
in anew stage in human history. . . . For the next 50 years or
so the future belongs to America. The American empire and
mankind will not be opposites, but merely two namesfor the
universal order under peace and happiness. Novus orbister-
rarum.”

Strausz-Hupé' swords could have come directly from the
pages of Wells' The Open Conspiracy.

Some of the American recruits to the Open Conspiracy
were inducted via the “conventional” route of study at En-
gland's major indoctrination centers—Oxford, Cambridge,
etc. William Yandell Elliott, the Harvard Open Conspiracy
recruiter of asuccession of U.S. National Security Advisers,
including McGeorge Bundy, Henry Kissinger and Zbigniew
Brzezinski, was aRhodes Scholar to Oxford in the 1920s. He
gained his PhD at Baliol College, Oxford under the tutelage
of the school’ sleading Round Tabler, Alexander D. Lindsay,
whose Wilton Park post-World War Il indoctrination center
was the model upon which Elliott created the Harvard Sum-
mer Ingtitute. In published works like The New British Em-
pire, The Need for Constitutional Reformand A Round Table
for the Republic, Elliott, who was also aleading figurein the
Nashville Agrarian literary circle of Confederacy apologists,
made hisloyalty to the Open Conspiracy clear.

The intersecting careers of Strausz-Hupé and Elliott
spanned the period from the 1930s through to the present
(Strausz-Hupeé is still alive, Elliott died in 1979). Strausz-
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Hupéwrote for the Harvard Summer Institute’ sjournal Con-
fluence, and both Kissinger and Y andell Elliott were on the
editorial advisory board of Orbis from the very outset. The
combinedimpact of Strausz-Hupéand Elliott onsuchindivid-
uals as Brzezinski, Samuel P. Huntington, Henry A. Kiss-
inger, and McGeorge Bundy establishes them as pivotal fig-
uresin the advancement of the Open Conspiracy.
Which brings usto the events of Sept. 11, 2001.

“The coming world order will mark
the last phase in a historical
transition and cap the revolutionary
epoch of this century. The mission of
the American people is to bury the
nation states, lead their bereaved
peoples into larger unions, and
overawe with its might the would-be
saboteurs of the new order. . . .”
—Robert Strausz-Hupé

A Coup d’Etat in Progress

In the Jan. 11, 2002 issue of Executive Intelligence Re-
view, Lyndon LaRouche provided a comprehensive analysis
of the military-style coup d’ &tat that was attempted, with the
coordinated attacks on the World Trade Center and the Penta-
gon on last Sept. 11. LaRouche identified three components
of the coup plot, dispelling the preposterous notion, peddled
by the U.S. media, that Osama bin Laden and his al-Qaeda
organization, operating out of caves and primitive campsin
Afghanistan, were the authors of the Sept. 11 attack.

Thedegreeof precision of theattacks, theaccessto details
about the national security structuresof the United States, and
other features of the operation convinced LaRouche, from
the moment the attacks took place, that the attackers had the
backing of contaminated elements within the national secu-
rity structures of the United States. Without that inside input,
the attacks of Sept. 11 would have been impossible. Thiswas
the first component of the coup plot—the involvement of
“secret teams” of figures from inside the American national
security structures.

LaRouche acknowledged, in his “Zbigniew Brzezinski
and September 11" report, that we may never ferret out the
identities of those within the military and/or national security
structures of the United States who directly facilitated the
precision attacks of Sept. 11. He therefore concentrated, in-
stead, on the second component of the coup apparatus, the
“strategic authors’ of the attack, and identified them as the
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leading public proponents of the “clash of civilizations,” the
new, global religious Thirty Y earsWar. A careful mapping of
the behavior and deployments of individualslike Brzezinski,
Huntington, Richard Perle, and Bernard Lewis, in the hours
immediately following the attacks onthe World Trade Center
and the Pentagon, reveal ed powerful circumstantial evidence
of their complicity.

As LaRouche wrote in “Zbigniew Brzezinski and Sep-
tember 11”: “Thereisthe general political-strategic factor of
the ‘Clash of Civilizations' policy of Zbigniew Brzezinski,
Samuel Huntington, et al., of which the attempted military
coupwas merely asubsumed part. That policy istheprincipal
culprit, and the main body of the operation as a whole. . . .
This is the factor which continues to be reflected so vividly
in the ferocious factional battle within the U.S. government
and leading news media, the debate on such subjects as pro-
posing escalation of war against Irag.”

The third element of the coup apparatus identified by
LaRouche comprises those factions in Israel and inside the
neo-conservative Zionist apparatusin the United States who
are aligned with Ariel Sharon and the present command of
the Israeli Defense Forces (IDF), and who are prepared to
serve as, in LaRouche's words, “the implicit suicide-
bomber” detonator for a religious war in the Middle East at
any moment. Sharon’s “breakaway ally” posture, his covert
aliance with Hamas, Islamic Jihad, and other terrorist gangs
deployed against Yasser Arafat from inside the Palestinian
Authority territories, and his patronage of the Temple Mount
terror underground inside Isragl, defines him as a principal
asset of the coup. LaRouche also emphasized the additional
factor of the I sraeli espionage penetration and contamination
of the U.S. national security structures, as yet another facet
of the Sharon/IDF role as the third vital component of the
coup operation.

Our PurposeHere

An EIR investigative task force, commissioned by
LaRouche to prepare a soon-to-be-released campaign white
paper, has been working for the past four months assembling
evidence, detailing crucial facets of the coup. Thisdocumen-
tation, in the form of appended dossiers, will soon appear in
the LaRouche in 2004 specia report, the third in a series
of LaRouche Presidential campaign white papers produced
since Sept. 11 and directed at casting a spotlight of truth on
the perpetrators of thetreason. It will provide the documenta-
tion of the key features of LaRouche’ s* Zbigniew Brzezinski
and September 11" report.

What follows below is part of that documentation. To
look inside the minds of the Open Conspirators—Iliving and
dead—who shaped the strategic-political dimensions of the
still-ongoing coup d’ état attempt, we provide a series of per-
sonnel dossiers. The authors of the dossiers are Antony Pa-
pert, Scott Thompson, Stan Ezrol, Anton Chaitkin, and Jef-
frey Steinberg, with additional research done by Art Ticknor.

EIR January 25, 2002



Profiles

William Yandell Elliott

Born: May 12, 1896, Murfreeshboro, Tennessee.

Died: Jan. 9, 1979, Haywood, Virginia.

Family: William Yandell Elliott was the third by that
namein aline of “Tennessee Templars,” closely associated
with the Masonic founders of the post-Civil War Ku Klux
Klan. His grandfather (1827-93) was a Reconstruction-era
“radical” Republicanlegislator whowasreported to havepro-
voked deadly racial violence. This “provocateur” charge
against the first William Yandell Elliott is supported by the
fact that, although ostensibly an anti-slavery Republican, he
served under the Masonic command of Ku Klux Klan found-
ing member James Daniel Richardson, who, as a Congress-
manin 1898, |edthe campaign for theconstruction of amemo-
rial to Klan founder Albert Pikein the nation’ s capital.

Throughout his life, Elliott operated in concert with an
extended network of Nashville-centered cousins and friends
descended from this same circle of Ku Klux Klan founders,
whichformed, variously, the“Fugitive” poetsand the“ Nash-
villeAgrarians.” (See Stanley Ezrol, “ Seduced From Victory:
How the L ost Corpse Subvertsthe American Intellectual Tra-
dition,” EIR, Aug. 3, 2001, for afull account of theideas and
activities of the Nashville Agrarians.)

Education: Webb School, Bell Buckle, Tennessee,
Vanderbilt University, Nashville, Tennessee, B.A., 1917;
M.A., 1920; Balliol College, Oxford University, London, En-
gland (Rhodes Scholar), Ph.D., 1923.

Career: Elliott’ sentire career was dedicated to establish-
ing anew “dark age” of globally extended medieval feudal-
ism, built on the ruined remains of the United States and any
nation which strove to establish itself on any approximation
of American principles. From the Freemasonic elite of Mur-
freesboro, Tennessee, Elliott went on to play a major role
in shaping the Cold War predecessor to today’s “clash of
civilizations’” strategic policy from the period preceding
World War Il through at least the Johnson Administration.
Despite his occasional colorful utterances of loyalty to the
United States, he insisted throughout that the real enemy in
the Cold War was not communism, but American-style “na-
tionalism.”

Beyond hisrolein strategic policy, he was an FBI infor-
mant, and promoted “ anti-communist” educationinthepublic
schools. In the 1930s, he pointed out that “left-wing social-
ists” were among thefirst to recognize the danger of commu-
nism, and later, in the 1950s and ’ 60s, he collaborated with
leading socidlists, including Sidney Hook and James
Burnham, in the “ anti-communist” crusade.

Heserved asan adviser to at | east five Presidential admin-
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istrations, wasmentor toat | east five National Security Advis-
ers, the patron of two Secretaries of State, and educator of
dozens of officias, including Parliamentary representatives,
administrators, and heads of state from countries on every
inhabited continent.

Throughout his career, he coordinated operations be-
tween hishometown crowd—the“ Tennessee Templar” heirs
of the Ku Klux Klan—and the Cecil Rhodes “ Round Table’
movement with which he became associated during his
Rhodes Scholarship studies at Britain’s Balliol College at
Oxford University. Hisspeeches, published work, and private
correspondence emphasize that he viewed hislife’swork as
extending the “Round Table” movement worldwide. His di-
rection of theHarvard Summer School, includingHenry Kiss-
inger’s International Seminar, and the International Seminar
alumni associationswhich it spawned around theworld, were
all directed to this purpose. The affinity between the Round
Tablersand the Fugitivesisindicated by thefact that Fugitive
John Crowe Ransom (the grand-nephew of Ku Klux Klan
founder, James R. Crowe) preceded Elliott as a Rhodes
Scholar, Fugitive, and“ Templar”; Bill Frierson accompanied
him; and Fugitive Robert Penn Warren succeeded him.

Both movementsinsisted that themassof peoplenaturally
ought to live under thefixed rules of an oligarchy directed by
their “ betters.” Both movements hated the American Intellec-
tual Tradition ideathat all men and women ought to partici-
pate, through the ingtitution of the sovereign nation-state, in
the perpetual improvement of human capability over nature—
and over stupidity.

Althoughitisoften claimedthat Elliott rejected hisAgrar-
ian brethren’ syearning for the“Lost Cause” of the Confeder-
acy, he reported publicly, in 1956, at the age of 62, when he
was at the height of his Harvard career and an adviser to the
National Security Council, that he thought brother Donald
Davidson’s “Lee in the Mountains” was one of the finest
pieces of Fugitive poetry. There, Davidson conjures up not
only the spirit of Robert E. Lee, biding histimetill the day of
the great reconquest, but God Almighty, “Brooding within
the certitude of time, to bring this lost forsaken valor . . . to
flower among the hills to which we cleave, to fruit upon the
mountains whither we flee, never forsaking, never denying
His children and His children’s children forever.”

Also, in 1956, Elliott expressed his gratitude to Fugitive
“guru” Sidney Mttron Hirsch, whom he described asa“ mys-
tic philosopher,” for teaching himthat all of the great thinkers
of history werespecial peoplewith mystical powers, the*Epic
Examplars,” who passed on knowledge from generation to
generationthrough the occult meaningsof wordsintheir writ-
ings. While many thought hewas afat-headed, |oud-mouthed
pest, it would appear that Elliott viewed himself, and was
accepted by some, as at |east some sort of messenger to earth
of these “Exemplars.” A basic themein hiswork isthat it's
necessary to develop myths (which is what he means when
he speaks of true religion or spirituality) to control people.
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His son and collaborator, Ward, for instance, eulogized him
as “atrue Eleatic, aman who could overarch time and place
and deepen and enrich whatever time and place he might
occupy.” Hecompared hismission to that of the Round Table
of Arthurian legend (see “A Round Table for the Republic”
below). In pursuit of this epic mission, Elliott was quite will-
ing, as we shall see, to plunge all of humanity into a nuclear
holocaust and dark age.

The Round Table movement, to which Elliott was re-
cruited by his Oxford tutor, later Master of Balliol, A.D.
Lindsay, and others, consi sted of semi-secret Masonic or Ma-
sonic-like cells dedicated to smashing all nations and replac-
ing them with arevamped British Empire. It was founded by
Lindsay’ sOxford predecessors, John Ruskinand T.H. Green,
and continued, most notably, by Cecil Rhodes and Lord Al-
fred Milner, managing director of themammoath colonia min-
ing cartel Rio Tinto Zinc. Ruskin wasthefounder of the* pre-
Raphaelite’ cultural movement, which viewed the Itaian
Golden Renaissance as the worst disaster of modern history,
and strove to restore pre-Renaissance feudalism. They were
obsessedwith Britain’ slossof itsmajor North American colo-
nies, and determined to reorganize the British Empire into
the collection of quasi-autonomous units now known as the
“Commonwealth,” both to avoid pressurefor further colonial
independence, andto lurethe United Statesback into thefold.

Elliott’ sfour-decade campaignto scrapthe U.S. Constitu-
tion, based on invidious comparisons to Great Britain and its
Canadian colony, is pure Round Table, asisthe Royal Insti-
tute of International Affairs, headgquartered at Chatham

30 Feature

brethren of the British Round
Tables.

House, withwhich Elliott and his*kindergarten” havecoordi-
nated their efforts. Elliott’s Round Table contemporariesin-
cluded a fellow Lindsay protégé, top British historian and
intelligence director of Chatham House, Arnold Toynbee;
Lord Lothian of the notoriously pro-Nazi “Cliveden Set”;
Lord Leconsfield, later director of Britain’s Tavistock Insti-
tute psychological warfare center; and media magnate Wil-
liam Waldorf Astor. The whole intertwined complex of elite
“British-American-Canadian” foreign policy think-tanks,
councils, and conferences, including the New Y ork Council
on Foreign Relations, the Trilateral Commission, the Bilder-
berg Conferences, the Ditchley Foundation, the Aspen Insti-
tute, the International Institute for Strategic Studies, and doz-
ens of other think-tanks, were founded and operate under the
influence of the Round Tables.

Elliott’s tutor Lindsay was a Fabian socialist, and a top
activist in the Workers' Educational Association and the
Christian Social movement, both outgrowths of the Round
Tables * Settlement House” movement, which involved mid-
dle and upper class “intellectuals’ going sSlumming to main-
tain lower-class solidarity with their schemes. In her biogra-
phy of Lindsay, his daughter, Lady Drusilla Scott,
characterized him with these statements from his Oxford as-
sociates, which (especially whenyourealizethat Lady Drusi-
[lathought these commentswere quiteflattering) give asense
of the duplicitous Fabian Round Tabler mentality:

“1 have never been able to distinguish in my own mind
between Lindsay and Oliver Cromwell. . . . Each of them had
asense of being one of the elect.”
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The Elliott “ kindergarten” includes such Nashville Agrariansas
Robert Penn Warren (left) and John Crowe Ransom; all three
were also British Rhodes Scholars.

“By nature [he is] alotos-eater [sic], areactionary, and a
believer in aristocracy, who has deluded himself and his
friendsinto regarding him asan idedlist, aradical, and a col-
lectivist.”

From 1947 through 1950, after having been dubbed“Lord
Lindsay of Birker” as aresult of the British Labour Party’s
1946 electionvictory, Lindsay chaired the Academic Council
of theWilton Park center for “ re-educating” Germanstovirtu-
ally incorporate that nation as a dominion of the Common-
wealth. Wilton Park had been founded by Sir Kenneth Strong,
Director General of Political Intelligence of the British For-
eign Office, later a director of the multinational financial gi-
ant, Eagle Star Insurance Co. Its student body, totalling 8,000
initsfirst decade, were mostly German POWSs being re-edu-
cated to the Round Table cult. Lecturersincluded Lord and
Lady Astor, Bertrand Russell, and Arnold Toynbee, and it
wasdirected by Heinz K oeppler, head of the Foreign Office's
Psychological Warfare Division. Leaders of all major Ger-
man political parties, and other notables including Ralf
Dahrendorf, longtime head of the L ondon School of Econom-
ics, were Wilton Park graduates.

Elliott’s other recorded associates at Oxford include the
mystic poets William Butler Yeats (the estranged lodge
brother of the 20th Century’ stop Satanist, Aleister Crowley)
and “White Goddess” cultist Robert Graves. In his officia
capacity as“editor in absentia’ of the Fugitive, he used these
contactsto promote his“ Templar” friendsasan international
literary phenomenon.

Returned with his Ph.D. from Oxford, Elliott used his
base on the Harvard University Government faculty (1925-
63) to establish the now familiar pattern of the private univer-
sity and think-tank functionary, with connectionsto the high-
est level of high finance (Elliott’s personal contactsincluded
the Rockefeller brothers, Paul Mellon, W. Averell Harriman,
and the Richardson Foundation), serving, at the same time,
as ahigh-level government policy adviser and official. This
follows the Round Table insistence that government should
be run by the “great interests,” not elected “amateurs.” His
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associates and protégés, who developed this pattern to the
point of dangerous absurdity, include National Security Ad-
visers McGeorge Bundy, Walt Rostow, Henry Kissinger,
Zbigniew Brzezinski, and Richard Allen; Secretaries of State
Kissinger and Dean Rusk; and foreign and domestic policy
officials Samuel Huntington, Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., Paul
Nitze, and Robert Bowie.

His government work promoted the Round Table “dark
age” agenda, both through the internal reorganization of the
government, and the devel opment of strategic policiesin sup-
port of the “New British Empire.” By the end of the 1930s,
and increasingly through the 1950s and '60s, he operated
at the highest level of those strategic, quasi-military, quasi-
intelligence coup-ist ingtitutions, including the Foreign Pol-
icy Research Institute and the National Strategy Information
Center, which have been dangerously successful in placing
Round Table operativesin leading positions within the U.S.
and other governments. He was afrequent lecturer at all sorts
of strategic policy and “anti-communist” events, including at
U.S. War Collegesand military academies, at least up through
thelate 1960s.

PositionsHeld:

* The President’s Committee on Administrative Man-

agement (1936).

e Business Advisory Council, under Averdll Harriman
(2937).

* War Production Board (and predecessor agencies)
(1940).

» House Special Committee on Postwar Economic Pol-
icy and Planning (1945).

 Staff director of both the House Committee on Foreign
Affairs and the House Select Committee on Foreign Aid,
headed by Christian A. Herter of Massachusetts(1947). (State
Department Official CharlesP. Kindleberger, who had to deal
with Elliott in this period, reported that “he was a big blow-
hard. Hereally just wanted to be busy. Y ou know that hegave
acourseat Harvard which was called Elliott in war, Elliott in
peace, Elliottintheheartsof hiscountrymen” (transcript from
the Harry S Truman Library ora history archive).

« Office of Defense Mobilization (1951).

« Policy Planning Board of theNational Security Council
(1953). (Hereported to the 1956 Vanderbilt University Fugi-
tives reunion, that while in this position, he wrote a poem
about atomic war. It has never been published.)

» Adviser to Secretary of State Dean Rusk (the former
head of the Rockefeller Foundation, whom Elliott had recom-
mended for the post) (1963).

His private academic and think-tank service, beyond his
government faculty position, included:

* Director of the Harvard Summer School (1949-60).
From this position, he arranged to place his leading protége,
Kissinger, ashead of the International Seminar, and editor of
itsmagazine, Confluence, for which hearranged Rockefeller,
Ford, and Richardson Foundation financing. The Summer
School and Seminar, as specified by itscharter, brought “ per-
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sons between the ages of 26 and 45 who are on the verge
of reaching positions of leadership in their own countries,”
including parliamentarians, academics, and others, from
around the world, in order to shape postwar strategic, educa-
tional, and cultural policy. Elliott hasstressed that theregional
and national associations of International Seminar alumni,
including, for instance, the annual European reunions at the
Rockefeller family complex, in Bellagio, Italy, were exten-
sions of the Round Tables. Itsmethod of operation paralleled
that of Lord Lindsay’ sWilton Park, except that it selected out
and indoctrinated potentia leaders from around the world,
not just German POWSs.

Along with Eastern Establishment types, Round Tablers,
and W.B. Yeats' protegé Frank O’ Connor, Elliott’ s Fugitive-
Agrarian brethren, notably Allen Tate, John Crowe Ransom,
and Andrew Nelson Lytle (the admiring biographer of the Ku
Klux Klan'sfirst Imperial Wizard) were prominently associ-
ated with Elliott and Kissinger on the advisory board of Con-
fluence, and the faculty.

Present Associations: Foreign Policy Research Institute
(FPRI); Foreign Service Educational Foundation, which
spawned JohnsHopkins University School for Advanced and
International Studies; American University; Woodrow Wil-
son Foundation Committee on American Education and
Communism; Council on Foreign Relations; National Strat-
egy Information Center; American Bar Association Commit-
tee on Education About Communism; L eague-to-Save-Car-
thage.

Publications:

e The Pragmatic Revolt in Politics (1928). Based on his
Balliol doctoral dissertation, thisisatortured “proof” of the
central ideain Elliott’ smethod, which, in private communica-
tion, heliked torefer to as* Futilitarianism breeds Brutalitari-
anism.”

Briefly, he ignores Platonic, Leibnizian scientific ad-
vances but says modern scienceis“ pragmatism” (the amoral
philosophy that says what has “cash value’ is true, or, as
is said now, “If it works for you . . .”). States based on this
“Futilitarianism,” hesays, inviteatotalitarian (fascist or com-
munist) “Brutalitarian” reaction. Having eliminated the Pla-
tonicideaof acognitive principleknowableto human beings,
he insists that the only defense against this syndrome is to
manufacture myths to promote Fundamentalist spiritualism.
He seemsnot to noticethat the “ Futilitarian” and “Brutalitar-
ian” philosophies he claimsto oppose, are themselves based
onirrational myths, asis the terror which is called “clash of
civilizations.” Blithely, he promotes his solution: Spread the
Round Table and revive the British Empire.

» TheNew British Empire (1932). Here, Elliott promotes
the core Round Tableidea, calling the post-World War | Brit-
ish Empire*” possibly thegreatest modern political organism,”
especialy the way its “permanent official[s]” dominate the
elected government, as the model for building a new global
order. This, and his other “Constitutional Reform” work,

32 Feature

draw on the ideas presented by Lord Lindsay in locations
including hislecture” The Stateand Society” (1916), and The
Modern Democratic State (1943).

» The Need for Constitutional Reform (1935). This is
Elliott’s major Round Table proposal for a Constitutional
Convention to re-organize the United States on the British
Empiremodel. Here, heclaimsthisisthe only way to prevent
the United States from going fascist or communist.

The key idea is to replace the states with autonomous
“regional commonwealths.” Each of these commonwealths,
and the central government, is to be run by a permanent bu-
reaucracy, rather than by the elected officials (which he de-
rides as“amateur administration). Economic policy isto be
runby a“Nationa Council” composed of “thegreat economic
interests of the country . . . bankers, . .. labor, ... etc.” (in
other words, the nobility). The proposal wasidentified asone
of the“Pillars of Agrarianism,” in a series of Agrarian tracts
between 1935 and 1938.

* “TheModern State, Karl Marx, and Mr. Laski,” South-
ern Review (Fall 1935). Here, Elliott claims, among other
things, that “nationalism” is the cause of war, and calls for
thecreation of “nobler myths’ in order “to reshape order from
chaos, asthe Holy Roman Empiredid.”

« “If America Goes Fascist,” American Mercury (June
1938). “The crisis of the American Constitution,” an address
at the College of William and Mary in Virginia summarizes
his argument for mercy killing of the Constitution.

« The City of Man: A Declaration of World Democracy
(1940). Thisis ajoint declaration, in the tradition of H.G.
Wells' Open Conspiracy, by a committee, coordinated by
Robert Maynard Hutchins, and including Elliott on its execu-
tive board, consisting of Nashville Agrarians, agents of Ber-
trand Russell and H.G. Wells, Frankfurt School allies, and
others. It urges the United States to enter the war for the
purpose of establishing asingleworld empireunder a“demo-
craticaristocracy,” culturally controlled throughasinglereli-
gion—thereligion of democracy—to which all other church,
family, educational, and neighborhood associations would
have to subordinate themselves, and defended by a single
military/law enforcement apparatus, for the chief aim of safe-
guarding the “treasure of English culture.”

e “A Time for War,” Virginia Quarterly Review (Au-
tumn 1941).

e The British Commonwealth at War (1943). Elliott
helped edit this collection of essays at the urging of British
Intelligence’s John Wheeler-Bennett, to build support for
America sdefense of the British Empire. Oneof the contribu-
tors, Sir Eric Roll, wasto become adirector of S.G. Warburg
and the Bank of England.

 “A Time for Peace?’ Virginia Quarterly Review
(Spring 1946).

» Western Palitical Heritage (1949), co-edited with Nell
A. McDondd. Thisis Elliott’s Harvard textbook, which be-
came, for years, the core of Harvard undergraduate education
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Lord Bertrand Russell was the founder, along with H.G. Wells, of
the anti-industrial, One Worldist movement, of which Elliott
became the most influential U.S. spokesman.

in history and culture. It was compiled with the assi stance of
Carl J. Friedrich, Samuel H. Beer, Brian A. McGrath, S.J.,
Henry A. Kissinger, and others.

Elliott’s own essay in the collection, “Can We Organize
aFreeWorld, Under Law?’ isarevision of his1946 Virginia
Quarterly Review article. In it, he uses the newly discovered
threat of nuclear war to argue for the immediate forced
establishment of the “New British Empire,” demanded by
the City of Man committee, even at the cost of human civili-
zation. He described the clash with “communism,” in ways
now used by his protégés to support the need for global war
against Islam:

“It is not simply the clash of open as against closed sys-
tems. It isin the very nature of the spiritual value which each
represents. Christianmorality, after all, putsan ultimatevalue
ontheindividual whichisincompatiblewiththe*transitional’
stage of communist dictatorship.”

After explaining that the threat of “ communism” isreally
the Round Tablers' old bugaboo, the threat of “national-
ism"—especialy American, Russian, and Chinese—he in-
sists that the United States must accept “the full implication
of asurrender of our own sovereignty to whatever degree is
necessary to get a sufficient strength mobilized in Western
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Europe and el sewhereto deter aggression. It means accepting
.. .world control of atomic energy with no reservationswhat-
soever. . . . If we cannot force Russiato join us under aworld
system. . . wemay haveto choosethe path of armed strength,
lead where it may.”

Heisequally clear on where it may lead: “If humanity is
bent on extinction by the tens of millions in all the main
centers of population, conceivably the Dark Ages might de-
scend once more and the insects might have their innings at
trying to develop a higher form of life. . .. What isreally in
question is how a future world order is going to be created
that will succeed nationalism.”

He concludes by invoking his mystic “Epic Exemplar”
demi-gods: “The rest of the world is an open arena for this
tremendous conflict for the human soul. The challenge must
produce once more for us atruly epic leadership and an epic
response by our demaocratic world if it isto be met.”

* Mohilization Planning and the National Security,
1950-60, Problems and | ssues (1950).

» United Sates Foreign Policy: Its Organization and
Control (1952), report of a study group sponsored by the
Woodrow Wilson Foundation and the National Planning As-
sociation, chaired by Elliott.

» ThePalitical Economy of American Foreign Policy; Its
Concepts, Strategy, and Limits(1955); report of astudy group
sponsored by the Woodrow Wilson Foundation and the Na-
tional Planning Association, chaired by Elliott.

» Television’sImpact on American Culture (1956).

e “A Round Table for the Republic’ (1968). This essay
wasincluded asan appendix tothe 1968 edition of hisdoctoral
dissertation, The Pragmatic Revolt in Palitics. In this year,
marking the end of his academic career and the beginning of
Kissinger's career as czar of American foreign policy, Elliott
reiterated his continuing commitment to a“Round Table for
the Republic,” which he had consistently promoted since at
least as far back as 1956. This “Round Table,” he wrote,
should select “ those peoplewho best represent the best princi-
ples.” He added, “We must find funds which our thousands
of foundations could amply provide, privately, and ways to
supply them with astaff of young men who would themselves
be potential members of this highly honoured and motivated
group. They would be particularly fit for the honor if, after
being tried out and given missions to perform, they really
succeeded . . . with honor and dignity, with self-effacing ser-
vice and heroic willingness to undertake missions no matter
how dangerous or difficult. Thisiswhat the Round Table of
the Arthurian legend suggests. . . . | would hope the Round
Tables could be spread on an international base by a parent
Round Tablefor Freedom. . . . We had the makings of some-
thinglikethisonalower-level model inthewell-chosenrepre-
sentation of the Harvard International Summer Seminars set
up during the ten years which | ran the Summer School, and
with Henry Kissinger as the prime guide for it through most
of hislife.”
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Robert Strausz-Hupé

Founded the Foreign Policy Research Institute (FPRI), for
half a century a highly-influential arm of the apparatus of
influenceinvolving William Yandell Elliott, Henry Kissinger,
Zbigniew Brzezinski and their co-thinkers, against the U.S
Congtitution. Heis, for the entire span of half a century, lead-
ing advocate of world empire to “ bury” the nation-states,
including America.

Early Years: Born 1903, Vienna, Austria. Educated in
Austrian secondary school system. Came to United States
in1923.

Positions Held: Investment banker (1927-37); during
World War I1, United Statesgovernment project on post-War
resettlement; faculty of theUniversity of Pennsylvania(1946-
69); Director, Foreign Policy Research Institute at University
of Pennsylvania (1955-69); foreign policy adviser to Presi-
dent Richard Nixon; Ambassador to Ceylon (1970-72); Am-
bassador to Belgium (1972-74); Ambassador to Sweden
(1974-76); Ambassador to NATO (1976-77); Ambassador to
Turkey (1981-89).

Profile:

After brokering for Russian emigrés and managing Wall
Street investments in early Nazi Germany, Strausz-Hupé
wrote Geopolitics, published in 1942. The book won him
career sponsorship at the hands of Isaiah Bowman, who
brought Strausz-Hupé into secret government work, and into
the circles of Director of Central Intelligence Allen Dulles
and the British-Wall Street power axis.

Bowman, ageopolitican who opposed the post-War aims
of President Franklin Delano Roosevelt, had been the director
of the intelligence apparatus called The Inquiry, for Colonel
Edward House, controller of the Woodrow Wilson Adminis-
tration. Bowman, with Walter Lippmannand other right-wing
advocates of H.G. Wells' utopian One-World doctrines,
brought British utopian subversion into U.S. policymaking;
Bowmanwasatop Council on Foreign Relations(CFR) orga-
nizer, committed to using Wilson's Presidency to sink the
Constitution and American sovereignty.

Foreign Policy Resear ch Instituteand Orbis

Strausz-Hupé created FPRI in the 1950s, immediately
putting his close collaborator William Yandell Elliott, and
Elliott's creature Henry Kissinger, on the advisory board of
FPRI’s magazine, Orhis.

Intheinaugural issue(1957) of that geopolitical quarterly,
Strausz-Hupé€'s essay, “The Balance of Tomorrow,” pre-
dicted within the next 50 yearsthe fall of communism, then a
new global empire initially under the United States, and fi-
nally thewrecking of the U.S.A. and the transfer of rule over
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the world to another, unnamed country.

Hewrote:

“Will the coming world order be the American universal
empire?. ...t must bethat ... [it] will mark the last phase
in a historical transition. . .. The mission of the American
peopleisto bury the nation-states, lead their bereaved peoples
into larger unions, and overawe with its might the would-be
saboteursof the new order who have nothing to offer mankind
but a putrefying ideology and brute force.

“Itislikely that the accomplishment of this mission will
exhaust the energies of Americaand that, then, the historical
center of gravity will shift to another people. But this will
matter little.. . . Forthenext fifty yearsor sothefuturebelongs
to America. The American empire and mankind will not be
opposites, but merely two namesfor theuniversal order under
peace and happiness. Novus orbisterrarum.”

To put this strategy into practice, Strausz-Hupé beganin
1969 anew career asadiplomat and aleading Nixon foreign
policy adviser, “aternative’ to Henry Kissinger.

Most notableishis eight years as Ambassador to Turkey.
There he pressed the schemes of Britain’s Bernard Lewis,
who sought a new “Ottoman Empire,” with Turkic uprisings
in and around the Soviet Union, simultaneously a Turkish
alliancewith aGreater Israel to enflame and disrupt the Mus-
limworld.

Strausz-Hupé installed as his hand-picked successor as
director of FPRI, Daniel Pipes, aradical right-wing Zionist
who haspumped out hatematerial against | slam and promoted
thelsragl-breakaway-ally scenario to wreck the United States
(seeLyndon H. LaRouche, Jr., “TheWorld To Be Seen From
Sunday,” EIR, Oct. 26, 2001).

FPRI has emerged as a center for the putschists’ clash of
civilizations attack. Current Orbis board members include
Ronald Lauder, prime bankroller for Ariel Sharon and Benja-
minNetanyahu; Bernard L ewis; Samuel Huntington; Alexan-
der Haig; neoconservative leaders Midge Decter and Martin
Peretz; former Attorney General Richard Thornburgh; former
CIA Director James Woolsey; and Strausz-Hupé himself,
though now aged 98 and incapacitated.

Publications:

 Geopolitics: The Sruggle for Space and Power (1942)
is advertised as having brought the word “ geopolitics’ into
the American vocabulary.

In this book, Strausz-Hupé wildly liesthat Nazism is the
result of America snationalist economicsand foreign policy.

Nazi GeopoliticsIntroduced to America

Hewritesthat the Second World War “isbeing waged for
theredistribution of space,” and that the British Empire*“bars
the road to expansionist tendencies the world over.” But the
Nazis are challenging this, he says, by trying to solve all
internal socio-economic problems “by the conquest of space
and still more space.”

Where do the Nazis get this doctrine of geopolitics?
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Strausz-Hupé announces that the first to present the “theory
of space as the prerequisite of national greatness’ was the
German-born, American protectionist economist Friederich
List! Hesaysthat Ligt, “thefriend of Henry Clay and student
of Alexander Hamilton, originated the theory of living space
(Lebensraum).” Here Strausz-Hupé links the American Sys-
tem of Hamilton and Lincoln, with Hitlerism. He claims that
List believed Germany “ should expand her manufacture and
commerce through protective legislation and a Navigation
Act. But, for economic progress, she needed an extended and
conveniently bounded territory reaching from the North and
Baltic Seasto the Black and Adriatic Seas.”

In the book, Strausz-Hupé traces Nazi political strategy
further back, to America’s Monroe Doctrine! He claims it
was mere “applied geography,” without any basisin “rights
construed from historic precedents.” In fact, President Mon-
roe’ s message constituting the Doctrine to Congress actually
contrasted the Hapsburg monarchy’s political system (be-
loved of Strausz Hupé) with that of the United States, and
calledfor theprotectivetariffsand government transport proj-
ectswhich Strausz-Hupé reviles.

But hewrites, “ The Monroe Doctrineisthefirst and most
significant application of geopolitical principles, and [Hitler
strategist Karl] Haushofer [ co-author of Hitler’ sMein Kampf]
... wasinspired in histheorizing by American redlities.”

Haushofer himself insisted that his work derived from
British imperia strategist Halford Mackinder. Strausz-Hupé
denied that Mackinder, whose “brilliance” he revered, was
Haushofer’ s source. And after |saiah Bowman hired Strausz-
Hupé into his U.S. Government geopolitics nest, Bowman
and his friends got the aged Mackinder to write an essay
for the New York Council on Foreign Relations magazine
Foreign Affairs (July 1943), which argued for breaking the
World War |1 aliance of the United States with Russia.
MacKinder’ sessay expressed theneed, instead, for an Ameri-
can empire on British lines.

« The Balance of Tomorrow (1945).

 The Zone of Indifference (1952).

* International Relations in the Age of the Conflict Be-
tween Democracy and Dictatorship (1954).

» Power and Community (1956).

« Theldea of Colonialism (1958).

* Co-author, Protracted Conflict (1959).

» Forward Srategy for America (1961).

 Building the Atlantic World (1963).

* In My Time: An Eclectic Autobiography (1965). Here,
Strausz-Hupé devotes considerable verbiage to his lifelong
idol-worship for Napoleon Bonaparte, perhapsthereal origi-
nal geopolitician, whose desireto conquer the Eurasian heart-
land (Russia) preceded M ackinder and Haushofer.

Strausz Hupé describes in veiled terms his adventures
with various fascists in post-World War | Germany, and his
Germanworkinthe1930sfor Wall Street and British bankers.
He names, however, none of these institutions.
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But he identifies in the Autobiography one individual,
Gero von Schulze-Gaevernitz, as his longtime friend, from
their days together in Munich just after World War |. Gaev-
ernitzwasan early Nazi activist, withfamily tiesto New Y ork
bankers when they were backing the rise of Hitler. He left
Germany and as World War |l was winding up, became the
main German adviser to Allen Dulles in arranging terms for
the surrender of Nazi leaders.

Here Gaevernitz's path crossed again with that Strausz-
Hupé, who began working with Dulles—before and after the
latter ran the Central Intelligence Agency—on political proj-
ects such asthe postwar order in Germany, and the Free Cuba
Committee, the putchist group to which Lee Harvey Oswald
belonged.

» With the fall of the Soviet Union in 1991, Strausz-
Hupé's 1957 essay wasreissued in the December 1991-Janu-
ary 1992 issue of Orbis. Introducing the 1957 piece, Daniel
Pipes explained that Strausz-Hupé had foreseen the death of
communism and that near the end of the millennium, the
United States would and must institute a new universal em-
pire. Pipes emphasized that only this would assure the “ sur-
vival of Western culture and of mankind.” He reminded the
reader that the journal’s name comes from Novus orbis ter-
rarum, the last phrase of the Strausz-Hupé essay, Latin for
“new world order.”
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Sir Henry Alfred Kissinger

Title: Knight Commander of St. Michael and St. George.

Early Years: Born in Fuerth, Germany, May 27, 1923,
to L ouisand Paula(née Stern) Kissinger. Emigrated to United
Stateswith family before World War 11, via Britain, and was
naturalized in 1943.

Military Service: Served in U.S. Army 1943-46, where
he met hisfirst mentor, Fritz Kraemer of the AUS Counterin-
telligence Corps (CIC), who referred to Kissinger fondly as
“my little Jew.” Kissinger had been part of the Army Special-
ized Training Program, totrain acoreof personnel whowould
direct theoccupation of Germany. Kraemer obtained for Kiss-
inger a position as interpreter for the General heading the
Intelligence Division. And, after a brief stint in an occupied
German village, Kraemer next got Kissinger posted to the
European Command Intelligence School at Oberammergau,
which was an offshoot of the British Wilton Park “re-educa-
tion” project, out of which the British recruited a host of
agents who were put into leading positions in postwar Ger-
many. The head of Wilton Park at thistimewas Heinz Koep-
pler, head of the Psychol ogical Warfare Division of the Politi-
cal Intelligence Division, British Foreign Office.

Family: First marriage to Ann Fleischer, 1949; two chil-
dren, Elizabeth and David; divorced 1964; second marriage
to Nancy Maginnes, former executive secretary to David
Rockefeller, March 30, 1974.

Education: After Fritz Kraemer told him that “a gentle-
man does not attend City College,” Kissinger gained entrance
toHarvard University, receiving his: A.B. summa cumlaude,
1950; M.A., 1952; and, Ph.D., 1954. With William Y andell
Elliott as histhesis adviser, Kissinger wrote a 300-page dis-
sertation, The Meaning of History: Reflections on Spengler,
Toynbee, and Kant.

Sometime during this period of study, Kissinger was sent
to a“group therapy” program run by the Tavistock Institute
of London, whose director, H.V. Dicks, had developed the
“madness doctrine” for British conduct during World War 11
ashead of Psychological Warfare Studies under the Supreme
Headquarters of the Allied Expeditionary Forces. It was ap-
parently under the gui dance of Tavistock’ sbrainwashing ses-
sions, that Kissinger began to espouse the doctrine of “credi-
ble irrationality” as the basis for tactical nuclear warfare
against the U.S.S.R.

PositionsHeld:

» Under the direction of William Yandell Elliott, Kiss-
inger became Executive Director of theHarvard I nternational
Seminar (1951-69); he was aso the Seminar’s Director of
Defense Studiesfor the program (1958-69). Kissinger served
as the editor of the seminar’s publication, Confluence, An
International Forum, which was founded in 1951, until its
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demisein1958. TheHarvard International Seminar washbased
upon the model of Wilton Park, and numerous future world
leaderswerebothindoctrinated and recruited asAnglo-Amer-
ican “agents of influence,” by Kissinger and his new men-
tor, Elliott.

Confluence wasfounded by Elliott to create Novus nasci-
tur ordo (“a new order is born”), an apparent reference to
H.G. Wells' 1928 Open Conspiracy. The publication was
funded by the Smith Richardson Foundation and the Ford
Foundation (under the presidency of John McCloy), and its
Advisory Board included another Elliott protége, McGeorge
Bundy. Two consecutive 1956 issues of the magazine were
devoted to Ku Klux Klan proponent and “Wellsian Demo-
crat,” President Woodrow Wilson. Other authorsranged from
British fascist Enoch Powell, to Karl Jaspers, who helped
popul arize fascist ideologue Friedrich Nietszche.

« Through Elliott, Kissinger was brought into a number
of national security agencies, including: consultant to the Op-
eration’ s Research Office (1950-61); consultant to the Direc-
tor of the Psychological Strategy Board (1952); consultant to
the Operations Coordinating Board (1955); and consultant to
the Weapons Systems Evaluation Group (1959-60).

 Kissinger, under the patronage of New Y ork Council
on Foreign Relations’ Chairman John J. McCloy, and of CFR
member McGeorge Bundy, served as Study Director of the
CFR'’ s Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy task force.

» Hewas amember of the faculty of the Department of
Government, at the Center for International Affairs, Harvard
University (1954-69). He clashed frequently with the Cen-
ter’ sdirector, Robert Bowie, and was known to fellow profs
as“Kissassinger.” At the sametime, Kissinger was associate
professor of government at Harvard (1959-69); he became a
full professorin 1962, and served thereuntil 1969. Hisposting
at the Center for International Affairs secured his Harvard
tenure—over strenuous objectionsfrom some senior faculty.
Elliott and Bundy, then aHarvard Dean, wereinstrumental in
overcoming the opposition.

« Director of Specia StudiesProject, Rockefeller Broth-
ers Fund, Inc. (1956-58).

« Consultant to the Department of State (1956-69).

 Kissinger was a consultant to the National Security
Council under Assistant tothe President for National Security
AffairsMcGeorge Bundy beginningin 1961, but hewasfired
ondirect order by President John F. Kennedy, when he pushed
for the use of theater nuclear weaponsduringthe Berlincrisis
of that year.

 Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
in both the Nixon and Ford Administrations (1969-75).

* Secretary of State (1973-77).

Throughout his career, true to his pedigree as William
Yandell Elliott's protégé, Kissinger was a self-confessed
agent of the British. He delivered a keynote speech at the
Royal Institute of International Affairs (Chatham House) on
May 10, 1982, at an event commemorating the 200th anniver-
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sary of thecreation of the British Foreign Office, duringwhich
he freely acknowledged his British agentry (see full text in
EIR, Jan. 11, 2002). In the course of alengthy diatribe against
President Franklin Delano Roosevelt’ soppositionto Sir Win-
ston Churchill’s goal of recolonization after World War 11,
Kissinger admitted: “In my White House incarnation then, |
kept the British Foreign Office better informed and more
closely engaged than | did the American State Department—
apracticewhich, with al affection for things British, | would
not recommend be made permanent.” Kissinger went on to
say that he formulated policy based upon British Foreign Of -
fice documents, “even when | did not fully grasp the distinc-
tion between a working paper and a Cabinet-approved doc-
ument.”

From the beginning of his posting in the Cabinet, Kiss-
inger, who was in regular contact with the British Foreign
Officeand 10 Downing Street, set out to destroy Secretary of
State William P. Rogers and Secretary of Defense Melvin
Laird. Both they and President Richard Nixon had intended
to withdraw from Vietnam during the first few weeks of the
new administration. Moreover, Secretary Rogers, with the
backing of President Nixon, sought a solution to the Middle
East crisis, which involved development of the Middle East
using Western Europe as a partner, and engaging Russian
assistance in the process. Within two weeks of Nixon’sinau-
guration, the “Rogers Plan” was presented to the NSC by
Undersecretary of State Joseph Sisco, who stressed that not
only must the United States act in an “evenhanded way” to-
ward the Arab states and Israel, but that |srael must be pres-
suredtogiveupthelandit had conquered duringthe 1967 war.

The British deployed Kissinger to wreck this program.
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British agent of influence
Henry Kissinger (left), with
David Rockefeller.

Thishedid successfully, whilebringing theworld to the brink
of thermonucl ear war and economicruin. Heconvinced Presi-
dent Nixon that, both in Vietnam and the Middle East, the
U.S.S.R. was testing American “will,” and could not be a
partner in peace. The result of the destruction of the “Rogers
Plan” wasthe 1973 Middle East War and ensuing “ oil shock.”
Later, Kissinger offered both Syria and Israel the right to
partition Lebanon, during the process of which he sought to
destroy the Palestine Liberation Organization. In this way,
Kissinger orchestrated the Lebanese civil war, which served
asamodel for thedestabilization of Iran, and the semi-perma:
nent destabilization of the entire Near East.

In Spring 1975, after Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr. issued his
International Development Bank (IDB) proposal for a new,
goldreserve-backed monetary system, Kissinger flew toParis
to scotch LaRouche's ongoing talks with prominent Middle
East government officials, both Arab and Israeli. One Arab
statewasthreatened withimmediate cut-off of Americanfood
aid, unless it dropped plans to host LaRouche at a diplo-
matic reception.

As for the Vietnam War, it had dragged on and on, as
the American Gl “body count” rose until Kissinger finally
negotiated a ceasefirein 1973 (never implemented), and then
the U.S. withdrew in 1975. In the process, Kissinger secretly
expanded the war to Cambodia and Laos. Kissinger’ s secret,
illegal bombing of Cambodia, beginning in 1970, killed sev-
eral hundred thousand Cambodian peasants, and drove them
into the arms of the genocidal Khmer Rouge, which slaugh-
tered severa millions of that nation’s population during its
1975-79reignof terror. Under any just criteriaof prosecution,
Kissinger would be indicted as responsible for the Cambo-

Features 37



Kissinger and the ‘Get
LaRouche’ Task Force

Henry Kissinger had declared war against Lyndon H.
LaRouche, Jr. from at least the time that Kissinger was
Secretary of State. This first phase was followed in Aug.
19,1982, by aletter addressed by Henry tothen-FBI Direc-
tor William Webster, demanding the frame-up of
LaRouche on bogus charges of hostile foreign associa-
tions, and the destruction of the LaRouche poalitical
movement.

The Kissinger letter was followed by a January 1983
rump meeting of the President’ s Foreign Intelligence Ad-
visory Board, attended by such Kissinger croniesasDavid
Abshire, who founded the Center for Strategic and Interna-
tional Studies; PFIAB Vice-Chairman Leo Cherne (chair-
man of the British intelligence-inspired International Res-

cue Committee); and Edward Bennett Williams (attorney
to Katharine Graham of the Washington Post). There, a
direct order was given to FBI Director Webster to initiate
aninvestigation of thefunding of LaRoucheand hisassoci-
ates, noting that: “In view of the large amounts obviously
being expended worldwide, the question was raised
whether . . . [these activities] might be funded by hostile
foreignintelligence agencies.”

Under Executive Order 12333, which set the guide-
lines for FBI and other national security investigations, a
massiveillegal campaignwaslaunched against LaRouche,
which culminated in an Oct. 6-7, 1986 government para-
military raid of the LaRouche movement’ s publishing of-
ficesin Leesburg, Virginia, aimed at murdering the three-
time Presidential candidate. When the assassination effort
was blocked, the Justice Department staged a series of
bogus prosecutions of LaRouche and associates that sent
adozen individuals, including LaRouche, to Federal and
state prisons.

dian genocide.

Kissinger’'s Cambodian genocideis merely the“tip of the
iceberg,” intermsof Sir Henry’ sschemesfor global genocide
on a scale greater than that envisioned by Adolf Hitler. On
Dec. 10, 1974, Kissinger had the National Security Council
staff draft “National Security Study Memorandum 200: Im-
plicationsof Worl dwide Population Growth for U.S. Security
Overseas Interests’ (NSSM 200), which would make geno-
cide the official national security policy of the U.S gov-
ernment.

Later declassified, NSSM 200 calls for holding world
populationat 8hillion, rather thanthe 22 billionthen projected
for 2075. Arguing that population growth of this dimension
would cause “wars and revolutions,” NSSM 200 recom-
mends the use of “food control” to stop rapid population
growth, and argues that modern, intensive agricultural meth-
ods that might feed the growth of populations otherwise,
would require “too much capital expenditure.” NSSM 200
arguesthat shoul d the popul ationsof theless-devel oped coun-
triesgrow, they would consumefuel and raw materialsneeded
by the so-called industrialized sector.

NSSM 200 sel ected 13 countrieswhich, it said, accounted
for 47% of the population growth outside China, for special
treatment: India, Bangladesh, Pakistan, Nigeria, Mexico, In-
donesia, Brazil, the Philippines, Thailand, Egypt, Turkey,
Ethiopia, and Colombia.

Kissinger hasbeenimplicated in numerousassassinations
of foreign leaders who “got in hisway.” On Aug. 14, 1982,
Italian associates of LaRouche submitted an investigative
dossier to the Italian Attorney General, presenting evidence
of Kissinger’' sinvolvement inthe 1978 kidnapping and assas-

38 Features

sination of Italy’s Prime Minister Aldo Moro. Included in
the dossier were statements from Moro's wife, his daughter
Agnese, and son Giovanni, that in 1975 Kissinger had threat-
ened Moro for his effort, as chairman of the Christian Demo-
crats, to create a stable national unity government with the
Italian Communist Party, to staunch the terrorism.

Throughout the period leading up to Moro’s kidnapping
(ostensibly by the Red Brigades) and subsequent murder (his
body was found on May 9, 1978), NATO, with full support
of the British and of Sir Henry, had been running a* Strategy
of Tension” against Italy and Moro, using both “red” (left-
wing) and “black” (right-wing) terrorism, aswell as abortive
coup attempts. Much of thisterrorism, particularly that of the
fascists, was sponsored by the PropagandaDuo (P-2) Freema-
sonic Lodge to which Kissinger and hisdeputy, Gen. Alexan-
der Haig, had channeled covert funds.

Thenthereisthecaseof Pakistani PrimeMinister Zulfikar
Ali Bhutto, who had been overthrown by a coup d’ état on
July 5, 1977, imprisoned, and then hanged on April 4, 1979.
Shortly before his death, Bhutto wrote a response to a con-
cocted government White Paper justifying his overthrow,
which EIR published in January 1979 under the title “The
Pakistan Papers.” Bhutto charged that he had been over-
thrown because of hisconflict with Kissinger, who had signed
“adeath sentence against hisperson.” Thereason for Kissing-
er’ s threats, according to Bhutto, was that he had refused to
accedeto Kissinger’ sinsistence that he stop the devel opment
of “uranium-processing plants to satisfy Pakistan’s energy
needs.”

Also, asEIRfirst documentedinits 1978 pamphl et “ Expel
Britain's Kissinger for Treason,” it was Kissinger, together
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Pakistani Prime
Minister Zulfikar
Ali Bhutto, hanged
in 1979 on orders
fromHenry
Kissinger.

with Haig, who orchestrated, from inside the White House,
the Watergate coup against Nixon. It was Kissinger who de-
ployed hisOxford University-trained NSC staff member, Da-
vid Y oung, to head the Watergate “ plumbersunit.” Through-
out the Washington Post’ s“ Deep Throat” revelations, which
led, ultimately, to Nixon’ sresignation, Kissinger maintained
frequent personal contact with Post publisher Katharine Gra-
ham. In effect, Kissinger and Haig took over al key White
House decision-making, while beginning the process of de-
stroying theingtitution of the U.S. Presidency.

* Onleaving government in January 1977, Kissinger as-
sumed the post of North American director of the Trilateral
Commission—a position formerly held by Zbigniew Brzezi-
nski, who assumed Kissinger’ s post asNational Security Ad-
viser to President Jimmy Carter.

* Kissinger was the founder and chairman of Kissinger
Associates, Inc., which, notably, had Britain’ sLord Peter Ru-
pert Carrington as afounding member of its Board of Direc-
tors. The* consulting firm” served asaninformal arm of Brit-
ish intelligence. The founding vice-chairman was Brent
Scowcroft, and the founding president was Lawrence Eagle-
burger. Later, Kissinger also formed Kent Associates, along
the samelines.

Kissinger was the chairman of the National Bipartisan
Commission on Central America (1983-84), which had been
initiated by President Ronald Reagan, who reneged on his
campaign promise that Kissinger would have nothing to do
with the Reagan Administration. Immediately after thiscom-
missionfileditsreport, President Reagan appointed Kissinger
to be amember of the President’ s Foreign Intelligence Advi-
sory Board (1984-89). Kissinger used his position on PFIAB
not only to monitor the most secret U.S. intelligence reports,
but al so to instigate operations.

* Kissinger ispresently atrustee of the Center for Strate-
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gic and International Studies at Georgetown University in
Washington.

* His current corporate positions include: International
Advisory Board, Chase Manhattan Bank; I nternational Advi-
sory Board, Hollinger International, Inc.; Board of Directors,
ContiGroup Companies, Inc.; Board of Directors, Freeport
McMoran Copper & Gold, Inc.; Board of Directors, First-
Mark Holding; Board of Directors, The TCW Group, Inc.;
Advisory Board of Directors, American Express Co.; Advi-
sory Board of Directors, Forstman Little & Co.

Publications:

* Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy (1957). This
book from the CFR project by the same name was ghost-
authored for Kissinger by Gordon Grey. It praised feudalist,
“set-piece” theater limited nuclear war, of the sort advocated
by the Pugwash Conference founded by Bertrand Earl Rus-
sell, many of whose early sessions were attended by Kiss-
inger. Thebook states: “ To the extent that military operations
can be conducted in stages, so that a sequence of eventsis
approximately concluded before the next commitment is
made, it will givean opportunity for evaluation of the circum-
stances which make a settlement advisable. Not the least of
the paradoxes of the nuclear age may be that lack of secrecy
may actually assist in the achievement of military objectives
and that, in aperiod of the most advanced technology, battles
will approach the stylized contests of thefeudal period, which
served asmuch asatest of will asatrial of strength.” Thisis
exactly what Lord Russell’ s Pugwash dly, Dr. Leo “ Strange-
love” Szilard, had earlier presented in a scenario for “theater
limited nuclear war” in the Middle East.

* A World Restored: Castlereagh, Metternich and the
Restoration of Peace, 1812-22 (1957). In this book, which
promotes the British and Habsburg oligarchic model of the
Congressof Vienna. Kissinger asserted the superiority of Eu-
ropean balance-of-power machinations over relationsamong
sovereign nation-states, again casting himself with the Brit-
ish, against American republicanism.

» The Necessity for Choice: Prospects of American For-
eign Policy (1961).

» TheTroubled Partnership: A Reappraisal of the Atlan-
tic Alliance (1965).

» White House Years (1979).

* For the Record (1981).

* Yearsof Upheaval (1982).

» Observations: Selected Speeches and Essays (1984).

» Diplomacy (1994).

* Yearsof Renewal (1999).

» Does America Need a Foreign Policy? (2001). Here,
Kissinger argues that the world has entered the “ post-Treaty
of Westphalia” era—i.e., that the era of the sovereign nation-
state has ended, and world government is the new order.

Present Associations. Executive Committee of the Tri-
lateral Commission; Board of Directors of the International
Rescue Committee; Council on Foreign Relations.
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Zbigniew Brzezinski

Early Years: Bornin Warsaw, Poland, March 28, 1928.
Came to the United States in 1953, and was naturalized in
1958. Zbigniew was the son of minor Polish noblilty, Ta-
deusz and Leonia (née Roman) Brzezinski.

Family: Married Emilie Anna Benes, June 11, 1955,
and had three children: lan, Mark, and Mika. Brzezinski’s
wife was one of the daughters of the late Czechoslovak
President Eduard Benes, in whose government, Clinton Sec-
retary of State Madeleine Albright’s father, Josef Korbel,
served asaspecial assistant to Foreign Minister Jan Masaryk.
Madeleine Albright served as the Congressional Liaison of-
ficer on Brzezinski’s National Security Council (NSC) staff
in her first mgjor U.S. government post, and she later hel ped
him write his memoirs.

Education: B.A. with first-class honors in Economics
and Political Science, McGill University, 1949; M.A. in
Political Science, McGill University, 1950; Ph.D., Harvard
University, 1953-56.

Positions Held:

* Instructor, Government and Research Fellow, Russian
Research Center, Harvard University (1953-56); Assistant
Professor of Government and Research Associate, Russian
Research Center and Center for International Affairs, Har-
vard University (1956-60).

» Colombia University, Associate Professor of Public
Law and Government (1960-62).

e Member, Joint Committee on Contemporary China,
Socia Science Research Council (1961-62).

» Director of Research, Ingtitute for International
Change (1962-77).

* Member, Policy Planning Council, U.S. Department
of State (1966-68).

» Co-founder and Director, Trilaterd Commission
(1973-76). The Commission was founded at the initiative
of Brzezinski and David Rockefeller, with strong input from
Henry Kissinger. It recruited leading political, financier, me-
dia, labor, and industrial figures from North America, Eu-
rope, and Japan. The Commission selected then-Georgia
Gov. Jmmy Carter for membership, and groomed him for
the 1976 Presidency, under Brzezinski’'s personal tutelage.

As Brzezinski boasts in his memoirs, “By the end of
1975 | had emerged as Carter's principal foreign policy
adviser.” Together with Trilateraloid and future Carter Ad-
ministration Ambassador to Italy Richard Gardner, who was
married to Venetian oligarch Danielle Luzzato, Brzezinski
wrote the key foreign-policy paper for Democratic Party
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candidate Carter at the end of January 1976, which would
later form the kernel of Carter Administration policy. Brzezi-
nski also boastsin hismemoirs not only that “al key foreign
policy decision-makers of the Carter Adminstration had pre-
vioudly served in the Trilateral Commission,” but that “the
new President’s specific views on foreign affairs ... had
been formed during his time with the Trilateral Com-
mission.”

» Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
with Cabinet Rank (1977-81). Working with his NSC staff
assistant, Samuel Huntington, Zbig crafted a43-page, classi-
fied book, spelling out ten foreign and national security
policy goals of the incoming Administration. Two of the
pivotal goals were: promoting military ties with China, to
play the* China Card” against the Soviet Union; and buildup
of human rights as a cornerstone of Carter Administration
foreign policy.

In his memoirs, Brzezinski reserves his highest praise
for Samuel Huntington. Huntington was assigned to work on
what became Presidential Review Memorandum 10, which
Zbig describes asleading to Presidential Directive 18, signed
on Aug. 24, 1977, which launched the idea of positioning
tactical nuclear weapons in Europe, and revamping the U.S.
military for mobile “out-of-area’ deployments.

However, first, Brzezinski crafted aplan for thereorgani-
zation of the NSC, which further consolidated power into
his own hands. Presidential Decision Directive/NSC-1 au-
thorized Brzezinski to initiate Presidential Review Memo-
randaon any foreign-policy initiative. And, Presidential De-
cision Directive/NSC-2 reorgani zed the NSC system, so that
there would be only two subcommittees: 1) the Policy Re-
view Committee (PRC), which would be chaired by another
Cabinet member; and 2) the Special Coordination Commit-
tee (SCC), chaired by Brzezinski, which would be responsi-
ble for U.S. policy on arms control, al crisis management,
and intelligence policy issues, including “approval of sensi-
tive operations or of covert activity.”

Brzezinski was also assigned to report al decisions to
the President with a cover “Opinion” memorandum, and
also to report back on the President’s decision to other
Cabinet members. All cables, reports on negotiations, and
speeches by Cabinet officials—including especialy those
by the Secretaries of State and Defense, were to be vetted
by Brzezinski. With President Carter’s full backing, Zbig
step-by-step replaced Secretary of State Cyrus Vance as the
principal public spokesman to explain U.S. foreign palicy.

In a final feature of his consolidation of power, Zbig
usurped the power of Director of Central Intelligence Stans-
field Turner. In his memoirs, Zbig states: “It is generally
not well known that during the Carter years the CIA was
also held under very strict control by the NSC. The Director
of the CIA had relatively limited access to the President,
briefing him only once a week and then, later, only twice a
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Zbigniew Brzezinski, the evil wizard behind the Presidency of
Jimmy Carter, was a leading architect of the“ arc of crisis’
strategy that created the Afghan mujahideen during the 1980s.

month, and always with me in attendance. . . . And al CIA
reporting was funneled to the President through me. More-
over, al major decisions regarding the CIA had to be vetted
by the SCC or in private one-on-one meetings between
Turner and me.”

In his State of the Union Address on Jan. 13, 1980,
President Carter enunciated what became known asthe* Car-
ter Doctrine”: “Any attempt by any outside force to gain
control of the Persian Gulf region will be regarded as an
assault on thevital interests of the United States of America,
and such an assault will be repelled by any means necessary,
including military force.” These words were based upon
Zbig's“arc of crisis’ thesis, provided by British intelligence
agent Bernard Lewis, which aimed at destroying sovereign
nation-states in the Middle East, while engaging in aversion
of the British imperia “Great Game” to hat a growing
Soviet presence in the region.

Brzezinski spelled out his “arc of crisis’ concept in his
memoirs. “By late 1978 | began to press the ‘arc of crisis
thesis, and on February 28, 1979, | submitted a memo to
the President urging a new ‘security framework’ to reassert
U.S. power and influence in the [Middle East] region, thus
abandoning our earlier plans to demilitarize the Indian
Ocean, an objective to which the State Department was still
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dedicated. With the earlier British disengagement ‘east of
Suez,” and with the collapse of our strategic pivot north of
the Persian Gulf, | felt that a wider response by the United
States was needed, and | used my memorandum as the basis
for a number of SCC meetings.” Zbig set about a number
of escalating steps “to inject effectively American power
into aregion,” including the forward positioning of anumber
of new bases in the Indian Ocean and Persian Gulf.

Brzezinski also seized control of the Carter Administra-
tion’s Mideast policy, imposing sharp restrictions on Secre-
tary of State Vance's efforts to convene a Geneva confer-
ence, co-chaired by the Soviet Union; gaining Carter's
authorization to handle al contacts with the new |sragli
Prime Minister, Menachim Begin; and repeatedly undermin-
ing Vance' s effortsto start a“land-for-peace” initiative with
the Palestinians.

When German Chancellor Helmut Schmidt saw Germa-
ny’'s Ostpolitik being crippled by Zbig's riding roughshod
over Vance's efforts to give genuine substance to détente
with the Soviet Union, the Chancellor offered to provide his
“good offices’” for assisting negotiations with the U.S.S.R.
Not only did Zbig get the President to reject this offer, but
as he notes in his memoirs: “If the President and | admired
the same people, we also shared similar dislikes. Among
them the Chancellor of Germany, Helmut Schmidt, took
undisputed first place.”

When the Soviet Union deployed the SS-20s, which
were short-range, mobile ballistic missiles, and Chancellor
Schmidt began to be concerned about the “Eurostrategic
balance,” Brzezinski told Schmidt that he did not see any
problem, provoking Schmidt to throw Zbig out of his office.
Eventually, in response to European concerns about the SS-
20s deployment, Zbig proposed first development and de-
ployment of the neutron bomb, and when that proved politi-
caly unfeasible, he called for deployment in Europe of the
Pershing Il and cruise missiles. As Schmidt made clear, the
deployment of these weapons might make possible theater
limited nuclear warfare, whereby Germany would be abliter-
ated in the absence of a full strategic nuclear commitment
by the United States.

Brzezinski won President Carter’s permission to pursue
“normalization” of relations with China, based upon the
geopolitical goa of his predecessor, Henry Kissinger, to
“play the Chinacard.” AsBrzezinski writes: “ After theinitial
Nixon-Kissinger breakthrough of 1972, the U.S.-Chinese
relationship had gradually stagnated.” And he adds. “Nor-
malization of relationswith Chinawas akey strategic goal of
the new Administration. Wewere convinced that agenuinely
cooperative relationship between Washington and Beijing
would greatly enhance stability of the Far East and that,
more generally, it would be to U.S. advantage in the global
competition with the Soviet Union.”

While covertly throwing his support behind the Islamic
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fundamentalists, firstin Iran, and later in Afghanistan, Brzez-
inski used the occasion of the overthrow of the Shah and
the taking of the American hostages, to pillory Vance and
the CIA. Brzezinski charged that Vance's “softness’ and
the Shah's vacillations sabotaged his plans for a military
coup. In June 1979—six months before the Soviet invasion
of Afghanistan—Brzezinski drafted, and President Carter
signed, an executive order, authorizing the first covert fund-
ing of the Afghan mujahideen. Brzezinski would later boast
that this covert war inside Afghanistan had lured the Soviets
into the invasion of Kabul, and into the quagmire that fol-
lowed.

Brzezinski was aso notorious for his continuation of
Henry Kissinger's Malthusian policies, codified in NSSM-
200 (see Kissinger profile, in this section). Brzezinski pub-
licly stated that he would not alow “any new Japans’ in
the Persian Gulf or south of the Rio Grande—i.e., no modern
economic development in the oil-producing regions of the
world.

» Professor, Colombia University (1981-89).

* Counsellor, Center for Strategic and International
Studies (1981-).

» Member, President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory
Board (1987-91).

Publications:

The Permanent Purge: Paliticsin Soviet Totalitarianism
(Harvard University Press, 1956).

Principal contributor, Ideology and Foreign Affairs
(Center for International Affairs, Harvard University, 1959).

The Soviet Bloc: Unity and Conflict (Harvard University
Press, 1960).

With Carl Friedrich, Totalitarian Dictatorship and Au-
tocracy (Praeger, 1961).

Ideology and Power in Soviet Palitics (Praeger, 1962).

Editor, Africa and the Communist World (Stanford Uni-
versity Press, 1963).

With Samuel Huntington, Political Power: U.SA./
U.SSR. (Viking, 1964).

Alternative to Partition: For a Broader Conception of
America’s Role in Europe (Viking, 1965).

Editor, Dilemmas of Changein Soviet Politics (Columbia
University Press, 1969).

The Fragile Blossom: Crisis and Change in Japan
(Harper, 1972).

Between Two Ages: America’s Role in the Technetronic
Era (Harper, 1972). In this book, Brzezinski, who highlights
in the acknowledgements section the role played by Samuel
Huntington, spellsout hisdream of atechnocratic corporatist
state, drawing upon all the resources of the “computer revo-
[ution,” cybernetics, etc. to impose a dictatorship. He called
it the “technetronic revolution.” Drawing on the New Age
liturgy, Brzezinski proclaimed that the world was “ between
two ages,” and that the emerging world order would be
dominated by “information” rather than traditional indus-
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trial production.

The Relevance of Liberalism (Westview Press, 1977).

Power and Principle: Memoirs of the National Security
Advisor (1977-1981) (Farrar, Straus, Giroux, 1983).

With members of the Trilateral Commission, Demaocracy
Must Work: A Trilateral Agenda for the Decade: A Task
Force Report to the Trilateral Commission (New Y ork Uni-
versity Press, 1984).

Game Plan: A Geostrategic Framework for the Conduct
of the U.S-Soviet Contest (Atlantic Monthly Press, 1986).

Co-editor, Promise or Peril, the Srategic Defense Initia-
tive: Thirty-Five Essays by Statesmen, Scholars, and Strate-
gic Analysts (Ethics and Public Policy Center, 1986).

In Quest of National Security, ed. by Marin Strmecki
(Westview Press, 1988). In this book, Brzezinski includes
a chapter on “The NSC and the President,” where he notes
that from approximately 1960 to 1980—i..e., the period span-
ning William Yandell Elliott’s “kindergarten” of McGeorge
Bundy, Henry Kissinger, and Zbig’ sown posting as National
Security Adviser—there was a “Presidential” system gov-
erning, that gave the National Security Adviser unprece-
dented power.

The Grand Failure: The Birth and Death of Communism
in the Twentieth Century (Scribner, 1989).

Out of Control: Global Turmoil on the Eve of the Twenty-
First Century (Scribner, 1993).

The Grand Chessboard: American Primacy and Its Geo-
strategic Imperatives (Basic Books, 1997). In this book,
after proclaiming the United States a superpower of greater
degree than Pax Romana or Pax Britannica, Brzezinski ar-
guesthat “the prizeis Eurasia.” He claims that his geopoliti-
ca precursors are Sir Halford Mackinder, and Karl
Haushofer. Brzezinski here expands his “arc of crisis’ into
a far broader region which he describes as “The Eurasian
Balkans,” where he proposes a replay of the “ Great Game”
to seize the raw materials and gold in the Transcaucasia and
Central Asian regions. (It is not incidental that at the time
he wrote this book, Zbig was a consultant to Amoco on
Central Asian oil.) And, perhaps most importantly, he warns
that there could be no greater danger to the United States,
than that Chinajoin forces with Russiato develop Eurasia—
i.e., that it adopt his opponent Lyndon LaRouche's pro-
posals.

The Geostrategic Triad: Living with China, Europe, and
Russia (CSIS, 2000).

To reach us on the Web:

www.larouchepub.com
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Samuel P. Huntington

The chief publicist for the ideas underlying the Sept. 11 coup
plot, who has forced the “ clash of civilizations’ dogma into
prominencein the schools and the mass media.

Born: 1927, New Y ork.

Education: B.A., Yae; M.A., University of Chicago;
Ph.D., Harvard

PositionsHeld: Assistant Professor of Government, Har-
vard (1953-58); Associate Professor of Government, Colum-
bia (1959-62); Professor of Government, Harvard (1962-
present).

Profile: Time and time again over the past 44 years, it
was Harvard's fanatical ideologue Samuel P. Huntington,
who was chosen to be the first to unveil many of the ugly
concepts underlying the Sept. 11 coup attempt against the
U.S. government.

Most famous, of course, is the “clash of civilizations”
doctrinewhich was originated by Bernard Lewisin 1990, but
which has become a trademark of Huntington since 1993,
through the highly publicized writings, lectures and inter-
views in which he has promoted it. Already by early 1997,
Huntington had toured 20 countries to boost the “clash of
civilizations’” and debate its opponents.

Like Henry Kissinger, Zbigniew Brzezinski, and
McGeorge Bundy, Huntington was a spawn of Harvard's
Prof. William Y andell Elliott. In arecent interview, Hunting-
ton described hisjealousy at the attention Elliott gave hisrival
Kissinger. “We would wait in [Elliott’s|] outer office as the
minutes went by, incensed that he was running late because
of the time he took mentoring this one student, whom Elliott
had identified as showing particular promise. Then the door
would open and this chubby student would walk out.”

The Zbigniew Brzezinski whom Huntington describes as
his close friend, brought him into some of the deliberations
of the Trilateral Commissionandthe Carter Administration—
both run by Brzezinski—in order to have Huntington inject
factional views so extreme that Brzezinski, as a current or
prospective government official, could not publicly espouse
them. Thiswasthe origin of Huntington’s contribution to the
Trilateral Commission’s 1975 Crisis of Democracy.

In 1957, Huntington's first book, The Soldier and the
Sate, launched twoideaswhich werelater central to the coup
plot behind Sept. 11: One was the philosophical basis for a
modern-day caricature of the pagan Roman Empire. The
other, closely related, wasthe creation of the sort of praetorian
guard, from within the U.S. military, which would be ready
to strike at American Constitutional institutions on behalf of
imperialist plotters.

EIR January 25, 2002

Soldier and State
Back thenin 1957, long before video-games and Colum-
bine High School, Huntington adul ated afaction of U.S. mili-
tary officers, who wanted nothing more than to kill instantly
on command, without knowing or even wishing to know the
reason. All they wanted was to suffocate in themselves and
their subordinates, any impul sewhich would stand in theway
of unleashing violence as ordered, in the name of “order.”
Henever namesany contemporary military officersinthis
faction, and for good reason. Any American officer known to
adhereto this creed would rightly have been suspect in 1957.
Huntington demandsthat thismilitary tradition, which he
comparestothat of the French Foreign L egion, should replace
that of the citizen-soldier through which we won the Revolu-
tionary War, the Civil War, and World War 1. In 1957, Hun-
tington hailed the Korean War, as it was fought after Gen.
Douglas MacArthur wasfired, asthe best example of Ameri-
can military “professionalism,” because the troops never
identified with any political war-aims—they didn't know
what the aimswere—but fought out of pure obedience, while
each waited for his nine-month rotation to end. In this he
foresaw how a meaningless, “limited” war like that in Viet-
nam could destroy what remained of America s republican
military tradition, tothebenefit of his" professional” zombies.
Huntington describesthe mind of hispretoriansin thelast
pages of The Soldier and the State, in contrasting his mythic
vision of West Point with the nearby civilian village of High-
land Falls: “ Thebuildings[of Highland Falls] form no part of
awhole: they are simply amotley, disconnected collection of
frames coincidentally adjoining each other, lacking common
unity of purpose. On the military reservation the other side of
South Gate, however, exists a different world. There is or-
dered serenity. The partsdo not exist on their own, but accept
their subordination to the whole. Beauty and utility are
merged in gray stone. Neat lawns surround compact, trim
homes, each identified by the name and rank of its occupant.
The buildings stand in fixed relation to each other, part of an
over-al plan, their character and station symbolizing their
contributions, stone and brick for the senior officers, wood
for the lower ranks. The post is suffused with the rhythm
and harmony which comes when collective will supplants
individual whim. West Point is a community of structured
purpose, one in which the behavior of men is governed by
a code, the product of generations. There is little room for
presumption and individualism. The unity of the community
incites no man to be more than heis. In order isfound peace;
in discipline, fulfillment; in community, security. The spirit
of Highland Falls is embodied in Main Street. The spirit of
West Pointisfound inthe great, gray, Gothic Chapel, starting
fromthehill and dominating The Plain, callingto mind Henry
Adams' remarks at Mont St. Michel on the unity of the mili-
tary and religious spirits. But the unity of the Chapel iseven
greater. There join together the four great pillars of society:
Army, Government, College, and Church. . . .
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“West Point embodiesthe military ideal at its best; High-
land Fallsthe American spirit at its most commonplace. West
Point isagray island in amany-colored sea, abit of Spartain
the midst of Babylon. Yet isit possible to deny that the mili-
tary values—Iloyalty, duty, restraint, dedication—aretheones
Americamost needstoday? That thedisciplined order of West
Point has moreto offer than the garish individualism of Main
Street?. . . Upon the soldiers, the defenders of order, rests a
heavy responsibility. . . .”

Huntington saysthe“military ethic” isapessimistic view,
which sees man as Thomas Hobbes saw him. It holds that
man is evil, reason is limited, and human nature is universal
and unchanging; all men everywherearethesame. Manlearns
only from experience, and, as British Field Marshal Mont-
gomery said, there is no progress. The individua’s will is
subordinated to thegroup. It isacorporative and anti-individ-
ualistic viewpoint.

Thenation-stateisthe ultimateform of political organiza-
tion; and competition among nation-states, and therefore war
asits continuation, are inevitable. Its cause is human nature.
Nothing regulates states but power and expediency.

Geniusis superfluous and dangerous—what is needed is
organized mediocrity. There should be no grand designs or
sweeping goals.

The greatest virtue is “instant obedience,” cheerful and
unthinking. “Theirs is not to reason why,” Huntington
quotes approvingly.

The Disastrous Carter Presidency

The Soldier and the Sate argues that military profession-
alism in the United States came from the antebellum South,
with what Huntington termsits cultivation of violence, chiv-
alry, the military ideal, and an atavistic feudal romanticism
ala Sir Walter Scott. He claims parenthetically that the only
American group ever to have been dispossessed of its“prop-
erty,” wasthe Southern slaveowners.

The book has gone through more than 18 printings since
its first publication in 1957, and is now required reading at
West Point, apparently in most other military academiesinthe
Western Hemisphere, and in many coursesin other colleges.

When it first appeared, The Nation’'s reviewer ridiculed
its “brutal sophistries,” and wrote that Mussolini had made
the same point better when he said, “Believe, obey, fight!”
Huntington and his close friend Brzezinski were denied ten-
ureat Harvard because of thebook’ stawdry intellectual level,
and perhaps because of its fascist tendency as well. Both
would later beinvited back to Harvard to becomefull profes-
sorsin 1962, and Huntington accepted that offer.

In 1974, Brzezinski’s Trilateral Commission was prepar-
ing for what would be called the Carter Administration. (It
wasthe Trilaterals who selected Carter as the candidate, and
Brzezinski, the Director of the Trilateral Commission, who
groomed him for the Presidency. It was then Brzezinski who,
with Federal Reserve Chairman Paul Volcker, ran that disas-
trousadministration.) Brzezinski brought Huntingtoninto the
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Samuel P. Huntington’s 1957 book The Soldier and the Stateis
nothing but hero-wor ship of the specifically fascist type of
professional soldier, intended to overthrow the nation-state and
establish a caricature of the Roman Empire as world-government
today.

Trilateral project which resulted in the 1975 Trilateral Com-
mission report called The Crisis of Democracy.

Brzezinski and his patrons knew that the economic poli-
cieswhich they would foist on the next administration, would
result in shrinking economic opportunities especialy for
lower-income households and for minorities. Rather than
changing those economic policies, they proposed changesin
the political system.

Under Brzezinski’ s direction, Huntington wrote that the
United Stateshad “ an excess of democracy.” Hewrotefurther
that “the effective operation of ademocratic political system
usually requiressomemeasure of apathy and noninvolvement
on the part of some individuals and groups. ... Marginal
social groups, such astheblacks, arenow becoming full parti-
cipantsin the political system. Y et the danger of overloading
the political system with demandswhich extend itsfunctions
and undermine its authority still remains. . . . We have come
to recognize that there are potentially desirable limitsto eco-
nomic growth. There are also potentialy desirable limitsto
the indefinite expansion of democracy.”

In the report’s conclusions on the United States, which
were assumed to have been written by Huntington astherap-
porteur on the United States, Crisis of Democracy called for
restrictions on the expansion of higher education; or alter-
nately, for lowering thejob expectationsof college graduates.
It also called for curtailment of the freedom of the press.
Brzezinski |eft Huntington to defend theseideasin the furore
which followed the report’ srelease.

Also aong these lines, the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency (FEMA), set up by the Carter Administration,
was seen by some of these circlesasapotential vehiclefor an
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extra-constitutional dictatorship. Huntington was a member
of its Advisory Board (1980-91).

Huntington’s work in recent years has been funded by
the Olin, Bradley, and Smith-Richardson Foundations, which
together contributed about $5 million to his work over the
period 1988-2000. Both he and Brzezinski sit on the Board
of Governorsof Smith-Richardson. In 1989, the OlinInstitute
for Strategic Studies was established at Harvard to be a per-
sonal vehicle for Huntington, funded by these three founda
tions. Huntington wrote that the “clash of civilizations’ po-
lemic originally grew out of an early-1990's project of the
Olin Ingtitute, “The Changing Security Environment and
American National Interests,” “ made possible by the Smith
Richardson Foundation.”

The burden of The Clash of Civilizations, a1993 Foreign
Affairs article made into a 1996 book, is by now very well-
known. Huntington advocatesthat the Cold War isbeing, and
should be succeeded by irrepressible, protracted, world-wide
religiouswar, which hecallsaclash of civilizations. the West
versus Islam, or “the West against the rest,” in aphrase heis
fond of repeating.

“The Cold War division of humanity is over. The more
fundamental divisions of humanity in terms of ethnicity, reli-
gions, and civilizations remain and spawn new conflicts.”
Later, he states the same point more crudely: “ Civilizations
arethe ultimate human tribes, and the clash of civilizationsis
tribal conflict onaglobal scale. . . . Relations between groups
from different civilizations . . . will be amost never close,
usually cool, and often hostile.”

That thisis the same outlook as that of The Soldier and
the Sate, is already clear on the second page of the book,
when Huntington quotes as evidence for hisview, afictional
“Venetian nationalist demagogue” from the novel Dead La-
goon, by Michael Dibdin. This lagoon creature remarks:
“There can be no true friends without true enemies. Unless
we hate what we are not, we cannot love what we are. These
are the old truths we are painfully rediscovering after a cen-
tury and more of sentimental cant. Thosewho deny them deny
their family, their heritage, their culture, their birthright, their
very selves. They will not lightly be forgotten.”

In recent years, Huntington’s ranting has become ever
more openly cynical, deliberately shocking, and perverse. In-
deed, Hitlerian. Heissteeling hisreadersfor thereligiouswar
to come. To berequired to read these writings as scholarship
isaform of rape. Heended a1999 speech at Colorado College
by saying, “ Theissuefor Americansiswhether wewill renew
and strengthen the culture which has historically defined us
as a nation or whether this country will be torn apart and
fractured by those determined to undermine and destroy the
European, Christian, Protestant, English culturethat hasbeen
the source of our national wealth and power and the great
principles of liberty, equality and democracy that have made
this country the hope for people all over the world. That is
the challenge confronting us in the first years of the twenty-
first century.”
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That anyone would campaign for worldwide religious
warfare, the most terrible type of warfare, is difficult to be-
lieve. Butthefactsof Sept. 11, themselvesdifficult to believe,
prove that he means exactly what he says. He speaks for a
faction which would rather see the world go down in flames,
than alow those economic reforms and that cooperation
among Eurasi an nations, which could resol ve the present con-
junctural-collapse crisis. They would rather see universal de-
struction, than to haveto bid farewell to someof their peculiar
customs and traditions, and to their political power. Itisto be
“their way,” or no way at all. Huntington is well aware of
the prospects for the international cooperation he hates. For
example, in Foreign Affairs of March/April 1999, he know-
ingly liedin denouncing theproposal of Russian PrimeMinis-
ter Evgeny Primakov for a Russia-India-China“ strategic tri-
angle,” asaRussian move against the United States.

Other associations: Huntington was Coordinator, Na-
tional Security Planning, U.S. National Security Council
(1977-78); and isamember of the Board of Governors of the
Smith Richardson Foundation, of the Governing Board of the
Foreign Policy Research Institute (FPRI), the International
Advisory Board of the New Atlantic Initiative, of the Board
of Trustees of Freedom House, the editorial board of The
National Interest, theeditorial board of the Journal of Democ-
racy, and the Council of Academic Advisorsof the American
Enterprise Ingtitute (AEI).
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Bernard Lewis

The British oligarchy’s leading Orientalist, author of the
“ crescent of crisis’ and “ clash of civilizations’ geopolitical
doctrines, peddled by Zbigniew Brzezinski and Samuel P.
Huntington.

Born: 1916, London.

Education: B.A.and Ph.D. University of London, School
of Oriental and African Studies.

Career: professor of Islamic Studies, University of Lon-
don (1938-74); British military intelligence (1940-45); pro-
fessor of Islamic Studies, Princeton University (1974-86);
professor emeritus, Princeton University (1986-present).

Profile: Dr. Bernard Lewis is the leading British intelli-
gence “Orientalist” alive today. Since his deployment to the
United Statesin 1974, he has been the intellectual controller
of both Zbigniew Brzezinski and Samuel P. Huntington, with
respect to their role in drawing the United States into the
British “Great Game” in Central Asia. His ties to Richard
Perle also date to his arrival in the United States in the mid-
1970s, when he was brought to Washington, D.C. for policy
consultationswith U.S. Senators, and stayed at Perle’ shome.
Perle has long been suspected of being an Israeli agent, and
his name appeared on a list prepared for then-Secretary of
Defense Caspar Weinberger, of suspected members of the* X
Committee” of handlers of Jonathan Jay Pollard, convicted
in 1985 of spying against the United Statesfor |sragl.

Both Brzezinski’s Carter-era “crescent of crisis’ policy,
and Huntington’ smorerecent “ clash of civilizations’ dogma
were authored by L ewis, asupdates of thelong-standing Brit-
ish “Great Game” geopolitical scheme. The Carter Adminis-
tration’s entire policy toward the Persian Gulf, Afghanistan,
and the southern tier of the Soviet Union was devised by
Lewis. The Carter Administration support for the overthrow
of the Shah of Iran, and the installation of Ayatollah Khom-
eini’s dark age regime in Tehran, was a key component of
what was widely known, at the time, as the “Bernard Lewis
Plan” for the balkanization of the Near East. In fact, every
disastrous American policy toward the Near East and Central
Asia over the past quarter-century can be attributed to
Lewis' influence.

Lewiswastrained at the University of London School of
Oriental and African Studies, which had formerly beenknown
asthe Colonial Department. It was here that the British East
India Company files were maintained, and it was the semi-
official training center for the British Foreign Officeand Brit-
ish intelligence. Upon receiving his Ph.D. in 1938, Lewis
immediately joined the faculty, and remained at the Univer-
sity of London until his departure for Princeton University
in1974.
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Bernard Lewis, the Godfather of the*“ clash of civilizations.”

From 1940-45, Lewiswasin Britishmilitary intelligence,
also serving atour with the British Foreign Office“ Arab Bu-
real.” Lewis has, to this day, kept mum about his wartime
activities, merely describing himself as*“ otherwise engaged.”
However, histiestotheBritish Round Tableandto themonar-
chy’ sintelligence services are unambiguous. Throughout his
career, many of Lewis major works were published by the
Royal Instituteof International Affairs(ChathamHouse), one
of the most important policymaking agencies of the British
oligarchy.

Lewis first widely publicized intervention into Anglo-
Americanpolicy intheNear East camewiththe 1961 publica-
tion of his book The Emergence of Modern Turkey, in which
he denounced the nation-building legacy of Mustafa Kemal
Ataturk, in favor of reviving the Ottoman Empire, to be de-
ployed as a British geopalitical battering-ram against the So-
viet Union, along itslslamist southerntier. Lewisargued that
the very notion of a “Turkish” nation was a 19th-Century
European construct, and that the people of the geographic
area, delineated by modern Turkey, always associated them-
selveswith Islam and with the dynastic tradition of the Otto-
man emperors, whom he traced directly back to the Prophet
Mohammad.

In 1967, Lewis penned The Assassins: A Radical Sect In
Islam, which promoted the hashi sh-smoking cult of assassins,
whichwasactiveduringthe Crusades, asal egitimatetradition
within Islam. The book was published by the Royal Institute
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of International Affairs.

With his deployment to the United States, as a professor
of history a Princeton University, and an associate of the
Princeton Center for Advanced Studies (an institution
founded on the model of Oxford University’sAll Souls' Col-
lege), Lewis came out from the shadows and emerged as an
adviser to successive U.S. governments. Hisarrival coincided
with the outbreak of civil war in Lebanon, a model that he
would later promote for the Arab world asawhole, under the
term “Lebanonization.” The Lebanese civil war was pro-
moted by U.S. National Security Adviser and Secretary of
State Henry A. Kissinger, as part of his geopoalitical plansto
create permanent instability in the Mideast.

TheCrescent of Crisis

When Jimmy Carter was elected President in November
1976, Carter’s controller and National Security Adviser,
Zbigniew Brzezinski, brought Lewis in as a behind-the-
scenes strategic adviser. Lewis plansfor promoting the Brit-
ish intelligence-created Muslim Brotherhood, in states all
along the southerntier of the Soviet Union, cameto bewidely
known as “the crescent of crisis,” and the “Bernard Lewis
Plan.” Lewis scheme was spelled out in a Time magazine
cover story onJan. 15, 1979, under theheadline” The Crescent
of Crisis: Iran and a Region of Rising Instability.” The lead
article began with a quote from Brzezinski: “An arc of crisis
stretches along the shores of the Indian Ocean, with fragile
social and political structuresin aregion of vital importance
to us threatened with fragmentation. The resulting political
chaos could well be filled by elements hostile to our values
and sympathetic to our adversaries.”

However, the Time story madeit clear that Lewis, Brzez-
inski, and the other proponents of the “crescent of crisis’
intended to use the ensuing chaosfor their geopolitical advan-
tage: “In the long run,” the Time authors wrote, “there may
even betargetsof opportunity for the West created by ferment
within the crescent. Islam is undoubtedly compatible with
socialism, but it is inimica to atheistic Communism. The
Soviet Union is already the world' sfifth largest Muslim na-
tion. By the year 2000, the huge Islamic populations in the
border republics may outnumber Russia's now dominant
Slavs. From Islamic democracies on Russid s southerntier, a
zealous Koranic evangelism might sweep across the border
into these politically repressed Soviet states, creating prob-
lems for the Kremlin. . .. Whatever the solution, there is a
clear need for the U.S. to recapture what Kissinger calls ‘the
geopolitical momentum.” That more than anything else will
help maintain order in the crescent of crisis.”

Within months of the publication of the Time cover story,
and six monthsbeforethe Sovietsinvaded Afghani stan, Presi-
dent Carter signed a secret order, drafted by Brzezinski, be-
ginning covert funding of the Afghan mujahideen. Lewis
“Great Game” scheme, aimed at spreading chaosacrossmuch
of the Islamic world, within and bordering on the Soviet
Union, was up and running.
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TheClash of Civilizations

In September 1990, Lewis announced a new Anglo-
American geopolitical initiative: the“ clash of civilizations.”
His call for a new era of religious warfare appeared in the
pagesof Atlantic Monthly, under thetitle* The Roots of Mus-
lim Rage,” three years before Huntington’ s much-publicized
Foreign Affairs article (Huntington credited Lewis with the
origin of the term). Lewis announced that “Islam, like other
religions, has. . . known periods when it inspired in some of
itsfollowersamood of hatred and violence. It is our misfor-
tune that part . . . of the Muslim world is now going through
such a period and that much . .. of that hatred is directed
against us.”

Lewislied that “ Christendom” and the “House of Islam”
have been in a state of perpetual struggle for 14 centuries,
and that, for the past 300 years, |slam has been under siege,
“through an invasion of foreign ideas and laws and ways of
life.” “ The outbreak of rage against these alien, infidel, and
incomprehensible forces that had subverted his dominance,
disrupted his society, and finally violated the sanctuary of his
home, wasinevitable. It wasal so natural that thisrage should
bedirected primarily against themillennial enemy and should
draw its strength from ancient beliefs and loyalties.”

In asection of the article, subtitled “A Clash of Civiliza-
tions,” Lewis announced that it was now inevitable that an
upsurge in Islamic fundamentalism would lead to a great
clash, and that the United Stateswould “ become thefocusfor
the pent-up hate and anger.” “ It should be now clear,” he
concluded, “that we are facing a mood and a movement far
transcending the level of issues and policies and the govern-
mentsthat pursuethem. Thisisnolessthanaclashof civiliza-
tions—theperhapsirrational but surely historic reaction of an
ancient rival against our Judeo-Christian heritage, our secular
present, and the worldwide expansion of both.” After pro-
nouncing the clash inevitable, Lewis attempted to cover his
enthusiasm, by warning, “inthe meantime, we must take great
careon all sidesto avoid the danger of anew era of religious
wars arising from the exacerbation of differences and the
revival of ancient prejudices.” Lewis neglected to mention
that his*crescent of crisis” geopolitical schemewas premised
on the activation of what he called “militant Islamic funda-
mentalism,” principally through the deployment of the 1920s
British intelligence-sponsored Muslim Brotherhood.

‘L ebanonization’

In 1992, in the aftermath of the Persian Gulf War, Lewis
celebrated, in the pages of the New Y ork Council on Foreign
Relationsmagazine Foreign Affairs, that the eraof thenation-
statein the Middle East had cometo an ignominiousend, and
the entire region should expect to go through a prolonged
period of “Lebanonization”—i.e., degeneration into fratrici-
dal, parochialist violence and chaos.

“The eclipse of pan-Arabism,” hewrote, “ hasleft ISamic
fundamentalism asthe most attractive alternative to al those
who fed that there has to be something better, truer, and
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more hopeful than the inept tyrannies of their rulers and the
bankrupt ideologies foisted on them from outside.” The Is-
lamists represent “a network outside the control of the state.
... The more oppressive the regime, the greater the help it
gives to fundamentalists by eliminating competing opposi-
tionists.”

He concluded by forecasting the “Lebanonization” of
the entire region, save Israel: “Most of the states of the
Middle East . . . are of recent and artificial construction and
are vulnerable to such a process. If the central power is
sufficiently weakened, there is no real civil society to hold
the polity together, no real sense of common national identity
or overriding alegiance to the nation-state. The state then
disintegrates—as happened in Lebanon—into a chaos of
sguabbling, feuding, fighting sects, tribes, regions and
parties.”

In 1998, it was Lewis who catapulted Osama bin Laden
into prominencewith aNovember/December Foreign Affairs
article, legitimizing the Saudi black sheep asa serious propo-
nent of militant Islam. Lewis' piece, “License ToKill: Osama
bin Laden’s Declaration of Jihad,” showered praise on bin
Laden, hailing his “Declaration of Jihad Versus Jews and
Crusaders’ as*amagnificent piece of eloquent, at timeseven
poetic Arabicprose. . . which revealsaversion of history that
most Westernerswill find unfamiliar.”

The Zionist Connection

Osamabin Ladenreleased hisjihad call on Feb. 23, 1998,
six months before the truck bombing attacks against the U.S.
embassiesin Tanzaniaand Kenya. Thevery next day, Bernard
Lewis signature appeared on awidely circulated “ Open Let-
ter To President Bill Clinton,” released by a previously un-
heard-of entity called the Committee for Peace and Security
in the Gulf, demanding that the U.S. government throw its
full support behind amilitary campaign to overthrow Saddam
Hussein. The Open Letter caled for carpet-bombing Iraqg,
and for the United States to aggressively give financial and
military support to the Iragi National Congress, yet another
corrupt and inept “ Contra” pseudo-gang, created by U.S. and
British intelligence elements, and based in London.

In addition to Bernard Lewis, the Open Letter was en-
dorsed by former U.S. Rep. Steven Solarz (D-N.Y.); Anglo-
Israeli propagandist and spy Richard Perle; convicted Iran-
Contracriminal Elliott Abrams; Jonathan Pollard fellow-trav-
eller Steven Bryen; Frank Gaffney; New Republic publisher
and Al Gore mentor Martin Peretz; Paul Wolfowitz; Wash-
ington Institutefor Near East Policy (WINEP) research direc-
tor David Wurmser; and Dov Zakheim.

Lewis public aliance at that time with the leading lights
of the Zionist billionaires' “ Mega’ apparatus is noteworthy,
but not surprising. Lewisislionized inside Israel, and by the
Israeli lobby in America, as ageopolitical giant. On Feb. 19,
1996, Lewis was feted in Jerusalem, where he delivered the
ninth annual B’ nai B’ rith World Center “ Jerusalem Address”
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on“The Middle East Towards the Y ear 2000.”

His son, Michael Lewis, is the director of the American-
Israeli Public Affairs Committee's super-secret “ Opposition
Research Section.” This is one of the most important well-
springs of propaganda and disinformation, presently saturat-
ing the U.S. Congress and American media with war-cries
for precisely the clash of civilizations that Lewis has been
promoting for decades.

Sincetheterror attacks of Sept. 11, 2001, L ewis hasbeen
afixturein the national media, appearing daily on CNN, Na-
tional Public Radio, public television, and before every neo-
conservative think-tank inside the Washington Beltway.

On Nov. 19, 2001, Lewiswrote yet another apologiafor
Osamabin Laden, dredging up hisown study of the Assassins
cult, to provethat bin Laden represented alegitimatetradition
within Islam. Writing in the New Yorker, he warned, “For
Osama bin Laden, 2001 marks the resumption of the war
for the religious dominance of the world, that began in the
Seventh Century. . . . If bin Laden can persuade the world of
Islam to accept his views and his leadership, then along and
bitter struggle lies ahead, and not only for America. Sooner
or later, al-Qaedaand related groups will clash with the other
neighbors of Islam—Russia, China, India—who may prove
less squeamish than the Americans in using their power
against Muslims and their sanctities. If bin Laden is correct
in hiscalculations and succeedsin hiswar, then adark future
awaits the world, especialy the part of it that embraces
Islam.”
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Opposition to ‘Osama Did It’:
Impact of LaRouche’s Thesis

by Paul Gallagher

With what Lyndon LaRouche called “the policies of Sept.
11" now the subject of increasing American debate over wha
to do next, a growing number of leading observers aroung
the world are publicly challenging the “Osama did it” story

underlying those policies so far. Former South
There is only one problem with the Osama explanation African President
No matter how uniformly media and governments repeat it Nelson Mandela
swear to it, and add more and more tertiary details to it, i }"’afjﬁlm?/“? the
nonetheless couldn’t have happened that way. The securi V\?f?ichgduol’i?lzsthe
intelligence, and miIitary-air_command ser_vices of the United first weeks of the
States could not have slept innocently while an assortment ¢4 new year, rejected
Islamic militants—of the type monitored intensively in the | the * Osama bin
United States by security services for a decade—carried o 'C-g\‘j:rr]g'oor' IthI’ the
amuch-warned of precision airborne attack on critical Ameri- £ Sept. 11 ir?egular-
can sites, which the Soviet special services, in their heyda: war attacksin the
could not have attempted. United Sates.

Using the official media fairy-story of Sept. 11 as their
touchstone, the powerful faction typified by Zbigniew Brzezi-
nski is pushing for the imperial elimination of national sover-  the attacks, as “one-sided and over-stated.” He said he wolt
eignty all over the world, and the Sharon governmentin Israebe arranging meetings with Muslim leaders in South Africa to
is pushing for general religious war in the Mideast. So, the personally convey this message—called by News24 a “higr
growing opposition to the “Osama bin Laden did it” line is unusual” reversal of view by the most widely respected of
important. The rallying-point for this opposition has beenthe  African leaders. “We are also writing to President Bush,
international activities, statements, and analyses of LyndoMandela announced, “to appropriately qualify the view we
LaRouche since September, including his authoritative previously expressed to him in person and in correspc
“Zbigniew Brzezinski and September 11,” published on Jandence.”

11 byEIR In another African power, Egypt, the rejection of the offi-
_ cial Sept. 11 story by President Hosni Mubarak (an experi-
From Africato Europe enced military pilot) is a view shared by much of Egypt's

Former South African resistance leader and President, population. On Jan. 5, the University of Cairo’s Center f
Nelson Mandela, announced a high-profile and deeply conAsian Studies held a seminar on “Who Committed the Sept.
sidered “about-face on bin Laden,” reported first on South 11 Attacks, and Why?” The Center’s director, Prof. Moharr
Africa’s News24 television on New Year's Day. Mandela med Selim, introduced Muriel Mirak-Weissbach BfR's
repudiated and apologized for his former, controversial state-  Wiesbaden bureau as the featured speaker. She prese
ment holding Osama bin Laden and al-Qaeda responsible faryndon LaRouche’s analysis that the attacks constituted an
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attempted coup d état against the U.S. government, involving
rogue elements of the American military and security appara-
tus who share the view of Brzezinski’s circles. Mrs. Mirak-
Weissbach stressed the desperate need to get “imperial con-
trol” over an uncontrollable globa economic breakdown, as
the motivation of the coup’ s powerful backers.

At the same Cairo conference, an important analysis was
put forward by Brig. Gen. Dr. Mahmoud Khalaf of Egypt’s
Higher Military Academy; heis also afellow of the British
Royal Institute for Home Defense and member of the Scien-
tific Association of the U.S. Army.

Genera Khalaf said that in the Sept. 11 attacks, “we are
confronted with atechnical operation of extremely great di-
mensions. We estimate that the planning organ for thisopera-
tion must have consisted of at least 100 specialized techni-
cians, who needed one year for planning. Each stage of this
operation has many details, and every single technical detail
needs measures, which are called ‘deception,” and camou-
flaging, against around ten specialized organs in the United
States which are called the ‘Intelligence Community.” We
will not say the CIA, but we will say the DIA, which is the
Defense Intelligence Agency. The DIA has highly qualified
technical capability. . . . | will not exaggerate and say it can
monitor every singlesquare meter of theplanet audio-visually
at any moment—{[and] the agency called the National Secu-
rity Agency. . .. Yes, there was a penetration of the security
system and the U.S. Armed Forces.”

General Khalaf presented to the conference a detailed,
virtually minute-by-minute military expert’s analysis of the
attacks; he emphasized the contradiction between the great
confusion and inaction of the U.S. military and security ser-
vicesfor hours, that fact that President Bush could not return
to Washington, and that the Executive could not clearly char-
acterize what was happening; and the fact that who had pre-
sumably done it—Osama bin Laden—was nevertheless be-
ing announced everywhere within less than two hours.

Other Egyptian experts concurred, and aformer Foreign
Minister reported meeting, in Canada, with senior European
bankers in September, who told him they believed “ Ameri-
cans’ had done the attacks “because of the economic crisis
prior to Sept. 11.”

But an even more forceful rejection of the officia
“Osama’ story camefromasenior figurein Germany’ sestab-
lishment, Andreas von Billow.

Intelligence Professional: ‘ Brzezinski,
theMad Dog’

VonBilow’ sstatementswerehighlightedinaninterview,
entitled “What Did The Insider Know?" in the German daily
Tagesspiegel on Jan. 13. The newspaper, while argumenta-
tively disagreeing with him, made clear that von Billow was
“aready inthe1970s State Secretary inthe[ German] Defense
Ministry; in 1993 you were the Social Democratic Party
speaker in the Schalck-Golodkowski investigation commit-
tee’—the German version of the Iran-Contra investigation,
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and far more serious and sensitive than that conducted by the
U.S. Senate. Thisinvestigation required von Bllow to know
about the operations of intelligence services of the United
States, aswell as Western and Eastern Europe.

Said von Billow of Sept. 11: “With the help of the horrify-
ing attacks, the Western mass democracies were subjected to
brainwashing. The enemy image of anti-communism doesn’t
work anymore; itistobereplaced by peoplesof Islamicbelief.
They are accused of having given birth to suicidal terrorism.”
Challenged on hisuse of the term “brainwashing,” he added:
“Theideaof theenemy imagedoesn’t comefromme. It comes
from Zbigniew Brzezinski and Samuel Huntington, two poli-
cymakers of American intelligence and foreign policy. Al-
ready inthe middleof the 1990s, Huntington believed, people
in Europe and the United States needed someone they could
hate—this would strengthen their identification with their
ownsociety. And Brzezinski, themad dog, asadviser to Presi-
dent immy Carter, campaigned for the exclusiveright of the
U.S. to seize all the raw materials of theworld, especialy oil
and gas.”

The events of Sept. 11, von Bulow told Tagesspiegel,
“fit perfectly in the concept of the armaments industry, the
intelligenceagencies, thewholemilitary-industrial -academic
complex. Thisisinfact conspicuous. The hugeraw materias
reserves of theformer Soviet Union are now at their disposal,
alsothe pipelineroutes. . . .

“1 can state,” he said of the planned irregular warfare
attacks on the World Trade Center, Pentagon, and perhaps
the White House, “the planning of the attackswastechnically
and organizationally a master achievement. To hijack four
huge airplanes within afew minutes, and within one hour, to
drive them into their targets, with complicated flight maneu-
vers! This is unthinkable, without years-long support from
secret apparatuses of the state and industry.”

Von Bulow concluded on thispoint by insisting, “1 know
alot of people, including very influential ones, who agree
with me, but only in whispers, never publicly.” Thisincludes
not only the Social Democratic Party circlesof former federal
Chancellor Helmut Schmidt, who share von Bulow’ s assess-
ment of what Brzezinski represents.

‘Search for the Truth’
Such circles’ assessment of the “policies of Sept. 11" is
worth quoting from the sameinterview with von Billow:

Tagesspiegel: How did you get the idea that there could be
a link between the attacks and the American intelligence
agencies?

Von Bilow: Do you remember thefirst attack on the World
Trade Center in 1993?

Tagesspiegel: Six people were killed, and over a thousand
wounded, by abomb explosion.

Von Bilow: In the middle was the bomb-maker, a former
Egyptian officer. He had pulled together some Muslims for
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Former German State
Secretary of Defense Andreas
von Bulow described
Zbigniew Brzezinski as* that
mad dog,” inaJan. 13
interview rejecting the official
versions and policies of

Sept. 11.

the attack. They were snuck into the country by the CIA,
despite a State Department ban on their entry. At the same
time, the leader of the band was an FBI informant. And he
made a deal with the authorities: At the last minute, the dan-
gerous explosive material would be replaced by a harmless
powder. TheFBI did hot stick tothedeal . Thebomb exploded,
so to speak with the knowledge of the FBI. The official story
of the crime was quickly found: The criminas were evil
Muslims.

Tagesspiegel: At thetime Soviet soldiers marched into Af-
ghanistan, you werein the Cabinet of Helmut Schmidt. What
wasit like?

Von Bilow: TheAmericanspushed for tradesanctions, they
demanded the boycott of the Olympic gamesin Moscow. . . .
And today we know: It was the strategy of the American
security adviser, Zbigniew Brzezinski, to destabilize the So-
viet Union from neighboring Muslim countries: They lured
the Russians into Afghanistan, and then prepared for them a
hell onearth, their Vietnam. With decisive support of theU.S.
intelligence agencies, at least 30,000 Muslim fighters were
trained in Afghanistan and Pakistan, a bunch of good-for-
nothings and fanatics who were, and still aretoday, ready for
anything. And one of them is Osamabin Laden. | wroteyears
ago: “It was out of this brood, that the Taliban grew up in
Afghanistan, who had been brought up in the Koran schools
financed by American and Saudi funds, the Taiban who are
now terrorizing the country and destroying it. . . .

Tagesspiegel: What do you think of the bin Laden films?
Von Bllow: Whenoneisdealingwithintelligence services,
one can imagine manipulations of the highest quality. Holly-
wood could provide these techniques. | consider the videos
inappropriate as evidence.

This senior German intelligence professional concluded
the interview pungently: “My task is concluded by saying, it
could not have been that way [according to the official story].
Search for the truth!”
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War Cabal Shifts
Its Sights To Iran

by Dean Andromidas

On Jan. 4, the U.S. State Department announced the suspen-
sion of funding for the Iragi National Congress (INC), the
organization which hoped to become the “Iragi Contras’ if
Saddam Husseinwereto becomethenext targetinthe“global
war against terrorism.” The move was a clear signa by the
Bush Administration that an attack on Irag, at least for the
moment, has been put on the back burner.

The decision has not deterred the “clash of civilizations’
advocatesin and around the Bush Administration led by Dep-
uty Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz and his sidekick
Richard Perle, the chairman of the Defense Policy Board.
They have simply shifted their focus from Irag to an attack
on Iran as the “center of global terrorism.” This crew has
deployed their ally, Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon, who
is now linking his war on the Palestinian Authority with a
new war on Iran. Israel isanuclear power, which has stated
publicly and loudly that it sees alleged attempts by Iran to
acquire nuclear weapons as a “strategic threat,” adding the
extremely dangerous nuclear dimension to Sharon’smove. It
is very possible that Sharon, in a “breakaway aly” mode,
would launch a strike against Iran, independently of the
United States. Such a strike could target Iran’s half-built nu-
clear power plants, aslsragl had donein 1981 against Irag, or
something far worse.

The major opponent in the Bush Administration to this
insanity hasbeen Secretary of State Colin Powell. Thistarget-
ting of Iran comes as the Bush Administration has opened a
quiet back-channel with Iran. Nonetheless, the first fruit of
Wolfowitz and Perle’ scampai gn wasastatement by President
George Bush, during arecent press conference. When asked
to comment on the absurd story that members of Osama bin
Laden’s al-Qaeda organization received a welcome in Iran
after fleeing Afghanistan, Bush warned Tehran, “Either you
arewith usor against us.”

INC spokesman Sharif Ali bin al-Hussein confirmed that
Iraq hasbeen pushed lower down onthelist of priority targets,
when he said that the suspension of INC funding was “engi-
neered by officialsintheBush Administrationwhodon’ t want
aggressiveactionagainst Irag.” Hecharged that theseofficials
“want to appease Saddam . . . and don’t want to take Saddam
on asthe head of aterrorist state.”

TheINC isheaded by Ahmed Chalabi, an Iragi “banker”
who is wanted in Jordan for his role in abanking scandal in
which hewasaccused of absconding withmillionsof dollars.
The decision to suspend the nearly million dollarsamonthin
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Ammunition seized by the Israeli Defense Forces on board the ship Karine A, on
Jan. 5, 2002. The lsraeli seizure of the ship on the Red Sea was aimed at sabotaging
the peace mission of U.S. Middle East Envoy Anthony Zinni, and targetting Iranin
the“ war against terrorism.”

U.S. aid that the INC was receiving, followed the organiza-
tion’ sfailure to account for how the money was being spent.

Sharon: The Breakaway Ally

The capture on Jan. 3 of the 4,000 ton ship Karine A
marked the beginning of an anti-lran campaign by Sharon
and his generals. The ship was alegedly carrying 50 tons of
weaponsfor the Palestinian Authority. Thelsraglisclaim that
the weapons were supplied by Iran and loaded onto the ship
at thelranian Island of Qeshminthe Strait of Hormuz. Sharon
has made the absurd claim that personnel and emissaries of
Palestinian Authority President Yasser Arafat held secret
meetings with ultra-hard-liner Ayatollah Khamenei in order
to seal a“terror aliance” among the Palestinians, Iran, and
the Lebanese Hezbollah. The Israglis even tried to link this
withtheattackson New Y ork’ sWorld Trade Center. Anyone
familiar with the region’s history over the past two decades
would know the low esteem in which Iran’s hard-liners hold
Arafat, whom they characterize as the man who signed the
OsloAccordswiththe“little Satan,” Israel. Inaddition, Arafat
has been traditionally aligned with Irag, which he supported
throughout the 1980-88 Iran-Iraq War, as well as during the
first Bush Administration’s Gulf War in 1990-91. Further-
more, the support given Hamas by the hard-linersin Iran has
done little to engender warm relations between Arafat and
the ayatollahs.

While the seizure of Karine A was touted by Sharon as
I srael’ smost spectacul ar achievement sincethethe June 1967
War, theinternational community has concluded that the sei-
zure was aimed at sabotaging the peace mission of U.S. Mid-
die East envoy Anthony Zinni, who arrived in Isragl on the
same day that Israel hijacked the ship in the Red Sea.

The linking of the Lebanese Hezbollah to the Karine A
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weapons shipment wasal so aimed at fingering
Syria, whichisalliedtoIran, and, likelran, is
known to support the Hezbollah. The reason
Sharon is targetting Syria has become trans-
parent with the visit to the region by former
U.S. Ambassador to Syriaand Israel Edward
Djergjian. Djergjian is the current director of
the James Baker |1l Ingtitute, and has been
named by the Bush Administration to open
an “aternative channel” to Syrian President
Bashar Assad. On Jan. 15, Djergjian, arrived
in lsrael after visiting Syria, and informed
Sharon that the Syrian President iswilling to
renew negotiations with Israel, picking up
where they left off with hislate father, Hafez
Assad, over two yearsago. Theimplicationis
that the Bush Admini stration thinksthismight
be a good idea—a message Sharon did not
want to hear.

At the sametimethat Djergjian, an aly of
Secretary of State Colin Powell, wasin Isragl,
Undersecretary of State John Bolton, who is
alied with Powell’ sadversaries, Wolfowitz and Deputy Sec-
retary of State Richard Armitage, was also in Israel. Bolton,
whoisresponsible for arms control, was meeting with senior
Israeli officials on how to stop the transfer of nuclear and
missile technology to Iran.

Islsrael Creating‘Iranian Contras ?

Writing in the Isragli daily Ha'aretz on Jan. 11, senior
military commentator Ze' ev Schiff confirmed that Sharon’s
anti-lranian rhetoric is now being followed up by an Isragli-
backed covert military-intelligence operation.

Schiff wrotethat while Sharonwas cel ebrating thecapture
of theKarine A, the United States was holding meetingswith
thelranians. “ Suddenly,” hewrote, referring to these discreet
talks, “the Iranians discovered that in certain areas, they
shared commoninterestswiththe United States—for instance
the Taliban” and Irag. Schiff said that while Israel should
remain cautiousover thesetalks because of continued Iranian
support of theterrorist gang Islamic Jihad, hewarned, “1srael
must focusits energies on diplomatic efforts rather than sup-
port—in terms of weapons and intelligence—for the under-
ground oppositionists Mojahedin-e Khalg (MKO) that are
operatingin Iran.”

This statement is the first admission by aleading Israeli
publicfigurethat I sragl has been supporting the MK O, which
isontheU.S. State Department list of terrorist organizations,
andisbasedin Irag.

Schiff also pointed out that there is a debate going on
within Iran, and that Israel should follow the U.S. lead, en-
couraging it through diplomatic means, rather than undertak-
ing dangerous special operations that will provoke Iran into
an aggressive response. Schiff wrote, “There is no debate
between conservatives and pragmatists over whether Iran
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should produce ground-to-ground missiles. All Iranians sup-
port the production of these missiles; furthermore, thereisno
internal opposition with regard to Iran’s nuclear ambitions.”
But, Schiff stressed that there is a debate on Iran’s policy
toward resolving the I sragli-Pal estinian conflict, adebate that
had not existed before. Hefurther reported on an | ranian semi-
nar on “Palestine From the Iranian Perspective,” where Mo-
hammed Raja Thajikh, an adviser to President Seyyed Mo-
hammed Khatami, said that Iran must “operate here within a
neutral context, capable of preventing aclash between ideol-
ogy and national interests. The Palestinian issue must be de-
prived of itsreligious rubric so that it an be examined from a
realpolitik standpoint suited to our policies.” Schiff pointed
out that Thajikh was highly critical of suicide bombings.

Schiff is signalling that some leading Isragli military
and intelligence circles see the grave dangers of Sharon’s
schemes to transform the current war of words between Iran
and Isradl, into covert military operations that could lead to
areal war.

Thelsradli-lranians

Exactly how Israel gets“weaponsand intelligence” tothe
MK O might seem ahit of amystery, but Sharon has hisown
“Iranian extremists,” who are well equipped for the task. On
top of thislist is Israeli Defense Forces Chief of Staff Shaul
Mofaz, who washbornin Iran. Appointed chief of staff almost
four years ago by Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, he
has been the mgjor force in the military implementing Shar-
on’s hard-line policies, and was the main mover behind the
Karine A affair.

Another Isragli Iranian isinfamous arms dealer and for-
mer Mossad agent Y @ akov Nimrodi. Alsoborninlran, Nim-
rodi inthe 1970shel pedtrainthe Savak, thelate Shah of Iran’s
notorioussecret service. Anold crony of Sharon’s, hebecame
one of Isradl’ sbusinesstycoons by selling millions of dollars
worth of weaponsto Iran during the Iran-Irag War. Hegained
unwelcomeattention asoneof U.S. National Security Council
aide Lt. Col. Oliver North's chief arms suppliers, delivering
weapons to the Nicaraguan Contras in the 1980s.

The MKO, despiteits sponsorship by Iraqg, has often been
accused of cooperating with the Mossad. In addition to con-
ducting cross-border raidsinto Iran from its military basesin
Irag, the MKO has claimed responsibility for assassinating
Iranian officials. The most spectacular were the assassination
of Army Deputy Chief of Staff Ali Sayyad-Shirazi in 1999
and former Justice Minister Assadollah Lgevardi in 1998.
Despite being on the State Department’ slist of terrorist orga-
nizations, its operatives continue to function from the United
States, Great Britain, and France.

The aim of Sharon’s support for the MKO isnot to bring
this rag-tag organization to power in Iran, but to use it as a
provocateur to ensure that moderate forces continue to be
isolated, if not crushed. A moderate Iran, in Sharon’s crazed
view, isas“ dangerous’ asamaoderate Palestinian Authority.
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India Contemplates
‘Limited War’ To Stop
Cross-Border Terrorism

by Ramtanu Maitra

Despite brisk diplomatic efforts by world leaders, the India-
Pakistan border remains highly tense and there is a growing
realization around the world, that India’ s resolve to stop the
terrorism coming across the border from Pakistan may lead
to war. Indian Defense Minister George Fernandes, who un-
dertook aJan. 17-20trip tothe United States, madetheIndian
objectiveclear, inarecentinterview withtheNew York Times.
He said that if Pakistan does not stop sending terrorists into
the Indian-held part of Kashmir, India will be left with no
choice but to go to war. Fernandes and India's top military
brasshave said recently that New Delhi isnow fully prepared
to meet the nuclear threat from Pakistan.

On Jan. 12, Pakistan President Gen. Pervez Musharraf
delivered avery important addressto the nation, laying down
a hard-line approach for future dealings with the extremists
and militants. He banned the Jaish-e-Mohammad and the
Lashkar-e-Toiba—the two groups India had claimed were
behind the terrorist attack on the Indian Parliament on Dec.
13, 2001. He also banned three other groupsinvolved in sec-
tarian killings within Pakistan. Prior to the speech, about 300
militants were arrested—although all were from Karachi,
while observers point out, that the epicenter of terrorism that
affectsthe Indian-held part of Kashmir isin Lahore and other
parts of Punjab.

Asone would expect, President Musharraf’ s speech was
strongly disliked by the banned groups. But resentment was
also expressed by a number of Arab countries, because of
what they view as Pakistan abandoning itsrole asan Islamic
state. On Jan. 16, theday U.S. Secretary of State Colin Powell
landed in Islamabad, a fire destroyed a 16-story government
building in Pakistan’ s capital. According to the national daily
The Nation, Pakistan's Interior Ministry kept its confidential
records on religious and militant organizationsin an officein
that building. Therecordsof recently bannedreligiousorgani-
zationsand jihadi outfitswere also said to bethere. There has
been no official reason given why the building, along with all
crucial documents, burned down.

Nonetheless, on the ground, many militants and extrem-
ists were taken in and screened. Their offices have been
closed, and they have been told that | slamabad will not allow
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them to re-start their organizations under new names. The
bank accounts of these groupswere reportedly frozen aswell.

A Step in theRight Direction

These moves by Islamabad, belated as they were, have
beenwidely wel comed around theworl d. But to many observ-
ers, including some in Pakistan, President Musharraf made
no effort in his speech to resolve any of the problemsthat dog
the Kashmir issue. To the chagrin of New Delhi, he kept
the “terrorism issue” separate from the complaints lodged
by India.

President Musharraf made it clear that these actions
against the militants will not lead to any concessionsto India
on Kashmir, because “Kashmir isin our blood.” Hetold In-
dian Prime Minister Atal Behari Vajpayee bluntly, that if
there were to be peace and harmony in South Asia, “The
Kashmir dispute will have to be resolved peacefully through
a dialogue on the basis of the aspirations of the Kashmiri
people.” At the same time, the Pakistani President appealed
to the world community, especialy to the United States, to
play an active role in resolving the Kashmir dispute for the
sakeof peace and harmony intheregion. President Musharraf
a so turned down the Indian request to hand over 20 terrorists
who had allegedly committed terrorist acts within India. He
said that Pakistani nationals on the list would not be handed
over; and asfor al others, Indiawould have to produce ade-
guate proof. Pakistan, however, had allowed its citizen, Mir
Aimal Kansi, who had been involved in the Jan. 25, 1993
shoot-out at CIA headquarters in Langley, Virginia, to be
picked up from Punjab and tried in the United States.

None of these formulations pleased New Delhi. Indiais
allergic to any reference to aresolution of the Kashmir issue
which calls for adialogue “on the basis of aspirations of the
Kashmiri people.” New Delhi considersthisformulation tan-
tamount to allowing a separate Kashmiri state, which, India
claims, was not envisaged in the 1948 UN Resolution on
Kashmir. India also believes that this is another 1slamabad
ploy to get the disputed issue into the hands of those who
would like to see this strategically located area become a
dependent, independent nation.

India is also adamantly opposed to any third-party
involvement in the resolution of the Kashmir conflict. But, as
somelndian expertspoint out, the situationisgetting murkier.
Writing for the daily The Hindu, C. Raja Mohan called the
stand-off between Indiaand Pakistan“thereturn of the Anglo-
Saxons to the subcontinent.” Washington and London have
already expressed their concern about a potential nuclear war
between Indiaand Pakistan, and want to mediate a dial ogue.
It is clear that Musharraf, in his Jan. 12 speech, had put the
focus back on Kashmir. It is evident to India that the Anglo-
Americanswill keep avery close eye onIndia shumanrights
record from now on, and will push for mediation to resolve
the Kashmir issue.

But within India, astrong lobby of hard-liners, who have
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many adherents in the political and non-political arenas,
would rather go to war with Pakistan than allow the Anglo-
Saxons to again meddle in the Kashmir issue. Indian Home
Minister L.K. Advani, who isin this category, wasin Wash-
ington on Jan. 9-10 and met with President George Bush,
Secretary of State Powell, and National Security Adviser
Condoleezza Rice. He told them that while Indialikes Presi-
dent Musharraf’s stern position against the extremists and
terrorists, it will watch what President Musharraf does on
the ground.

India’s Tough Stance

Indian Defense Minister Fernandesis another onewhois
unmoved by the accolades that Western nations have heaped
on President Musharraf’s tough anti-terrorist posture. Ad-
dressing foreign correspondents in New Delhi prior to his
departurefor Washington, Fernandes said that the Indian mo-
bilization of 700,000 Armed Forces troops aong the India-
Pakistan border is complete, and any de-escalation will take
place “only after cross-border terrorism is effectively
stopped.” He aso made it clear that India wants to settle
outstanding disputes with Pakistan through peaceful bilateral
negotiations, but if that fails, India“would explore other op-
tions.”

Fernandes said that New Delhi would give President
Musharraf time to translate his announcement into effective
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action to fight terrorism on the ground. Asserting that the
Indian people are“fed up” with terrorist activities sponsored
from across the border, Fernandes declared that the govern-
ment’ sresolveis*“to end for all time cross-border terrorism.”

Earlier, Indian Army Chief of Staff Gen. S. Padmanabhan,
admitting the existence of ahighly precarious situation along
the border, where almost a million troops have been amassed
by both nations, said at a press conferencethat Indiais*“ ready
for anything” and “there is scope for alimited conventional
war.” “ When two countries mobilize their forces and place
them on the border, it is not normal. The situation can be
comfortably described as serious,” he said.

“To say that there is a scope for a limited conventional
war is atruism. Yes, it is there, but it al depends on the
circumstances,” he said. He added that someterrorist training
campsin Pakistan-held Kashmir are“within India’ sreach” if
it wantsto strike. “When two forces are opposite each other,
you are closeto an actual war,” he said. But, he also said that
the Army would not start a war through its actions on the
border. “It is governments that have to set about the business
of war,” he said.

Diplomatic Activities

Those hard-line statements by Indian authorities have
triggered brisk diplomatic activities. President Bush has been
onthephonewith both President Musharraf and PrimeMinis-
ter Vajpayee. Secretary of State Powell talked to many top
Indian and Pakistani officials before heading for |slamabad
onJan. 15. Other important U.S. officials, including Secretary
of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, will bein Indiasoon.

China, meanwhile, has maintained a neutral position, de-
manding that both sides start working toward de-escalating
the crisis. Chinese Prime Minister Zhu Rongji, who made a
statevisittoIndiaonJan. 12-17, wel comed President Mushar-
raf’s speech and said that China opposes terrorism in all its
forms.

But, Moscow, aclose ally of New Delhi, hastaken more
cautious note of President Musharraf’ s speech and his subse-
guent acts. Russian Deputy Foreign Minister Alexander Lo-
syukov, in a meeting with his Pakistani counterpart, Aziz
Khan, on Jan. 15, said that President Musharraf should follow
up on promises to crack down on militantsin that country to
ease tensions with India. According to a Russian Foreign
Ministry report, the minister said, “Moscow expects Islam-
abad to put into effect measures to stop the activities of the
extremist organizations acting from territory controlled by
Pakistan.” Earlier, Russian Ambassador to India Alexander
Kadakinlikenedinternationa terrorismtoa“ cancer.” Hesaid
in a statement issued in New Delhi that banning the cancer
does not work. “If the tumor isincurable, whichisthe case, it
can be removed only through surgery.”

Washington, ontheother hand, isdeeply involvedindeal-
ingwithwhat Kadakinreferstoas* cancer.” TheUnited States
has received a significant amount of help from Islamabad,
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using four Pakistani airportsasbasesand placing troopsalong
the Pakistan-Afghanistan border in the ongoing Afghan war
to clean out the Taliban—the now-ousted ruling power in
Afghanistan (1996-2001) jointly created by the Americans
and the Pakistanis. However, the outcome of the Afghan war
indicates that Washington has not yet attained its objectives.
The United States would very much like to deliver up the
Arab terrorist Osama bin Laden, dive or dead, along with
Taliban chief Mullah Mohammad Omar, preferably alive, to
the American people as*“revenge” for the Sept. 11 attacks.

It is widely acknowledged, although many rumors are
flying, that both bin L aden and Omar havemelted away inside
Pakistan, and that without |slamabad’ s help, these two fugi-
tives will remain elusive. Washington is also aware that to
demand eradication of al terrorists from Pakistan, including
those whom Islamabad considers to be Kashmir liberation
fighters, will makeit doubly difficult for President Musharraf
to hand over either bin Laden or Omar. In addition, any war
between Indiaand Pakistan, alimited conventional war or an
exchange of nuclear weapons, disturbsthe U.S. agenda. And
a powerful faction in the United States is pushing to invade
Somalia, Yemen, and Iraq to further its “war against ter-
rorism.”

New Delhi, meanwhile, considers the present situation a
golden opportunity to pressure Washington, in particular, to
force Pakistan to give up cross-border terrorism. Advani told
Indian reporters that the United States understands India's
concerns, and that there was no demurring voice during his
talkswith the American leaders. “ Washington did not contest
even aword of what New Delhi stated,” the Indian Home
Minister said.

Onthe other hand, New Delhi does not believethat Presi-
dent Musharraf, left on his own, will ever lift a finger to
stop cross-border terrorism. New Delhi concluded that the
situation can be dealt with in two ways. First, by maximizing
pressure on the Americansto force Pakistan to do thejob; or,
to go for awar to humiliate the Pakistani Army. The second
option isnot really an option, and it would not prevent cross-
border terrorism in the short term. But some in New Delhi
believethat yet another humiliation of the Pakistan Army, as
in 1971, would force the Pakistani €lite to change its views
and settleon what should beamutual ly beneficial relationship
with India.

It is nonetheless evident that India will give President
Musharraf some time before it decides to launch a limited
conventional war. As one former Indian National Security
Agency member pointed out, President Musharraf has dis-
played immense courage and taken very grave risks to his
own life and regime by banning the terrorist outfits. Hisfirst
and foremost priority hasto beto consolidate himself against
al domestic threats. He needs time for that. It is only after
that, that he would be in a position to engage India or the
international community on other issues, including Kashmir,
the official said.
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Marines and Mini-Coup
Hit The Philippines

by Michael Billington

U.S. Specia Forces from several branches of the armed ser-
vices, and regular U.S. Army troops, are deploying into the
Philippinesfor direct military search-and-destroy operations
against one or moreterrorist and separatist groupsin the pre-
dominantly Muslim regionsin the South. In world headlines
about this first military action after Afghanistan in the U.S.
“war on terrorism,” what is crucia is being omitted: The
action is explicitly counter to the Philippine Constitution; it
isvirtually open-ended, in an environment in which multiple,
long-standing rebellions are currently escalating into open
warfare on several fronts; and a “mini-coup d' état” was ef-
fected in Manilain the days preceding the announcement of
the American deployment.

The“gradual” coup isbeing run by the samefigure, Gen.
Fidel Ramos, who has carried out several such coupsin the
past, with full backing from his sponsorsin Washington.

Thefact that the Philippine Constitution explicitly forbids
foreigntroopsto engagein combat on Philippinesoil hasbeen
flaunted, in a manner which is guaranteed to create further
chaos. The country is already reeling from the global eco-
nomic breakdown and endemic political instability. Before
mid-January, several dozen U.S. military advisersweretrain-
ing and advising Philippine troops in anti-terrorist activities,
but the government of President Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo
insisted that only Philippinetroopswould be engagedin com-
batting the Abu Sayyaf, akidnapping-for-ramsom gang with
tiesto the Afghansi terrorist networks.

The attempt to keep the policy change within constitu-
tional restrictionswas so contemptuous of reality that it made
mattersworse. “Malacanang [the Presidential Palace] should
stop the deceptions!” said Sen. Rudolfo Biazon, a former
Chief of Staff of the Armed Forces, and an author of the
Visiting Forces Agreement which governsU.S. military oper-
ationsin the country. He has called hearing in the Senate for
Jan. 22, challenging the constitutionality of the U.S. military
role.

The cover story is ridiculous. Portions of the 160 U.S.
Specia Forcesand 500 Army troops will accompany Philip-
pineforcesto thefront. They will befully armed, and permit-
ted to usetheir weaponsif attacked. Nonethel ess, Philippines
Defense Secretary Angelo ReyessaidtheU.S. personnel were
only trainers. He claimed the military operation was actually
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a “joint training exercise,” caled Balikatan (Shoulder-to-
Shoulder), although the“exercise” would be held onthe front
of an active war, and would last up to one year, rather than
the normal two weeks!

Moreover, U.S. troops will deploy not only to the island
of Basilan, where the Abu Sayyaf is holding three hostages
(including two Americans), but also to the island of Jolo,
wheretheMoroNational Liberation Front (MNLF)—theold-
est Muslim separatist movement in the south—has broken a
long-standing peace agreement with the government, and is
engaged in bloody confrontationswith the Philippines Army.
Under the announced rules of engagement, if U.S. troopsin
Jolo become involved in a military conflict, they could find
themselves in military operations against a broad array of
organizations representing the Muslim popul ation acrossthe
entire southern part of the country.

Philippine Shift Announced by Wolfowitz

The dramatic Jan. 9 reversal by the Philippines govern-
ment was telegraphed in the Jan. 8 New York Times in an
interview with U.S. Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul
Wolfowitz. Wolfowitz is the leading spokesman for the fac-
tion within the Bush Administration demanding war against
Irag and other Islamic targets—a policy intended to destroy
thecoalition put together by President Bush and Russian Pres-
ident Putin, and to unleash aglobal “clash of civilizations.” In
the interview, Wolfowitz acknowledged that President Bush
had not agreed to the Iraq war scenario, and suggested that he
(Wolfowitz) and his allies were pushing for the initiation of
military campaigns against secondary targets, naming Soma-
lia, Yemen, Indonesia, and the Philippines.

Wolfowitz told the Times that Indonesia’ s government,
likeSomalia’sand'Y emen’ s, was" extremely weak” incertain
areas, suggesting that only U.S. military forces could deal
with “Muslim extremists and Muslim terrorists’ in those ar-
eas—a threat arousing great concern in Indonesia. Of the
Philippines, he said that, although the government was “very
anxious to do it themselves,” he nonetheless believed that
U.S. involvement “might include direct support of Philippine
military operations.” The next day, Gen. Diomedio Villa
nueva, the Chief of Staff of the Philippines Armed Forces,
announced that U.S. troops “would be alowed to join the
front-line Filipino troops fighting the Abu Sayyaf.”

How did theWolfowitz cabal turn the Philippinesgovern-
ment to accede to a policy both dangerous, in total disregard
for the Philippines Constitution, and threatening a broader
and moretragic war?

Ramos Mini-Coup

Theanswer isrevealedinthetiming: Jan. 8, theWolfowitz
interview; Jan. 9, theannouncement of thechangeinpolicy in
the Philippines; and Jan. 10, the announcement that President
Macapagal-Arroyo had established a “Council of State,”
headed by Fidel Ramos, to “advise the government on all
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matters of national importance.” London and New York's
favorite oligarch-in-residence in the Philippines, Ramos had
carefully orchestrated this “mini-coup” over previous
months.

Important aspects of background are needed to under-
stand this mini-coup. General Ramos, in 1985-86, under the
direction of the U.S. State Department, led a military coup
against Philippines President Ferdinand Marcos, whom he
had served as head of the Armed Forces. That coup was coor-
dinated with the Wall Street-allied financial elitein Manila—
centered in the Makati Business Club, the press under their
control, and corrupt elements within the Catholic Church,
centered around Cardinal Jaime Sin—who together rallied
millionsof demonstratorsontothestreetsof Manilatoprovide
the appearance of what was called “ peopl€’ s power,” provid-
ing acover for the coup.

Marcos was replaced by Corazon Aquino, the widow of
opposition leader Benigno Aquino, who had been assassi-
nated upon his return from self-imposed exile in the United
States in August 1983. Cory Aquino ruled at the whim of
Ramos and the International Monetary Fund (IMF), and her
regimeleft the economy in shambles. By thetime of the 1992
elections, with electricity blackouts across the country, and a
general breakdown of theeconomy, Ramoswon the Presiden-
tial election himself, posing as a strong leader capable of
putting the economy back together.

Indeed, heimmediately coerced the Congresstogrant him
emergency powers, including the right to sign contractswith
foreign investors, without review. He then proceeded to sign
sweetheart contracts with the Anglo-American financial and
energy cartels, placing al therisk upon the government of the
Philippines—i.e., upon the Filipino people. When the Asian
economies collapsed under the speculative assault of the
Western hedgefundsin 1997, deval uing the peso and shutting
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The sudden and anti-
constitutional long-term
deployment of U.S.
military forcesinto the
Philippinesis part of a
rapidly growing crisis of
Gloria Macapagal-
Arroyo’s Presidency;
sheisthreatened with a
creeping coup by former
President Fidel Ramos
(shownwith U.S
Defense Secretary
William Cohen in 1998),
who haslong saluted
British and U.S. policy
in the Philippines.

down much of the economy, the country was left holding
huge debts which the devaluations multiplied, and contracts
which forced the government to purchase unneeded and un-
used electricity and other products.

When the 1998 el ections came around, Ramos tried sev-
eral meansto run for a second term, including effortsto lift
the congtitutional ban against succeeding oneself. However,
with the population wracked by the impact of the economic
collapse, he did not prevail. His Vice President, Joseph Es-
trada, a populist extremely popular among the poor, was
elected in alandslide.

Within ayear, Ramos and his cohortsfrom the 1986 coup
were at it again—and, again, the shots were called in Wash-
ington. Estrada, despite his continuing huge popular support,
wascharged with corruption, and pilloried by the press. When
Ramos, theMakati Business Club, Cardinal Sin, andthepress
again produced a critical mass of warm bodies on the streets
of Manila, creating the appearance of yet another “people’s
power” revolt, Ramos returned from a Washington “visit,”
broke most of the resistance within the active military |eader-
ship to the unconstitutional usurpation of power from the
elected President, and seized power. He installed Estrada’s
Vice President Macapagal-Arroyo as President, assuming he
could control her, as he had Cory Aquino.

Round Three

Thenew President, whilegenerally trained in themoneta-
rist orthodoxy of the IMF and the New Y ork/London free-
trade oligarchy, was confronted by the devastating effects
which the collapse of that system has had upon her country.
Shetook stepsto strengthen relationswith the nations of East
and Southeast Asia, including establishing ties with Malay-
sian PrimeM inister M ahathir bin M ohamad, whosesovereign
measures of defense against the demands of the IMF had
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saved Malaysiafrom theworst effects of thecrisis. However,
she has been unable or unwilling to take similar kinds of
emergency, sovereign measuresfor the Philippines. The sub-
sequent, continuing economic decay, intensified by falling
U.S. and Japanese importing capacity as the world economy
careensinto depression, left her vulnerable to a (now almost
traditional) Philippine-style coup d'état. And Fidel Ramos
was soon up to hisold tricks.

Coup rumors are nothing new in the Philippines, but the
current round became more serious in December, when a
suspicious former junior officer, claiming to represent mili-
tary organizationswhich had beeninvolvedin previousfailed
coup attempts, turned over “evidence” of anew coup to gov-
ernment-linked NGOs, and promptly got abullet through his
head on the streets of Manila. Meanwhile, the People’s Con-
sultative Assembly (PCA), the primary non-governmental or-
ganization (NGO) in the overthrow of President Estrada,
broke from the Macapagal-Arroyo government, and called
for anew “ people’ spower” movement if sherefusedtoresign.
The head of the PCA is one Salvador Enriquez, aRamos man
who ran the budget during his Presidency!

Then, inrapid (and predictable) order, Cardinal Sinthrew
in hishat, on Jan. 9, saying that “the people aretired,” while
Gen. Fortunato Abat, thehead of aretired military association
connected to Ramos, and the first military man to publicly
call for the military to withdraw support from Estrada last
year, piped inon Jan. 10, that the President was not interested
in the people, and that “the people are wiser now.”

Later that day, Macapagal-Arroyo blinked, announcing
the formation of the Ramos “Council of State,” and praising
his knowledge and experience.

Ramos’ attempt at Round Three was part-bluff, sinceitis
unlikely that the “warm bodies” would have been available
for the media-show required to justify a “people’s power”
coup. The populationissorely disappointed that the economy
continuesto decay under Macapagal-Arroyo’ sleadership, but
few would rally to a Ramos standard any longer.

However, Macapagal-Arroyo is now essentially wedded
toRamos’ policies, including |M F-dictated austerity, the sell-
off of thenation’ sindustriesand banksto foreign specul ators,
and the introduction of the U.S. military. Shewill thusfind it
extremely difficult toreversethedamage. Ramosand hisU.S.
backers are unlikely to be satisfied with the position of “ad-
viser” for long.

Ramos is clearly behind the decision to deploy U.S.
troops. Is he also ready to consider the return of U.S. bases,
or allow a new base to be set up elsewhere, such as General
Santos City in Mindanao, where the United States recently
built a $2 billion state-of-the-art airport and port facility?
Many in the American war faction have called for exactly
that.

As with the demise of the state of Argentina, and others
now on the chopping block, national |eaders must act to assert
sovereignty in the onrushing global economic breakdown, or
facetheir nations' downfall.
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Colombia: ‘Peace’ With
Terrorists Disintegrates

by Gretchen Small

When President Andrés Pastranawent on national radio and
television Jan. 9 to announce to the Colombian nation that
peace negotiations with the largest narco-terrorist force in
the Western Hemisphere, the Revolutionary Armed Forces
of Colombia (FARC), had failed, a new political-military
geometry opened in the Western Hemisphere. The President
gave the FARC 48 hours to pull its forces out of the vast,
Switzerland-sized demilitarized enclave which, with U.S.
State Department encouragement, his government had
handed over to FARC control over three years before.

It was a shift in U.S. policy which tipped the scales
in Colombia, U.S. Presidential pre-candidate Lyndon
LaRouche wrote on Jan. 12. “ The significance of the virtual
break between President Pastrana and the FARC, isthat this
represents a dramatic shift in U.S. policy, away from the
pro-drug-legalization policy, toward a traditional anti-drug
policy. It is, otherwise, a crucia step toward implementing
acombat against the spread of international terrorism, whose
funding relies chiefly on proceeds of drug and weapons
trafficking. The point has been reached, that either those
two logistical features of terrorist forms of irregular warfare
are virtually ended, or there is no chance of civilized life
continuing on this planet for the forseeable future.”

The Grasso Factor

As indicated by LaRouche, the ramifications of the col-
lapse of the peace with narco-terrorism in Colombia extend
far beyond even the Andean region, where the legalization
policy had become the dominant reality. Immediately af-
fected, too, are the City of London and Wall Street, whose
New York Stock Exchange chairman Richard Grasso has
staked part of hispoalitical capital on hischummy relationship
with the FARC's Comandante Raill Reyes.

The response within Colombiawas electric. The govern-
ment would finally reassert its authority over the entirety of
the national terrority, and end the nightmare of a surrea
“peace process’ under which an unending stream of foreign
dignitaries and top Wall Street financial honchos had flown
into negotiatewith FARC commandersintheir enclave, even
asthe FARC kidnapped children and adults across the coun-
try, wiped out wholetownsin their assaults, shut down high-
ways, blew up electricity installationsand oil pipelines—and
of course, ran massive amountsof drugsinto theU.S., at will.
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Even when the Colombian military captured, and then turned
over to the U.S. government in 2001, court-useable evidence
that the FARC had become the largest drug cartel in South
America, the game till continued. The FARC, confident in
its political protection, allowed Colombian media into their
enclave to film shots of the Nazi-like concentration camps
where emaciated hostages were held captive—and yet the
FARC were till portrayed as peace-seeking rebels in the
world’smedia

Thedecision of thegovernment to act, produced an explo-
sion of hope. In town after town, people came out to the
highway to cheer troop convoyson, asthe Army began mov-
ing thousands of reinforcements south towards the FARC
DMZ following Pastrana s announcement. Polls found an
85% support for Pastrana’s decision; no Presidential candi-
date dared oppose his announcement.

Reviving a Corpse

Had Pastrana kept to his deadline, Colombia’'s Armed
Forceswould have moved into the DMZ, and had the FARC
onthe defensive. That opportunity to deliver arapid, decisive
blow to the drug trade and international terrorism, however,
was lost. Richard Grasso's Wall Street allies, the United
Nations, the drug legalization lobby, the “human rights”
lobby, the One Worldists and terrorist sympathizers, all went
into action to savetheir policy of peace with narco-terrorism,
and they once again, temporarily, succeeded.

The ostensible issue blocking a return to the negotiating
table, had been the government’s refusal to lift the military
controls around, and over, the FARC' s enclave which it had
imposed in the wake of Sept. 11. The FARC had said they
would not return to the table until the government revoked
its order that any foreign visitors who wished to enter the
enclave had to receive government permission, first, and
lifted the army troops now closely patrolling the roads enter-
ing the area. What provoked the FARC's particular fury,
were military surveillance overflights of the area, which
made operations by FARC drug planes more difficult.

The United Nations envoy to the Colombian peace talks,
former New York Timesreporter James LeMoyne, with back-
ing from UN Secretary General Kofi Annan, took the point
in arranging the government’s backdown on its 48-hour
ultimatum. LeMoyne, who spent many hours “sipping whis-
key with the rebel commanders,” worked closely with Cuban
leader Fidel Castro, who sent in his own, undisclosed, pro-
posal for how to break the impasse. The governments of
France, Canada, Sweden, Norway, Spain, Mexico, Italy,
Switzerland, and Venezuelaa so threw their force behind the
narco-terrorists, with the French Ambassador to Colombia,
Daniel Parfait, serving asthe spokesman for the governments
involved. The Ambassadors of those ten nations pounded
Pastrana for nearly five hours on Jan. 13, and then flew
down to the FARC enclave to accompany LeMoyne in the
fina push to revive the talks.
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Parfait told the press, “We are not going in empty-
handed,” but what they promised the FARC has not been dis-
closed.

The forces of sanity in Colombia and in the United
States, once again, failed to stand firm, and in the evening
of Jan. 14, shortly before the troops were to move into the
DMZ, President Pastrana went back on national television,
this time to announce that yet another 11th-hour pact had
been reached. The FARC accepted the status quo, and negoti-
ations with the FARC would be resumed. The President
tried to put a tough face on his capitulation, by giving the
FARC until Jan. 20, to make a hard committment to discuss-
ing a cease-fire in the next round of negotiations!

Winning the Peace

The FARC took back political control of the situation
through the UN-Cuban-French-et.al. initiative, but there is
no returning to the status quo ante. Colombian military
forces remain in place along the borders of the narco-terror-
ists' enclave, and the government’s ability to capitulate is
constrained both by the domestic hatred of its peace policy,
and the shift within Bush Administration against terrorism
globally. What additional military capabilities the FARC
may haveacquired and stored intheir zone, and what strategy
they may adopt as Colombia heads into congressional elec-
tionsin March and presidential electionsin May, remain to
be seen.

A determined commitment from Washington to take on
the Grasso-UN-legalization forces is required. Discussions
are underway in Washington, over how to expand U.S. mili-
tary aid for Colombia, and reduce the restrictions on its use.
Currently, U.S. law only permits Colombia's military to use
U.S. aidfor fighting drugs, and not for any counterinsurgency
operations, an absurdity given that there is no distinction
between terrorism and narcotics at al on the ground. The
restrictionsare strongly defended in Congress, asone official
told the Washington Post Jan. 15, only after Sept. 11 has
lifting these restrictions even become debatable.

One immediate step, would be the reactivation of the
U.S. drug surveillance and tracking flights over the Andes,
which have been shut down since the Spring of 2001, when
a plane carrying American missionaries was shot down in
Peru.

A second idea under discussion is for the U.S. to train
and equip another rapid-reaction force battalion (RDF), this
one to protect infrastructure, including pipelines owned by
U.S. oil companies. While equipment is sorely needed, the
ongoing U.S. effort to restructure the Colombian Army into
multiple RDF battalions is a sure-loser, following a line of
utopian madness. To win the peace, as Lyndon LaRouche
has insisted, Colombia’ s military must be built up around a
strengthened military engineering corps, ready to help re-
store the country economically, as well as militarily, from
the ravages of the narco-guerrillas.

EIR January 25, 2002



Venezuela: Jacobin Fascism
Detends Dying Neoliberalism

by David Ramonet

Venezuelan President Hugo Ghea Ffas has launched his L aws of Discord

new year with plans to take on the growing opposition to  Throughout 2001, there were all sorts of protest demon-

his post-modern fascist “revolution.” For three years the  strations against thedg@ernment—from oil workers,
Venezuelan economy, maintained exclusively with surplugeachers, farmers and ranchers, firemen, doctors, public em-
oil income, has moved steadily down the Argentine path of  ployees, etc.—in defense of labor benefits. There were als
self-destruction. But contrary to Chez’s “leftist” rhetoric,  demonstrations by political organizations demanding-Cha

he is not readying such necessary protectionist measures as  vez'’s resignation.

debt moratorium or exchange and capital controls. Rather, The protests reached a new high on Dec. 10, when virtu-

he is preparing to deploy mobs organized from among his  ally the entire nation went on strike: 90% of Venezuela’s
impoverished followers against any expression of discontentarious economic strata heeded the call for a National Civic

or dissidence. Chavez's goal is to impose a plan, contained Strike, jointly called by the Federation of Chambers of Indus
in 49 recently decreed laws, which appears to be taketry and Commerce (Fedataras) and the Venezuelan Work-
straight from the pages of the World Bank’s “Brandt Com-  ers Federation (CTV). Various civil and retired military orga-
mission,” or from the radical ecologists sponsored by suchizations also responded to the unusual strike call, all
oligarchic bankers as Teddy Goldsmith and his World So-  demanding that the government respect the Constitution, ar
cial Forum. agree to revise the 49 laws issued under the aegis of the En-

During Charez’s three years of government, the guiding abling Law, granted it by the National Assembly a year
principle behind his management of the economy has beegarlier.
strict adherence to International Monetary Fund financial This is the first time in the history of Venezuela that busi-
guidelines. He managed to reduce inflation to 12.3% last yeaness and labor have joined forces in calling a strike against
at the cost of a drastic reduction in consumption and private  the national government. It didn’t bothez, Cloavever.
investment. He maintained the exchange rate within the estalble announced he felt “honored that the oligarchy struck
lished band, by a slippage of 7.5%, at the cost of a 16.4% against me.”
increase in imports ($11.115 billion by September 2001) fi-  What finally led to the strike was the approval of the 49
nanced by oil revenues. As a result, the operating reserves of  laws, on which the national business community and vario
the Venezuelan Central Bank have fallen, and the governmeiivil organizations insisted they were never consulted.-Cha
has had to tap into the resources of the Investment Fund for ~ vez's “Bolivarian Constitution” supposedly requires sucl
Macroeconomic Stabilization (FIEM), in order to maintain consultation, as part of the “participatory democracy” that the
the exchange rate, now under pressure. “VEhgovernment vociferously promotes.

Last year, only 32% of industrialists invested in fixed  The laws being challenged are the Lands and Agricultural
capital, and then only toreplace equipmentand not toimprove Development Law, the Fishing Law, the Coasts and Strean
productive capacity. Unemployment has remained at an offiLaw, the Hydrocarbons Law, and the Public Administration
cial 14%, but “informal,” or disguised unemployment, has Law. Each of these is based on radical environmentalist anc
already surpassed 50% of the active labor force. To try tandigenist criteria which make them not only unfeasible, but
alleviate this situation, the government has continued to mis- dangerous.
spend public treasury funds, derived primarily from the oil  The Lands and Agricultural Development Law is the
industry, on all sorts of “micro” projects—from “micro-  flagship of the Chavista “revolution,” and to carry it out, the
credits” to “microbusinesses,” as the World Bank recom-President has named his brother,” Adahavez, as Minister
mends. Meanwhile, the only sacred expenditure hasbeenreg-  of Lands. The law affects “the use of all public and privat
ular payment on the foreign debt. lands for the purpose of food production,” and holds them

However, the main opposition to Orez has beenunable  subject “to fulfilling the social function of the nation’s food
to respond to this spreading chaos with a viable economic akecurity.” Thus, these lands “must submit to the needs of
ternative. food productiorin accordance with the food security plans
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established by the National Executive” (emphasis added).

In other words, apart from setting limits on land owner-
shipto eiminatethelatifundio, asexistsin legislation around
the world, the law forces landowners “with an agricultura
vocation” to produce according to the government’ sdictates,
or face loss of their property. At the same time, they are
required to exploit their land continually, or run the risk of
having their land declared “fallow,” and subject to expropri-
ation.

The law also recognizes indigenous “ancestral methods”
of cultivating the land, and promotes “research” into these
methods. It is here that the law, which reflects the social and
economic vision of the Chavez regime, is most similar to the
“appropriate technology” schemes promoted by the World
Bank’ sBrandt Commission during the 1970sand 1980s. The
assumption here was that developing countries could not af-
ford theluxury of modern technology, sincetheir first priority
was debt payment, not technological development.

Similarly, the Fishing Law encourages primitive rather
than industrial fishing methods, to the point that industrial
fishing is prohibited in the most productive areas.

The Hydrocarbons Law is the least offensive, since it
tends to renationalize the oil industry that had been moving
toward privatization under the previous administration. The
law tends to concentrate the decision-making powers regard-
ing the budget of the national oil company PdVSA, in the
handsof the Executive, whileregulating privateinvestmentin
thearea. Many criticisms of the law stem from old neoliberal
concepts which have no sense of the real world, after the
stunning failure of the “new economy” and the speculative
bubble that accompanied it. However, the legitimate criti-
cismsof thelaw arebased onlack of confidenceinthe Chavez
regime’ s ability to appropriately administer oil revenues, and
fear that PAVSA will be turned into the cash cow for the
ruling party.

TheRegimelsWobbling

The Chavez regime has become increasingly unstable
since Sept. 11, 2001. Incapable of comprehending the pro-
found changes which have occurred since that date, Chavez
has continued to give cover to Colombia s narco-terrorist
hordes, whileblindly criticizing measuresadopted by the U.S.
government in its battle against terrorism.

U.S. Ambassador Donna Hrinak was recalled to Wash-
ington at that time, and the State Department officially re-
jectedtheV enezuel an President’ sstatementscomparing U.S.
bombing of Afghanistan with theterrorist attack onthe Twin
Towers. Shortly before that, Venezuelan Vice-President Ad-
ina Bastidas had given a speech declaring that “WASP cul-
ture” wastheroot cause of terrorism. Sincethen, certain State
Department circles which had been supportive of the Chavez
regime began to distance themselvesfromiit.

Theinternal oppositionto Chavez, particularly inneocon-
servative circles, understands this clearly. The opposition
which earlier had felt itself forsaken, has now begunto gather
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strength, particularly inlight of the severeeconomicrecession
that has hit the middle class especially hard, and the growth
of unemployment.

President Chavez' s intransigent response to the Dec. 10
strike polarized the political situation even further, provoking
divisionswithin the ruling coalition. On the day of the strike,
Chavez threatened to throw the strikersinjail and bring down
the “full weight of the law” on them, while shock troops led
by Freddy Bernal, mayor of Caracas's Libertador municipal -
ity, hit the streetsto smear striking shop windowswith “Trai-
torstotheNation,” and similar slogans. Bernal personally led
one of these goon squads, intending to attack Fedecamaras
headquarters, but was prevented from doing so by the Metro-
politan Police, under orders from Caracas Mayor Alfredo
Pefa. Pefia, aformer Chavista, isnow akey opposition leader,
backed by certain U.S. factions.

None of this has convinced Chavez to backtrack, how-
ever. On the contrary, he has denounced the opposition as
“destabilizers,” and has accused them of organizing a coup
against him, and even hismurder. Although heinsiststhat his
“revolution” has the backing of the Armed Forces, in his
annual message to the Caracas garrison on Dec. 28, he made
an unusua appeal to the military not to heed the campaign
he said was intended to divide the military institution and
overthrow him.

Chavez hasal so stepped up hisfight with the media, espe-
cialy against the daily El Nacional and the TV news chain,
Globovision. On Jan. 7, amob surrounded the newspaper’s
building, trying to occupy it, but was repelled by the Metro-
politan Police. Later, the Chavez-controlled National Guard
arrived to replace the police, and allowed the hordes to re-
group and attack again. Chavez subsequently defended the
mob’s right to demonstrate without permits, and threatened
to dissolve the Metropolitan Police for daring to “ repress the
people.”

Chavez' s erstwhile ally Pablo Medina, secretary general
of the Patria Para Todos (Fatherland For All) party, thinks
that Chavez intends to dissolve the National Assembly and
rulewith the mob and with the Armed Forces, just ashisguru,
Argentine Nazi-communist Norberto Ceresole, advised him
todo.

Onthe other hand, Rafael Poleo, the El Nuevo Pais editor
who iswell connected to both domestic and foreign intelli-
gencecircles, predictsthat “in the course of the next months,
the Chavista regime will collapse and be replaced by a na-
tional coalition government, which will try to unite the coun-
try around a political agreement to forge an economic recov-
ery based on job promotion.”

But none of the parties or opposition groups have pre-
sented, against Chavez' s neofascism, a real aternative pro-
gram that is not just a simple repudiation of the supposed
“Cuban model.” And what Fedecamaras’ economic program
represents is nothing more than the Mont Pelerin Society’s
failed neoliberal model, whose application over the past two
decades has ripped the economy to shreds.
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Pope John Paul II: Pursue The Common
Good In Argentina, Mideast

by Claudio Celani

In hisyearly speech to the diplomatic corps on Jan. 10, Pope
John Paul 11 addressed the situationin Argentinaand stressed
that policies to find a way out of the crisis must pursue the
common good. “Most recently,” he said, “the difficult situa-
tion in Argentina has given rise to public unrest which has
painfully affected peopl €’ slives. Thisisyet another reminder
that political and economicactivity at thenational andinterna-
tional levels must always be inspired by the pursuit of the
authentic good of individuals and peoples. With insistence |
wishtoencouragethe peopleof Latin America, and Argentina
in particular, to hold on to hope amid the present difficulties,
and not to lose sight of the fact that, given the great human
and natural resources available, the present situation is not
irreversibleand can be overcomewith everyone' shelp. If this
is to happen, private or partisan interests must be set aside,
and the interest of the nation must be promoted by every
legitimate means, through areturn to moral values, open and
frank dialogue, and the renunciation of what is superfluousin
order to help those who are in any way in need. In this spirit,
it should be remembered that political activity is above all a
noble, demanding, and generous service to the community.”

Notothe*Clash of Civilizations

The meeting was opened by the Dean of the Diplomatic
Corpsto the Vatican, San Marino Ambassador Giovanni Ga-
lassi. Hewarned against aclash of civilizationspolicy, saying
that nationsmust reject “ armed reprisal sagainst whol e, harm-
less civilian populations, due to wrongly and simplistically
identifying the primary cause of terrorism in their ethnicity
ortheirreligions.” Inparticular, hesaid, “welivewithinterest
and hopefor the ongoing dialogue with Islam, recently erron-
eously demonized, which is instead the heir of a millenary
culture which has nothing to do with fringes of extreme inte-
gralism.”

Galassi also warned against “a new and more dangerous
economic colonialism,” and called for “new supranational
bodieswhich are ableto steer the free market not only on the
basis of financial profits, but above al, in agreement with the
dictates of international law and the ethical values which all
legidationinvolves.” Thisisaconcept very closeto Lyndon
LaRouche's idea of a“New Bretton Woods’ monetary and
financial reform. Indeed, Galassi has used the expression
“New Bretton Woods® in previous public speeches.

The Pope, speaking after Ambassador Galassi, praised his
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“thoughtful greeting” asbeing“ accompanied by apenetrating
analysisof theinternational sceneduring the pastyear.”“ The
horizon indeed appears dark,” said the Pope, “and many of
those who have lived through the great movement toward
freedom and the changes of the '90s are surprised to find
themselves gripped today by fear of afuture which has once
again become uncertain.”

The Pope also issued a clear condemnation of Israeli
Prime Minister Ariel Sharon’s policies against the Palestin-
ians. The Pope said that “no one can remain indifferent to the
injustice of which the Palestinian people have been victims
for more than 50 years. No one can contest the right of the
Israeli peopletolivein security. But neither can anyoneforget
the innocent victims who, on both sides, fall day after day,
under the blows of violence. Weaponsand bloody attackswill
never be the right means for making a political statement to
theother side. Nor isthelogic of thelaw of retaliation capable
any longer of leading to paths of peace.” The Popethen called
for “the application of international law, the evacuation of the
occupiedterritories, and aninternationally guaranteed special
status for the most holy placesin Jerusalem.”

“One against the other, neither Israglis nor Palestinians
can win the war. But together they can win peace,” the Pope
said. Finally, he addressed the issue of terrorism. Fighting
terrorism, he said, means not only “legitimate defense,” but
also applying “the most effective means of eradicating terror-
ism, the search for the factors underlying such acts, and the
measures to be taken to bring about a process of ‘healing’ in
order to overcome fear and to avoid evil being added to evil,
violenceto violence.”
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South Africans Host
Mideast Peace Talks

by Lydia Cherry

A three-day meeting between Israeli and Palestinian delega-
tionswas held on Jan. 9-11, in South Africa’ s Western Cape.
It was hosted by South African President Thabo Mbeki and
former National Party ministers who played crucial rolesin
what is dubbed “the South African miracle’—the peaceful
end of apartheid—of the early 1990s. The spokesman for
the Isragli delegation, Yossi Beilin, Justice Minister in the
Barak government and an architect of the Oslo Accords,
noted upon leaving that there had not “been a meeting on
such a level between Israelis and Palestinians for a long
time.” Beilin judged that “the meeting set a precedent for
us. We never had it before. | think it comes from a belief
that the longest conflict since World War 11 should be re-
solved.”

“A resolution of this long-standing conflict is possible,”
insisted President Mbeki asthe“retreat” ended. Mbeki noted
that President George Bush had asked for a report on the
meeting, and that the U.S. government had given its support
to the peace initiative. Making clear that he was willing con-
tinueonthistrack inany way hewasneeded, including travel-
ling to the Middle East, Mbeki expressed hisfaith in apeace-
ful resolution based on the two-state (Israel and Palestine)
route. Hereferred to thetwo peoplesasvery talented and said
that both needed to recover their dignity.

The Palestinian delegation to the Western Cape retreat
was headed by Dr. Saeb Erakat, who has been negotiating the
interim, or transitional, agreement of the Oslo peace process
with Isragl sinceitssigning in 1995, and has held the post of
Minister of Local Government in the Palestinian Authority.
Dr. Erakat made clear in his statements that Palestinian Au-
thority President Yasser Arafat was in support of the talks
hosted by the South Africans. Dr. Erakat said that after 15
months of funerals, siege, and “closure” in Palestine, “We
had lost the ahility to hope. . . . Coming here and listening to
thegreat experiencesof South Africa’ sprocessof negotiation
and transformation hasinspired us. . . . Also, what thesethree
days demonstrated to me and my colleagues wasthat apeace-
ful solution ispossible.”

A joint communiqué specified thefollowing “ South Afri-
caninsightsrelevanttotheMiddleEast”: 1) Theconflict could
not be resolved through violent and military means, and the
only guarantee for stability and security was peace; 2) The
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maintenance of effective channels of communications at all
times and under all circumstances was vital; 3) There was a
need to take into consideration the fears and concerns of “the
other side,” and to engage seriously with them; 4) Negotia-
tions should not be approached from the perspective of a
winner or loser—"It is in each party’s self-interest that its
interlocutor is satisfied by any agreement reached”; and 5)
The process should at no point be held hostage to extremists
or their actions.

M eeting Blacked Out by Western Media

A newsworthy event? Not according to themajor Western
pressorgansandwireservices, which actedinconcert toblack
it out, whileat the sametimerunning wirestoriesad infinitum
geared to forcing South Africato act against the Robert Mu-
gabe government in next door Zimbabwe. Only the SAPA,
South Africa sown newswire, reported on the occurrence of
thishigh-level “retreat.”

Instead, in the days leading up to the conference, on Jan.
5, United Press International ran a blistering attack on the
South African government, for its supposed geopolitical shift
toward the Muslim world and away from the “war against
terrorism.” Author R.W. Johnson, director of the South Afri-
can Suzman Foundation, who periodically proposes in the
British press that Africa should be recolonized because of
the incompetence of its leaders, said that this “new revised
policy” in South Africa was signalled by President Nelson
Mandela“ officially backing off from hissupport of President
Bushinthewake of Sept. 11.” Furthermore, Johnson insisted
that the policy shift isthe result of aconspiracy between the
South African Communist Party (SACP) and the “Muslim
Lobby”; they have hijacked foreign policy. “ The new revised
policy,” intoned Johnson, “risksinfuriating the Bush Admin-
istration inthe hour of itstriumphin Afghanistan.” Johnson’s
geopolitical warning: “If the United Statesfollowsthis phase
of itscampaign with astrike against Irag, South Africaisnow
likely to bevocal initscriticism, at the head of alarge Third
World group.”

Johnson isattempting to usethe“red scare” inaperiodin
which it no longer works, and leading government ministers
in South Africa have always been SACP members, because
the SACP, like the Congress of South African Trade Unions,
is part of the tripartite alliance running the government.

South Africa Tellslts Story

Before the meetings began, Pik Botha, foreign affairs
minister in the Nationalist Party government of the early
1990s, stressed the similarities of the South African situation
at the end of apartheid and the Middle East today. “ While we
wanted to cling to power through the use of violence, the
ANC [African National Congress| wanted to take power
through the use of violence. We findly all realized it was
taking usnowhere. . . . Thisisavery difficult situation, but it
isintheinterest of the world to alleviate the war; we cannot
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South African President Thabo Mbeki, who spent three daysin
January with Israeli and Palestinian delegations. According to his
biographer, “ uniting the most disparate strandsinto a viable
policy direction” has always been his greatest skill.

move forward into the new millennium until thereispeacein
theMiddleEast. . . . All of usmust lend ahel ping hand where
wecan.”

The mini-summit was an initiative of President Mbeki,
and he was strongly commended by both sidesfor mediating
the meetings non-stop for the full three days. Biographers of
Mbeki make clear that “uniting the most disparate strands
into a viable policy direction” has always been his greatest
skill. According to the biography written by Adrian Hadland
and Jovial Rantao, it was Mbeki who framed the Harare Dec-
laration in 1989, which was the first document to set out the
ANC's dtrategic vision for a negotiated settlement; it was
Mbeki who made the first major contacts with the Afrikaner
elite; and it was Mbeki who brought into the government the
whiteright wing, aswell asthe Zulu-based Inkatha Freedom
Party. It was Mbeki who, after an ANC speaker at a Long
Island conference in June 1986 threatened to shoot an Afri-
kaner member of theaudience (onePieter deLange, chairman
of the Broederbond), quietly arranged to meet with de Lange
inhishotel roomthat evening. Thechat turnedintoamarathon
four-hour session, and at the end of it de Lange promised
to do what he could to enhance reconciliation within South
Africa. And upon his return to South Africa, de Lange fol-
lowed through on his promise.
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Although deL angewasnot at the Western Caperetreat on
Jan. 9-11, Roelf Meyer, the National Party’ schief negotiator,
was present, as was National Party minister Leon Wessels.
Neil Barnard and Mike L ouw, from the intelligence commu-
nity, now retired, were also present.

Among the currently serving South African ministers at
theWestern Caperetreat was Minister for Water AffairsRon-
nie Kasrils. Kasrils was among anumber of prominent South
African Jewsto put out a statement early last December call-
ing on the Israeli government to negotiate serioudly with the
Palestinians. He insisted that “Jewish survival and the ful-
fillment of Palestinian national aspirations are not mutually
exclusive goals,” and that “the security of Israglisand Pales-
tiniansisinseparably intertwined.”

The Delegations

Joining Beilin, who headed the I sraeli delegation, were:

Avraham Burg, Speaker of the Fifteenth Knesset. In
1995, Burg was elected chairman of the executive of the Jew-
ish Agency for Israel and the World Zionist Organization,
and was one of the leaders of the protest movement against
the war in Lebanon.

Ambassador Reuven Merhav (ret.), who played alead-
ing role in ateam devel oping metropolitan and political op-
tions for a permanent status agreement in Jerusalem. In that
capacity, former Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Barak called
him to the July 2000 Camp David Summit for advice. Merhav
is a member of the executive committee of the Council for
Peace and Security, a non-partisan, public action group of
members of the Isragli Defense Forces, intelligence commu-
nity, and foreign affairs veterans and experts.

Dr. Yair Hirschfeld, Director Genera of the Tel Aviv-
based Economic Cooperation Foundation (which he co-
founded with Beilin), an organization developing compre-
hensive strategy toward regional peacemaking and reconcili-
ation. In 1999-2000, Dr. Hirschfeld was a leading member
of atrilateral |sragli-Pal estinian-Jordanian working group on
security issues.

Haim Oron, a member of the Knesset since 1988, and
founding member of the Peace Now movement.

Dr. Naomi Chazan, Deputy Speaker of the Knesset, He-
brew University professor, and chair of the Harry S Truman
Research Institute for the Advancement of Peace.

Backing up Dr. Erakat (who has been negotiating the
peace process with Isragli since its signing in 1995) on the
Palestinian side were:

Dr. Nabil Qassis, anuclear physicist whoisaPalestinian
National Authority minister, in charge of the Bethlehem 2000
Project. He is the founder and director of the Palestine Eco-
nomic Policy Research Ingtitute, and one of the leaders in
Pal estinian negotiations with Israel since the 1990s.

Ghaith Al-Omari and Rami Shehadeh, legal advisers
with the Negotiations Support Unit of the Negotiations Af-
fairs Department of the Pal estine Liberation Organization.
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Germany

Election Alternative To
Establishment’s Failure

by Rainer Apel

Germany’s national election campaign this Autumn will be
without precedent in the 56-year history of post-War Ger-
many: Whereas there have been elections in times of deep
economic recessions before, this campaign will take placein
atime of deepening economic depression.

Thelatest reportsof the German export and labor markets
illustrate that, for everyone who wants to open his eyes to
reality: In November (year-on-year), Germany suffered a
drop in exports and imports by 4.5% and 7.0% respectively;
exportsto the other member states of the European Union—
theimporter of first resort for German products—dropped by
7%, imports even by 20%, in November.

National joblessness jumped up to almost 4 million in
December, and apanicked federal government already speaks
of afigure of 4.3 million to be reached in January. These are
the officially published figures—real unemployment ismuch
higher, as an internal survey of the Federal Employment Of-
fice, leaked to leading German mediaon Jan. 10, shows. With
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the “hidden” categories of joblessness (like early retirement,
state aid recipients, unemployed Germans between ages 58
and 65, etc.), an additional 1.7 million Germans ought to be
included in the statistics, increasing the real unemployment
level to almost 5.6 million. Economists independent of the
German government even speak of 7-8 million, as being the
appropriate figure for real unemployment.

Therefore, if some in the panicked establishment of Ger-
many voice fears, that unemployment might hit the 5 million
mark soon, they are really forecasting ajoblesslevel of 9-10
million. Germany’s total workforce is 34 million full-time
workers, plus4 million part-time workers. So morethan one-
third may be without ajob by September election time.

Helga Zepp-L aRouche’sCampaign

The German government is watching this disastrous
trend, without acting against it, and evenif it wanted to act, it
cannot aslong asit continuesto respect the budget-balancing
criteriaof the European Union’ sMaastricht Treaty (signedin
1992, ratified in 1998). Thetreaty bansall generation of state
credit for job-creating projects on a scale worth mentioning.
And so far, the German political establishment has not seri-
ously put that treaty, nor its criteria, into question.

That gives the campaign announcement by the German
LaRouche movement’s political arm, the BuSo (Burger-
rechtsbewegung Solidaritat, or Civil Rights Movement-Soli-
darity) acatalyst rolefor achange. On Jan. 11, BuSo national
chairwoman Helga Zepp-LaRouche issued an “Open L etter
to Germans,” inwhich shedeclared: “| personally, and BuSo,
have not only long correctly forecast the global financial cri-

The candidacy for the
Chancellorship of Helga Zepp-
LaRouche (shown at a November
2001 convention of her party) is
the alternative to Germany’s
economic plunge under way; that
of Christian Socialist Union leader
Edmund Stoiber, as standard-
bearer of the Christian
Democratic opposition, isa sign of
how that plunge is changing the
German parties.
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sis, whileall our opponentshave been completely wrong with
their statements; wearealsotheonly force, that hasacompre-
hensive perspective to solvethecrisis.

“Because my husband, Lyndon H. LaRouche, and | have
been fighting for a new just world economic order for 30
years, therearetoday many forcesin theworld whoregard our
programmatic concepts as the only aternative” to economic
collapse, Zepp-LaRouche's letter said. “Such important
forcesarein Russia, India, many Eastern and Western Euro-
pean states, in Asia, Ibero-America, and Africa. [But] in this
respect, the partiesrepresented in [Germany’ sfederal parlia-
ment] the Bundestag have not the slightest thing to show.”

“The biggest political problem in Germany is that none
of the parties seated in the Bundestag will be capable of gov-
erning our country during the coming existentia crisis. . . .
The striking proof of this assessment is the fact that none of
these parties representatives has even approximately been
willing to take notice of the global financial systemic crisis,
and consequently they areincapabl e of offering eventhemost
limited concept for overcoming this crisis. Likewise, these
parties have proven incapable of preventing Germany from
being drawn, militarily, into a premeditated war of civiliza-
tions.”

The BUSo party chairwoman aso addressed the young
generation of Germans, many of whom will vote for the first
time, on Sept. 22, inaspecia way: “1 know that many among
you will ask yourselves, what should be your perspective,
given the military deployments of the Bundeswehr [Germa-
ny's armed forces], and growing unemployment under the
conditions of the upcoming depression. | want you to know,
that BuSo standsat your side. . . . Thesituationisvery serious,
but with us, you have achance!”

CrisisRoilsthe Christian Democr ats

The German election campaign is also featuring interest-
ing changesin the establishment’ s camp of political pragma-
tism: The opposition Christian Democrats, (CDU, the bigger
of thetwo conservative German parties), whose leaders have
been staunch supporters of neoliberal concepts during the
past years, decided not to make national chairwoman Angela
Merkel their candidate for chancellor. Instead, they decided
for Edmund Stoiber, chairman of the CSU (the smaller oppo-
sition party), who has been a state interventionist within the
outer limits of what economic liberalism would tolerate.

While resembling features of what socialists should look
like(if therewere any left among the governing Social Demo-
crats), in his defense of the Mittelstand (small productive
firms) and craftsmen agains the banks and insurance compa-
nies, of the small people against the Social Democratic gov-
ernment, Stoiber isnot a“socialist,” asmany neoliberalshave
called him. He rather is a mercantilist operating within the
limits set by budget-balancing. To a certain extent, this has
kept unemployment disproportionately low in Bavaria, the
southern German state of which Stoiber has been governor
for two terms: At approximately 5%, Bavarian jobless rates
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areonly half of the Germany national average, and only one-
quarter of the jobless rate in the deindustrialized regions of
the formerly communist-run eastern part of Germany. But
running an industrial nation of 80 million citizens poses big-
ger challenges than running Bavaria, the second-largest
among the 16 German states, with its 12 million citizens.

Stoiber has declared the economic crisishismain election
campaign issue. But to date, he has not clearly addressed the
reality of global economic depression as such, and he has not
proposed aviable aternative. Stoiber has not stated anything
in public that would come close to the LaRouche call for
a New Bretton Woods, nor has he seriously challenged the
Maastricht fiscal straitjacket on the German economy. He
iswhat Helga Zepp-LaRouche, in her open letter, termed a
comparatively “competent” politician within the otherwise
degenerate political parties of the establishment. But Stoiber
isdtill far away from the required, real competence—he may
improve, though, during the coming weeks of election cam-
paigning, if he dumps the economic policy illusions and de-
nia of the depression reality to which incumbent Chancellor
Gerhard Schroder still suscribes.

Showing the way German politicians have to choose if
they want to pull Germany—Europe's leading industrial
economy—out from the global economic depression, will be
for the entire el ection campaign, the solejob of the LaRouche
movement in Germany.
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Joseph Lieberman, The ‘New
Empire’ Presidential Candidate

by Susanne Rose

With a resounding war-whoop, Al Gore’s former Vice Presi- use his position as Chairman of the Governmental Affairs
dential candidate, Connecticut Senator Joe Lieberman, effeGommittee of the Senate to bash Enron’s executives for crimi-
tively announced his availability for the 2004 Presidential nal activity. His committee will be the first to take testimony
nomination with a speech given at Georgetown University orwhen Congress returns in late January.
Jan. 14. His egg-head persona set aside, Lieberman was Democrats in the House and Senate expect to use
blood-curdlingly pro-war in his maiden Presidential pre- Enron debacle to tar the Bush administration during the run-
candidacy “lecture” on “Afghanistan and the Next Steps in up this Fall's Congressional elections. Rep. Henry Waxmar
the War Against Terrorism.” (D-Cal.) has already announced such intentions from the
Sounding like the most bellicose war hawks of the conser- House side. Lieberman said, when he announced his comm
vative revolutionaries—Republican Rep. Dana Rohrabachetee’s investigation in early January, “It's a matter of public
(Calif.) comes to mind—Lieberman delivered a widely-cov-  record that executives of Enron had close relationships with
ered lengthy “policy” lecture, and promised more to come onpeople who are now in the Bush Administration.” He said it
economics and other subjects. It unambiguously promoted would be fair to investigate Enron’s role in crafting the Bust
the religious warfare agenda of the “clash of civilizations,” energy policies.
including a vicious attack on Iraq, a bid for anew “imperialist” But Lieberman refused to investigate Enron or other
U.S. foreign policy, and a call for a new Cold War initiative energy pirates at the height of the California price gouging.
against a “theological iron curtain,” about to be imposed by In June, he preferred to pose the question, whether the Fe
radical Islam. He apologized to the students for the length oéral Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) was carrying
this “major policy speech,” and compared himself to Bill out its responsibility to ensure just and reasonable prices.
Clinton. The current fervor for investigations is suspicious; for exam-
The speech followed Lieberman’s return from a Congres- ple, since Sen. Charles Schumer, (D-N.Y.), who receive
sional trip to Afghanistan and Central Asia; and mention inlarge political conributions from Enron, has just returned
the Jan. 1New York Post by columnist Robert Novak, that ~ more than $68,000 in Enron money to the emergency fund
Lieberman, rather than Al Gore, was considered to be théor former Enron workers who lost their jola&d pensions.
Presidential choice of the Democratic Leadership Council— Lieberman’s own Senate chief-of-staff was a top Enron lob-
a promoter of both Democrats’ careers. Additional fodder forbyist.
speculation about Lieberman’s Presidential ambitions could By unmistakably escalating the “clash of civilizations”
be found in ubiquitous media soundbites all week, in whichrhetoric from his position within the Senate, Lieberman is
he manuevered to take center stage in the Enron “cleanup,” positioning himself to lead the effort, from within and arounc
threatening to bring the scandal-ridden energy pirate and it€ongress, for the confrontation with Islam sought by Zbig-
Andersen accounting firm to justice. niew Brzezinski, Henry Kissinger and others promoters of
There are more than 10 separate Congressional investigeeligious war. This, in the aftermath of the Sept. 11 coup
tions into Enron now going on, but Lieberman intends to  attempts, is in opposition to the efforts of President Bush
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and Russian President Vladimir Putin, to promote a peace
in the Middle East, and to contain U.S. response to lim-
ited targets.

Lieberman demanded U.S. support for the discredited
Iragi National Congress, to overthrow Saddam Husseinwhile
the U.S. appliesforcefrom outside. But the Bush administra-
tion just suspended funding for this rag-tag grouping, based
on allegations of misuse of funds and corruption; the White
House is not seeking a military confrontation with the Iragi
regime and further destabilization of the Mideast. Even the
war-mongering Assistant Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfow-
itz istemporarily silenced in his open support for arenewed
assault on Iraq.

But Lieberman left no claim unsaid on Saddam Hussein.
He concluded, “Of course, it's always better to build coali-
tions and act collaboratively when engaging in conflict for a
cause, but in this case, the unique threat to American security
by Saddam Hussein' sregimeissoreal, so graveand soimmi-
nent that even if no other nation were to stand with us, |
believe we must be prepared to act alone.”

There werefurther indicationsin the Georgetown speech
that Liebermaniscurrying favor from, and intendsto support,
the new imperialists using “policies of Sept. 11" to promote
new U.S.-led global wars.

In Praise of Churchill

First, Lieberman confirmed hisbelief that the U.S. should
have an ongoing presencein Central Asiasimilar to its pres-
enceinthe Pacific, apolicy clearly provocativeto Russiaand
to the new relationship between President Bush and Vladimir
Putin. In the classic language of imperialism, Lieberman said
that a U.S. presence is necessary to protect countries in the
region from their neighbors. The frequent use of the word
“geopolitics,” and equally-frequent references to Winston
Churchill, underscore hiswishtobeincludedin elitecompany
of the post-Sept. 11 new imperialists.

Quoting Churchill’s 1947 speech at Fulton, Missouri in-
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augurating the Cold War, Lieberman said that fanatical |slam-
ists are about to drop a“theological iron curtain” across the
world. He urged a policy of aggressive intervention into the
affairsof thetraditional Muslim and Arab aliesof the United
Statesinparticular: “Wemust act now proactively and aggres-
sively to help the millions of moderate Muslimsin the world
who are being besieged by isolation and intolerance, because
if the curtain should someday fall, it would constitute a great
and grave danger to our country and much of the rest of the
world ontheother sideof it, and would bring awful repression
to hundreds of millions of Muslimstrapped behind it, ashun-
dreds of millions of people within the former Soviet Union
suffered decades of repression brought on by afew fanatical
extremists who were communists.”

Foreign policy toward the Arab and Muslim countries
should be reoriented against their sovereignty, for human
rightsandfreetrade, Liebermansaid. Heattacked themajority
of Muslim nations asundemocratic, repressive, and opposing
globalization. He laid the blame for terrorism on Muslim ex-
tremists, rather than acknowledging the role played by west-
ern politicians such as Zbignew Brzezinski in cynically fos-
tering Islamic militancy as a tool in their “Great Game”
against the Soviet Union.

Lieberman’spalitical rootsareinthe Democratic L eader-
ship Council (DLC); he is a past co-chairman of these so-
called centrist Democrats. The DLC is notoriously modelled
onthe“third way” policies of the British Fabian Society—an
organization founded by the Liberal imperialists in the late
19th Century to make the aims of empire palatable to the
working man. That the Fabians and the DLC are virtualy
sister organizations, is clear from their websites. Both pro-
mote the privatization of public services, government decen-
tralization, and globalization.

So Joe Lieberman seeks religious wars to reestablish
global imperialism, rather than deal productively with the
greatest financial collapse in world history, by using the
proven policies of the American System of economy.
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Sept. 11 Will Split
Trilaterals’ Meeting

by Our Special Correspondent

One upcoming event in Washington, D.C. that deserves spe-
cial attention, isthe April 5-8 annual international gathering
of the Trilateral Commission. The event, the first Trilateral
Commission get-together following Sept. 11, takeson consid-
erable importance now, for reasons that, at first, seem mutu-
ally contradictory, but, taken together, are emblematic of the
extremely volatile and fluid strategic reality in the world at
thiscritical historical conjuncture.

On the one hand, leading Trilateraloids want to continue
the organization’ srole as an architect of, and catalyst for the
kinds of economic, financial, and strategic policiesthat have
been hegemonic in the so-called “advanced sector,” since
billionaire banker David Rockfeller founded, and bankrolled,
theorganizationin 1973. Some of the very individualswhose
policiesarethedriving forcebehind the“war of civilizations”
coup attempt launched in the United States on Sept. 11, form
the hard core of the Trilateral Commission.

Ontheother hand, the devastating economic and financial
criseserupting simultaneously inthethree“ Trilateral sectors”
of North America, Europe, and Japan—crises brought about
in large part by following Trilateral Commission demands
and prescriptions—have forced to the surface enormous ten-
sions and fissures, among the Trilateral elitesthemselves.

Goebbelson the Reichstag Fire?

The first Executive Director of the Commission after its
founding, President Jimmy Carter’'s National Security Ad-
viser and“Rasputin,” Zbigniew Brzezinski, isalead protago-
nist inthe murky developments of Sept. 11, as Founding Edi-
tor Lyndon LaRouche elaborated in his Jan. 11 EIR
“declaration of war” onthecoup plotters, “ Zbigniew Brzezin-
ski and September 11.” Althoughit isnot confirmed, whether
Zbig will be present at the April 5-8 conference, Trilateral
sourcesstressthat thepanel on*1slam and Globalization” will
discuss some of the policies for which he became notorious,
with hislate-1970s Islamic “arc of crisis’ ravings.

One of Brzezinski’s National Security Council subordi-
nates, Harvard’'s Samuel P. Huntington, popularizer of the
perverse “clash of civilizations’ doctrine, has been aleading
Trilat for amost three decades. It was he who, in 1975, was
the coordinator and chief author of the notorious Trilateral
“Crisis of Demacracy” report, which demanded emergency,
police-stateformsof rule, under conditionsof growing auster-
ity inthe“Trilateral sectors’ (see Huntington’'sprofile, inthe
Featureinthisissue).
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Another former U.S. National Security Adviser, Henry
Kissinger, isathird Trilat stalwart. It isnone other than Kiss-
inger, who has been selected to head a panel on “the events
of Sept. 11,” during the April conference. Thisismoreor less
likeasking Nazi PropagandaMinister Josef Goebbelsto head
apanel on the February 1933 Reichstag Fire.

Relevant to the same point, is that certain individuals
whom the Trilateral bureaucracy labels as “former members
in public service,” are now forwarding the putschists' strate-
gic designs, from within the Bush Administration. Chief
among these, is current Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul
Wolfowitz. But he and other Bush Administration advocates
of the “clash of civilization” were set back when the State
Dept. recently cut off their prime objective for the next phase
of the war against terrorism—actotal strike against Irag. The
Department cut off funds fo the Iragi National Congress,
which was being touted asthe Irag equivalent of the Afghani-
stan “ national Alliance.”

‘Thelmperial Moment’

All these and other Trilateraloids, especially from the
United States, Canada, and Great Britain, are promoters of
exploiting the terrorism of Sept. 11, to bring into being what
they cal an Anglo-American “New Empire,” modelled on
the Roman Empire. Callsfor thisbegan to mount, in London,
New Y ork, and Washington, in the daysimmediately follow-
ing Sept. 11. Inlinewith this, early inthe New Y ear, the New
York Times featured a “New Empire” effusion, written by
British-born Washington Post scribbler Sebastian Mallaby,
for the New York Council on Foreign Relations’ Foreign
Affairsmagazine. The Times, themain mouthpiece of the East
Coast liberal establishment, declared that we are now in “the
imperial moment.”

With this in mind, the formally scheduled “main event”
at the April 5-8 gathering in Washington deserves close scru-
tiny. Thiswill be the presentation of the Trilateral Commis-
sion’ snew report on China, whose main author isKurt Camp-
bell, a“hardliner” toward Chinawhile hewasasenior officia
in the Clinton-era Pentagon. Trilateral sources have affirmed
privately, that the presentation of this report could be a cata-
lyst for relaunching the debate over Chinathat was so heated
during the second term of President Clinton, and which has
somewhat died down, in recent months. One Trilateral in-
sider, echoing the classical British geopolitics that led to the
First World War, said that the majority Trilateral view isthat
“the challenge from China today, is like that of Germany in
the last decades of 19th Century.” That is precisely the view
of Wolfowitz, as enunciated during the latter 1990s, in an
article for the neoconservatives house journal, The Na-
tional Interest.

While al these plans and designs may be afoot, a very
sobering reality facesthe Trilateral Commission circles. Asa
result of the rapidly worsening economic and financial crises,
simultaneoudly, inall the Trilateral sectors—North America,
Europe, and Japan—there are unprecedented tensions and
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fissures erupting, among the policy elites. These strains are
being made seriously worse, by the Bush Administration’s
failure to come to grips with the truth of what happened on
Sept. 11, and, instead, to pursue military operations in Af-
ghanistan and environs.

By thesametoken, the push by the Brzezinski-Huntington
faction for the “ clash of civilizations’ policy, isonly serving
to exacerbatethetensions. Hence, thereisno doubt, that prep-
arationsfor the April gatheringin Washington, andthegather-
ing itself, will focus these conflicts. Thiswas confirmed by a
senior Trilateral figurein Europe, who isintimately involved
in planning for the meeting, during acandid background dis-
cussion.

Accordingtothisindividual , “ Thetensionsthat had begun
to spring up transatlantically, in the weeks after Sept. 11,
have continued. Naively, many of us thought that there was
a window of opportunity, after Sept. 11, that the previous
‘“unipower,” or ‘hyperpower’ approach of the United States,
would change into a more multilateral approach. But this
window was quickly shut, with the Afghanistan campaign.
And now the tensions continue, and it is very disquieting.
There is a political and psychological tension, that should
not be happening, among close friends and allies.” This is
complicated, he indicated, by “the tensions within the Bush

Administration, and by the domestic debate in the United
States,” because of which, Europeans still feel in the dark
about what has happened in the United States since Sept. 11.

A large portion of the April 5-8 meetings, both public
sessions and private talks, will focus on the U.S. interna
situation. Otherwise, “If there is the long, long war that the
Americans talk about, the problems will only become more
tenacious,” the source insisted. “There is al this talk of a
‘Phase 2 after Afghanistan, and it is not clear exactly how
some people in Washington interpret the ‘ clash of civiliza-
tions” We in Europe are very worried. ... At the same
time, of course, there is the economic crisisin the Trilateral
countries, which takes very frightening dimensionsin Japan,
but what frightens us even more, isthe erosion of the Trilat-
eral concept itself. It is breaking down, and we are all tread-
ing very carefully. We are losing the big picture, and the
glue that used to hold us together, for example the Soviet
Union in the old days, is no longer there. Terror can't be
the only glue. Perhaps it should be the economic crisis, but
the Trilateral framework in which we used to discuss these
problems, along an axis of Washington-Tokyo-Brussels, is
just not there.”

As astute observers of history know, such feuds within
“elites” are markers of truly revolutionary periods.

Russia General Decries
Faction’s Genocidal Aims

A clear echo of Lyndon LaRouche's characterization of the
insane “utopian” military-strategic doctrine promoted by the
Huntington-Brzezinski-Wolfowitz faction in the United
States—and its connection to the events of Sept. 11—came
from a senior Russian military figure on Jan. 11. Col.-Gen.
Leonid Ivashov chargedin aninterview with the semi-official
website Strana.ru, that current U.S. military planning reflects
apolicy to reduce world population and the consumption of
resources by developing countries.

Ivashov's statement comes at a moment of increasing
alarm in the Russian elites, that the United States may be
“betraying” the strategic understanding established between
Russia’ sPresident Vladimir Putin and U.S. President George
W. Bush around Sept. 11. Their fear isthat the United States
is exploiting Russia's support for the American-led “anti-
terrorist operation,” in order to build up apermanent military
presence in former Soviet republics of Central Asia, and to
prepare adangerous new round of military operations against
Iraq or other countries.

General lvashov, a highly respected military figure who
served until Summer 2001 as Chief of the Department for
International Military Cooperation in the Russian Defense
Ministry, was asked to comment on prominent U.S. press
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leaks, that the Pentagon is pushing for a possible resumption
of underground nuclear tests.

Ivashov replied: “ The Americans are trying to accustom
the world to the necessity or possibility of a U.S. battlefield
useof nuclear weapons. . . . If weread thedocumentson U.S.
national security strategy for the coming century, wefind that
the Americans seethe exhaustion of natural resourcesandthe
rapid growth of world popul ation, as one of the main, priority
problems. They project that already by 2015, theworld popu-
lation will increase by 1.1 hillion people. And this growth
will occur in the East and South, not in the West.

“Therefore, what the United States is doing in various
regionsof theworld, isbeing doneinorder toforcethenations
of those regionsinto amode of regressive devel opment.

Ironically, just a day after Ivashov’s interview, the New
York Times de facto confirmed warnings, on the genocidalist
aims of the Anglo-American faction represented by Brzezi-
nski. The Timesreported onaforthcoming articleinthe Coun-
cil of Foreign Relations journal Foreign Affairs, by British
writer Sebastian Mallaby, promoting the idea of a “New
Empire.”

Mallaby’s imperia policy, recommended to the United
States and Britain, is focussed very much on population re-
ductionintherest of theworld. Heisquoted: “ A new imperial
moment has arrived. . . . The chaos out there in the world is
too threatening to ignore, and the existing tools for dealing
with the chaos have been tried and found wanting. . . . World
populationisgoing from6to8hillion. All that growthisgoing
to happen in poor countries. . . . They threaten our interests.”

National 71



Editorial

Pursuing Evil-Doers, Or Doing Good?

Recent wretched political posturing in the Common-  to do in this case—to distract popular attention frgm his
wealth of Virginia has a certain national significance,cluelessness about the economic crisis.
as the economic crisis worsens and citizens are looking A final note of pathetic comedy was added py one
for a serious effort by political leaders to face this crisisof the fired Board members. He revealed, in\kash-
and solve it. Such citizens’ honest expectations are simington Post, that pressure to parole one of the convictgd
ply too much for most American elected officials to murderers, “in time to be home for Christmas,” had
bear. Witness James Gilmore, now former Republican ~ come from a Leesburg, Virginia state delegate,|who is
Governor of Virginia; and Mark Warner, the Democrat a conservative Republican, and a political ally of Govelr-

just elected to succeed Gilmore. nor Gilmore!
In Gilmore, Virginia voters made their common er- It is easy to see in these sad Virginia events, the
ror of mistaking a career prosecutor for a public ser-  local shadow of the behavior of national Congregsional

vant—even more common than Americans’ other fataland party leaders in the exploding “Enron scandal.” No
error, of mistaking professional sports stars for public ~ one of these leaders, either in the White House|or the
servants. During 2001, Gilmore flunked and was bootedCongress, dares call it economic depression; no ong of
out as Republican national party chairman, because in ~ them will get anywhere near uttering the truth about
that position he had been doing a good imitation ofthe economic collapse under way, nor suggest anything
Treasury Secretary Paul “recovery’s just around the  serious to do about it. While waiting for the “recpvery
corner” O’Neill. Then, in January 2001, Gilmore found which must be coming,” they have all seized on the
himself leaving the Virginia Governor’s office under  Enron scandal—to try to win votes on the econpmy,
the cloud of a huge budget deficit and rapidly risingwithout mentioning the economy or economic policy
unemploymentin this “full employment” state; his own The corrupt spectacle should infuriate Amerigans:
crazy tax policies, which had gotten him so many votesOne day scores of politicians, “experts,” judges, pro-
in 1997, had helped the worldwide economic crisis put  spective Presidential candidates like Joe Lieberman, all
Virginia into this hole. shouting “l accuse” at Enron, now that it is bankrupt;
So Gilmore decided to “recoup”—by blaming the  nextday they, or others, turn around and say, “l requse,”
State Parole Board and the state’s prison inmates. Thas it becomes known that Enron paid them or their camn-
evil-doers! On Jan. 4, the outgoing Governordemanded  paigns. One year ago, when Enron was driving Califor-
that his successor fire the entire Parole Board at oncaia’s economy toward destruction, hyperinflating en-
immediately, saying he was “outraged” that parole had  ergy prices, acting to trigger industrial collapse and
been granted to two inmates serving life terms for mur-mass layoffs, no one of these elected leaders or officipls
der, each of whom had been in prison for decades. And  considered it deplorable, let alone criminal.
sure enough, two days later, incoming Democrat War- At that time, one year ago, it was only Lyndo
ner—perhaps with a wink and a nod to Gilmore—be-  LaRouche, and his Presidential campaign, who de-
came equally “outraged” and sacked the offendingclared war on Enron Corp. for its actual crimes—the
Board. Its five members went from being the nation’s  policies of deregulation and deindustrialization which
toughest parole board, to their new status as evil-doerd, was executing. He attacked the real economic ahd
in less time than it took thousands of the area’s textile  strategic evils other political leadestsllanéding
workers to lose their jobs in the Burlington plant clos- from. Compare LaRouche’s webcasts, campaign pam-
ings. Warner has refused to say anything specific about  phlets, and campaign actions of November 2000-Janu-
his plans to face Virginia’s fiscal blowout and economicary 2001 on these issues, to what is now clear. He logks
shrinkage; but he suddenly found he knew exactly what  pretty good.
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ALABAMA

* BIRMINGHAM—Ch.4
Thursdays—11 pm

* UNIONTOWN—Ch.2
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NEVADA

* CARSON—Ch.10
Sun-2:30 pm; Wed-7 pm
Saturdays—3 pm

NEW JERSEY

« HADDON TOWNSHIP*
Comcast Ch. 19

« MERCER COUNTY
Comcast™
TRENTON Ch. 81
WINDSORS Ch. 27

* MONTVALE/MAHWAH
Time Warner Ch. 27
Wednesdays—4 pm

* NORTHERN NJ
Comcast Comm. Access
Channel 57
PISCATAWAY
Cablevision Ch.71
Wed—11:30 pm

* PLAINSBORO
Comcast Ch. 3*

NEW MEXICO

« ALBUQUERQUE
Jones Ch. 27
Thursdays—10 pm

« LOS ALAMOS
Adelphia Ch. 8
Sundays—7 pm
Mondays—9 pm

* TAOS—Ch.2
Mondays—7 pm

NEW YORK

« AMSTERDAM
Time Warner Ch.16
Thursdays—4:30 pm

+ BROOKHAVEN
(E. Suffolk)
Cablevision Ch.1/99
Wednesdays-——9:30 pm

* BROOKLYN—BCAT
Time Warner Ch. 35
Cablevision Ch. 68
Sundays—9 am

« HORSEHEADS—Ch.1
Mon., Fri.—4:30 pm

* HUDSON VALLEY
Cablevision Ch. 62/90
Fridays—5 pm

« ILION—Ch. 10
Mon. & Wed.—11 am
Saturdays— 11:30 pm

« IRONDEQUOIT Ch.15
Mondays—7 pm
Thu.—9:30 am & 7 pm

* JOHNSTOWN—Ch.7
Tuesdays—4 pm

* MANHATTAN— MNN
T/W Ch.34; RCN Ch.109
Alt. Sundays—9 am

* NASSAU—Ch. 71
Fridays—4 pm

= NIAGARA FALLS
Adelphia Ch. 24
Thursdays—10:30 pm

* ONEIDA—Ch.10
Thursdays—10 pm

* PENFIELD—Ch.12
Penfield Comm. TV*

= POUGHKEEPSIE Ch.28
1st, 2nd Fri—4 pm

* QUEENSBURY Ch.71
Thursdays—7 pm

* RIVERHEAD Ch.27
Thurs.—12 Midnight

* ROCHESTER—Ch.15
Fri-11 pm; Sun-11 am

* ROCKLAND—Ch. 71
Mondays—6 pm

« SCHENECTADY Ch.16
Tuesdays—10 pm

« STATEN ISL. Ch.57
Thu.-11 pm; Sat.-8 am

* SUFFOLK—Ch. 25
2nd, 4th Mon.—10 pm

« SYRACUSE—T/W
City: Ch. 3
Suburbs: Ch. 13
Fridays—8 pm

* TOMPKINS COUNTY
Time Warner
Sun.—9 pm (Ch.78)
Thu.—>5 pm (Ch.13)
Sat.—9 pm (Ch.78)

* TRI-LAKES
Adelphia Ch. 2
Sun: 7. am, 1 pm, 8 pm

* UTICA—Ch. 3
Thursdays—6 pm

* WATERTOWN—Ch.2
Tue: btw. Noon-5 pm

* WEBSTER—Ch.12
Wednesdays—=8:30 pm

* W. MONROE
Time Warner Ch.12
4th Wed.—1 am

« W.SENECA Ch.68
Thu.—10:30 pm

NORTH CAROLINA

« HICKORY—Ch.3
Tuesdays—10 pm

* MECKLENBURG
Time Warner Ch.18
Saturdays—12 Noon

OHIO

* FRANKLIN COUNTY
Ch. 21: Sun.—6 pm

* LORAIN COUNTY
Ch.32; Daily—9 pm

* OBERLIN—Ch.9
Tuesdays—7 pm

* REYNOLDSBURG
Ch.6: Sun.—6 pm

OREGON

* CORVALLIS/ALB.
AT&T Ch. 99
Tuesdays—1 pm

* PORTLAND
AT&T Ch. 22
Tuesdays—6 pm
Thursdays—3 pm

« SALEM—Ch.28
Tuesdays—12 Noon
Thu: 8 pm; Sat: 10 am

« SILVERTON
SCANtV Ch. 10
Alt. Tuesdays
12 Noon, 7 pm

* WASHINGTON ATT
Ch.9: Tualatin Valley
Ch.23: Regional Area
Ch.33: Unincorp. Towns
Wed—7 am, 8 pm
Saturdays—10 pm

If you would like to get The LaRouche Connection on your local cable TV station, please call Charles Notley at 703-777-9451, Ext. 322.

For more information, visit our Internet HomePage at http: // www.larouchepub.com /tv

RHODE ISLAND
« E.PROV.—Ch.18
Tuesdays—6:30 pm
« STATEWIDE
R.i. Interconnect*
Cox Ch. 13
Full Ch. 49
TEXAS
* DALLAS Ch.13-B
Tuesdays—10:30 pm
* EL PASO—Ch.15
Wednesdays—5 pm
* HOUSTON
Houston Media Source
Sat, 1/26: 10 am
Mon, 1/28: 5 pm
Tue, 1/29: 5 pm
Sat, 2/2: 11 am
Tue, 2/5: 5 pm
+ RICHARDSON
AT&T Ch. 10-A
Thursdays—6 pm
UTAH
= GLENWOOD, Etc.
SCAT-TV
Ch. 26,29,37,38,98
Sundays—about 9 pm
VIRGINIA
* ALEXANDRIA
Comcast Ch. 10
Tuesdays—5:30 pm
< ARLINGTON
ACT Ch. 33
Mondays—4:30 pm
Tuesdays—9 am
* CHESTERFIELD
Comgast Ch. 6
Tuesdays—5 pm
* FAIRFAX—Ch.10
Tuesdays—12 Noon
Thursdays—7 pm
* LOUDOUN
Adelphia Ch. 23/24
Thursdays—7 pm
* ROANOKE—Ch.9
Thursdays—2 pm
WASHINGTON
* KING COUNTY
AT&T Ch. 29/77
Sundays—6 pm
* SPOKANE—Ch.14
Wednesdays—6 pm
«TRI-CITIES
Falcon Ch. 13
Mon-Noon; Wed-6 pm
Thursdays—8:30 pm
« YAKIMA—Ch. 9
Sundays—4 pm
WISCONSIN
« KENOSHA—Ch.21
Mondays—1:30 pm
* MADISON—Ch.4
Tue-2 pm; Wed-11 am
« MARATHON COUNTY
Charter Ch. 10
Thursdays—9:30 pm;
Fridays—12 Noon
WYOMING
* GILLETTE—Ch.36
Thursdays—5 pm
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EXP()SE])' In their own words: the secret
plans of Israel’s cabalistic crazies and America’s
‘Christian Fundamentalists’ to blow up Islamic
holy sites on the Al-Haram Al-Sharif (Temple
Mount) in Jerusalem—lighting the fuse on war,
and world war.

® Major piece by Lyndon LaRouche: “The
Bestiality of the Fundies’

® First publication of explosive interviews with
the “Temple Mount Plotters," insiders, and
intelligence sources

® Detailed mapping of the networks

With Ariel Sharon, the Butcher of Lebanon, at the helm as Israel’s Prime Minister, the prospects for peace in the
Middle East have never looked bleaker.

And no EIR Special Report has ever been timelier. Read it and use it, to stop the Mideast bloodbath!

EIR SPECIAL REPORT

Who Is Sparking a Religious War in the Middle East?
—And How To Stop It

Or Write

price: $150 EIR News Service, Inc.
prsp20002  calolrree 1-888-EIR-3258 P.O. Box 17390 Washington, D.C. 20041-0390

Or Send e-mail with Visa or MasterCard number and
Visa, MasterCard Accepted expiration date to: eirns@larouchepub.com
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