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Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.

ConflictIs Not the Natural
Condition Among Men and Nations

Thefollowing is Mr. LaRouche’ s keynote to the EIR seminar
in Berlin on Dec. 18, 2002.

On the 28th of January of this coming year, about five days
after President George W. Bush, Jr. will have delivered his
State of the Union address, | shall issue mine, which will be
broadcast on awebcast at 1 o' clock Washington, D.C. time,
whichwill be7 o’ clock intheevening Berlintime. Until those
two addresses have been made, it will be extremely difficult
to estimatewhat U.S. policy isgoing to be, and consequently,
very difficult to estimate what the world situation will be.

Weare presently at thefag end of aglobal systemiccrisis,
without any real comparison in the most recent century. The
nearest comparison is Europe, and the Americas, between
1928 and the inauguration of Hitler in January of 1933. We
have entered into a period of financial, and other crisis, in
which noneof the existing parties, in Europe or the Americas,
have the slightest competent conception about what to do
about the worst systemic crisis in modern history, at least
since the French Revolution. And therefore you see, that
we've entered a period, asin the fall of the Muller govern-
ment, inwhich governmentsareeither technically, ministerial
governments, not true parliamentary governments, or an ap-
proximation of aministerial government.

For example, | played akey role, whichisnow recognized
as such, in certain leading Democratic Party circles in the
United States, in Russia, and elsewhere, in preventing what
was going to be an Iraq war from taking place at the time it
was intended. That war is not off the table entirely. Forces
which are determined to have it, are still active. They wish a
Middle East war, for reasons| shall indicate. But, we stopped
it temporarily. And | was able to play a key role, in certain
institutions in the United States, to get the United States to
work withforcesin Europe. And withthe help of aremarkable
position taken by Chancellor Schroder in Germany, Europe-
ans solidified their position, and the United States was in-
clined to move toward a United Nations security option, and
pressures were put on to ensure that Saddam Hussein would
make a proposal, that the United Nationswould accept it, and
that the United Statesgovernment woul d accept that proposal.

Sincethat time, of course, the peoplebehind thewar, most
conspicuously behind the war, in Israel, and in the United
States, and in some forces under the British monarchy, are
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determined to get such awar going by any means possible.
What isintended isnot an Iraqwar, what isintended isalimes
war, likethe Roman Empireranin control of itsborderswith
thelegionnaires. It would designateacertain part of theworld,
geopolitically, aswesay thesedays, asanareato bedestroyed,
and by destroying that part of the world, or tying it up in
permanent warfare, to prevent civilization from developing,
at that time, on the borders of the Roman Empire. Inthistime,
as| shal indicate, the threat to the Roman Empire, such asit
is, istargetting largely Asia.

The Strategic Triangle

One of the solutions to the present crisis is emerging in
what iscalled a Strategic Triangle, among Russia, China, and
India. It's something | proposed, first in August of 1998, in
the context of the so-called GK O crisis. Then, Primakov, later
the Prime Minister of Russia, presented such a proposal in
Delhi, in November of 1998. Primakov wasousted in Russia,
fromthe Prime Minister post, under pressure from the United
States, and others, precisely because he had made that speech.
However, in the course of events under the Putin Presidency,
Russia, China, and India have been moving in a direction of
cooperation, which means they will cooperate as a keystone
for bringing other nations of Asia, into collaboration.

That isnow emerging. Japan has no possibility of contin-
ued existence, except returning to itsformer role asan indus-
trial producer, cooperating chiefly with marketsin Asia. Ko-
rea can not survive without cooperation of this type. Russia
needsit. Chinaneedsit. Soyou havethenorthernthree, Japan,
Korea, and China, in Asia, together with the nations of South-
east Asia, asrepresented at the recent Phnom Penh conference
on the Mekong Devel opment Project, and asal so attended by
the Prime Minister of India. And sincethenyou’ ve had avisit
from President Putin of Russia, to the outgoing President
Jiang Zemin of China, and from thenceto Delhi, for extended
meetings with the Indian government. And statements com-
ing out of that, would show that the Strategic Triangleiswell.
Itisin motion.

Now, presuming no Middle East war, or extended global
Clash of Civilizations war occurs, we have the situation in
which Europe—Western Europe, Central Europe—can not
survive economically under the present economic crisis
trends, unless it has a major new market to which to export,
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together with certain reforms that must be made in terms of
regional and international monetary-systems arrangements.
But under those conditions, if Europe enters into what I've
called a New Bretton Woods style of agreement, replacing
the present monetary system, in that case, then the area of
Russia, China, India, and their adjoining nations, will become
the greatest market on this planet, for the long term, for a
period of a quarter-century to a half-century. These areas of
theworld, which have some high technol ogy—as Chinadoes,
obviously, Indiadoes, and so forth—can not meet their inter-
nal needs, by their own high-technology capacity at thistime.
China, for example, must move from its characteristics of
the past, as a coastal economy, a coastal-region economy, to
develop the interior of China. This means large-scale infra-
structure, it means water systems, it means new cities, it
means al kinds of development. It's alarge area. China can
not exist without devel oping this so-called “internal market,”
for its continued economic life.

Southeast Asig, including part of China, the Mekong
River Valley, is dso a major area of large population, of
large development. India has crucial problems, it has some
advantages. But without this kind of cooperation, India can
not, in the long term, solve its problems, either. All of these
nations together, have a critical problem of security, of na
tional security. And therefore, we're looking at national and
regional security, and economic security and devel opment,
as one package. Thetwo go together.

Thisiswhat thiswar driveisaimed against. Thewar drive
did not start recently. It started essentialy in thisform, really
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was first proposed by
LaRouchein August
1998. Here, Russian
President Vladimir Putin
(center) meetswith
Indian Prime Minister
Atal Bihari Vajpayeein
New Delhi, during a
December 2002 tour that
also took himto Beijing.

at the close of World War 11, when certain forces in Britain
and the United States, decided they wanted to drop thenuclear
bomb on Germany, but it wasn’t ready in time. The peace
camefirst. If the bomb had been ready in 1944, the uranium
bomb would have been dropped on Berlin. That wastheinten-
tion. They couldn’t do it because it wasn't ready. So they
waited until adefeated Japan was bombed, on Hiroshimaand
Nagasaki, not for any sound military reason. Generals of the
Army MacArthur and Eisenhower both indicated Japan was
a defeated nation: There was no need to invade the place.
Negotiationswith Emperor Hirohitowerealready inprogress,
before Roosevelt’s death. These negotiations were continu-
ing. The death of Roosevelt disrupted it. A close friend of
mine, subsequently deceased, wasinvolved in those negotia-
tions. Therewasno military reason for dropping those weap-
onsonJapan, onHiroshimaand Nagasaki. Nor any reasonfor
thefire-storming of Tokyo, beforethe nuclear bombardment.

TheUtopians Clash of Civilizations Policy

This was set into motion due to what has been called a
Utopian policy, as defined by intellectual influences such as
H.G. Wells, in his 1928 The Open Conspiracy, and by Wells
collaborator, and the author of the nuclear warfare age, Be-
rtrand Russell, the so-called pacifist: “Kill "em all. Make the
world peaceful for Bertrand Russell.” So what’s happened
is that this geopolitical impulse, to prevent the continent of
Eurasia, first of Europe and then of Eurasia, from devel oping
aninternal economy whichis stable and apower bloc against
the attempt to run an Anglo-American maritime-based em-
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pire. This was the reason for geopalitics as it was launched
towards the end of the 19th Century and during the course of
the 20th Century.

So, what we' relooking at in the so-called Clash of Civili-
zationswar, astypified by British intelligence operative Ber-
nard Lewis, Zbigniew Brzezinski, and Samuel P. Huntington:
What we're seeing here, is aresumption of that geopolitical
policy, of disruption of the Eurasian mainland’ s internal de-
velopment by aid of operations of that type. And the Clash of
Civilizationswar, the Middle East war, thethreat to Irag, and
soforthand so on, arenothing morethan acontinuation of that
kind of imperial drive, of acertain Anglo-Americanfactionin
particular.

What happened is, recently, where | got into the middle
of it, again—becausel’ vehad some off-and-on influencewith
theinstitutions around the Presidency in the United States, as
some of you know, from my work on the SDI, inaugurating
that and working closely with President Reagan’s Adminis-
tration in launching that; and then more recently, during the
period of the Clinton Administration.

I’ve been involved with, in a significant way, with some
of these leading circles—they were undecided as to what to
do. | was aware of what the attitudes were in Europe, about
this proposed Irag war. So, | took what | knew of European
attitudes, and said, “Europe will not stop this war by itself:
They don't have the courage to, they’ re too much thevictims
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The courageous stand
taken by German
Chancellor Gerhard
Schroder against an Iraq
war helped to block the
Utopians' “ clash of
civilizations” policy.
Here, Schroder (1eft)
visitsthe construction
siteof a Transrapid
maglevtrainin
Shanghai in February
2001. With himis
Chinese Prime Minister
Zhu Rongji.

of animperial overlordship. But, if forcesinthe United States
areintelligent, they will look to and try to reinforce theresis-
tance to this war among Europeans, and typified by France,
Russia, and then again, very importantly, by Chancellor
Schroder here in Germany,” even though he was not part of
the United Nations Security Council operations. That suc-
ceeded. We succeeded in preventing the war from being
launched in September, in October, November, and so far
now.

Thedanger isnot over, but thewar party hastaken amajor
defeat. It’ sfrantic, it’ sterrified, it’ sdesperate, it will doa most
anything. If anelectioninIsrael ousts Sharon, then | think the
possibility of a Middle East peace is greatly increased, and
there’ sanincreasingmoodin I srael, and among other rel evant
circlesfor such aregime, in which either thereisarenewal of
the Rabin policy of the Middle East, or an agreement to have
two separate states suddenly, and then negotiate from there.
Either approach, which has been proposed by Mitzna, in my
opinion, would work. And | can say that, in the United States,
and outsidethe United States, andin | srael itself, there’ ssome
very important effortsin that direction, but nobody can guar-
antee, that it will succeed at thistime.

So, that’ sthe general situation. | believe, that onthebasis
of our experience, in at least temporarily stopping this Iraq
war, which was done largely from inside the United States,
picking up on the resistance to the war in Europe, and that
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combination worked. It did not work because of President
Bush, it did not work because of the people behind Cheney
and Rumsfeld, it worked because peoplewho areinvolvedin
the permanent institutions of the Presidency of the United
States, banded together in sufficient numbers, and with suffi-
cient influence, to influence the way the policy was shaped.

My belief is, the same institutions are capable of acting,
at least politically, together with Europe, and together with
some nationsin Asia, to bring about asimilar approach to the
problems of the economy in general, of theworld asawhole.
| believe that if thisis done, it is possible, that we will see
that Europe’'s problems will essentially be solved, in terms
of opportunity at least, by new relations to this emerging
phenomenon around Russia, China, and India, in Asiagener-
ally, and this will be the new market upon which arevived
Europewill depend, for the coming 25 years. And the United
Stateswill play itsown rolein that, if we succeed.

The Systemic Crisislsa Classical Tragedy

Now, the thing | want to present, a few of the problems
which stand in the way of getting the solution to both prob-
lems: That is, to get thewar danger off thetable; and secondly,
to have the economic recovery program, which enablesusto
push thewar threat off the table.

We are in a systemic crisis. In artistic terms, a systemic
crisisis called “a Classical tragedy.” A Classical tragedy is
not caused by theleadersof anation. It iscaused by the people
themselves, and the popul ar culture. It is caused because pop-
ular opinion has reached a point at which what is believed,
what governs choices of decisions, like the axioms of a Eu-
clidean geometry, always results in the wrong decision. In
other words, thisisnot acyclical crisis, itisasystemic crisis.
The system can not survive thiscrisis. And we are now at the
end of that system. It can no longer survive. Compromises
within the system will not work. You must change the system.

We have a model for the change in the Bretton Woods
agreement which was reached in 1944-45, in launching the
postwar reconstruction of 1946-58, in particular, and also
effortswhich continued in that direction in the United States,
until 1964, and continued in Europe until a somewhat later
time, until after the 1971-72 decisions, at which time Europe
began to collapse, too.

So, going back to that kind of system, or something mod-
elled on it—not quite the same, because in that time, remem-
ber, the United States was the only world power, it was the
only bastion for setting up the recovery of Europe and other
parts of the world. Today, the United States economy is a
piece of disgusting wreckage. The United States has political
power. It has political influence. But it does not have eco-
nomic power in any sense, as it had in 1945, or 1946, on a
world scale. We don’t even have the power to sustain our
own economy, let alone to support others. But, we do have a
political position, an historic political position, and political
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power; we caninterveneto bring together forcesaround mea
sures which can address problems. In many cases, | believe,
only the United Statescould play that role, at thistime. There-
fore, my objective, of course, isto get the United States, de-
spitetheflawsof its present President, and other problems, to
takethose kinds of actions, on the economic front, which will
lead to a change in the world financial and monetary system,
while also promoting and launching economic recovery pro-
grams, typified by the cooperation between Western Europe,
in particular, and the Eurasian countries, who are gathered
around the emerging, developing Russian-China-India Stra-
tegic Triangle. That isthe general hopefor civilization, and |
believe the United States should, and could, play that role,
despite the imperfections of the existing President.

Thelnstitution of the U.S. Presidency

Y ou know, the Presidency of the United Statesis awon-
derful institution. It has akind of “one size fits al” quality.
You can take almost anything, and make it President, and
the Presidency could still function. Sometimes, you require a
genius,; sometimesyou get an idiot; sometimesyou get atrai-
tor. You get al kinds. And we' ve had them all. We've had
great geniuses: Washington was agenius. Franklin, who was
not a President, but the founder of the nation, was a genius,
one of the greatest geniuses of European civilization in his
time—though that is not generally known, but that’s a fact.
Abraham Lincolnwas probably the greatest geniusto occupy
the Presidency of the United States, even though he's, obvi-
oudly, often deprecated. Franklin Roosevelt was a hit of a
genius; not ageniuslike Abraham Lincoln, but hewasatough
bird, and he knew what he was doing. He had a program, and
hedidit.

So, we' ve also had people like Truman, who was a disas-
ter; Eisenhower, who played a useful role, but | used to refer
to him as “President Eisen-however,” because he would do
onething good one time, and something else another. But he
was generally not abad person, and he did some good things.
And he made a lot of mistakes: One of the worst of them
was called Arthur Burns, who gave us many of our problems
today. We also had Nixon, who was no good. We also had
Johnson, who was nhot brilliant, but he was a courageous man
on civil rights, and he gets alot of credit for that. After that,
we had disasters generally. As a matter of fact, we had two
Presidencies, who were not Presidents. Nixon was not Presi-
dent, he was the acting President; he was the nominal Presi-
dent. Henry Kissinger wasthe President. Carter wasnot Presi-
dent. Zbigniew Brzezinski was President. And so forth and
soon.

So, we' ve had aone-size-fits-all Presidency, in whichthe
ingtitution of the Presidency, isall of those institutionswhich
are either part of the Executive branch, or are resources tied
into the Executive branch. For example, I’'ve never been a
member of the government, or the Executive branch, but I’ ve
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The U.S Presidency is a wonderful
institution, unique among theworld’s
governments. Left to right: Benjamin
Franklin (never President, but a genius
who shaped the institution of the
Presidency), Abraham Lincoln, and
Franklin D. Roosevelt.

done—onsevera occasions, I’ vedonesevera very important
things of strategic significance, as a private citizen, in con-
junction with circles in the permanent government. So, alot
of usareinthisorbit, of being part of the Presidency, or being
assets of the Presidency, and we generally work together, or
fight each other. But when we are united, we can generally
get aPresident of the United Statesto cometo afairly reason-
able decision.

Thisisthe advantage of the United States, with respect to
the constitutions of Europe. We have a Presidency, an Execu-
tive power, which can not be destabilized by a parliamentary
destabilization—not easily. It was attempted twice, it didn’t
work, in recent times. So, my view isthat, despite the weak-
nesses, which | think are obvious to many of you, of the
incumbent President, that we have aone-size-fits-all constitu-
tional institution called the President, and if sufficient forces
in the United States, of influence, gather together, and are
determined to make something happen, when it’ s necessary,
itislikely we could succeed.

So, therefore, we' re not talking about something the next
President might do. We're talking about something that has
to be done very soon, as | mentioned the date January 28th,
this coming year, which is going to be a crucial point.

TheU.S. Turn Away From Production

Now, what' s our problem? | said, “ Tragedy.”

During the period of 1964, approximately, when we en-
tered the Indo-ChinaWar, and shortly after that, when aterri-
ble thing was made the prime minister of England, of the
United Kingdom—Wilson. Wilson was a disaster, and what
happened after 1964, was adisaster, economically and other-
wise. Webegan ashift, away fromthe system that had worked
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in most of recent history in Europe and the Americas. The
system was, we were a society based primarily on theidea of
production, of productive powers of labor in manufacturing
and agriculture, in infrastructure-building, and so forth. So
therefore, the sense of personal identity, of the personin soci-
ety, waswhat they could do to contribute to thisimprovement
of performance of productive power.

Inabout 1964-65, therewasintroduced from England, and
the United States, into these countries, and into continental
Europe, what was called “ post-industrial society.” Or what is
called today, “consumer society.” Thisis matched with free
trade, with deregulation; with a cultural transformation, we
may say, “cultural degeneration”: degeneration of education,
where you would no longer recognize university education,
as even bad secondary education. Our educationa systems
have been destroyed. We are destroying the minds of our
young people, by the educational systemon all levels, includ-
ing the secondary and university levels, most notably.

We no longer have productive ability. We have agenera-
tion, in leading positions in government, both in Europe and
in the Americas, who came to maturity, after this change
occurred. These are people who have risen from university
students, to become heads of governments, or important offi-
cias in the private sector, who never had an ethical, moral
commitment to productive values. We are a post-industrial-
oriented society. As aresult of that, the people who are run-
ning most of theworld today, itsinstitutions, have no concep-
tion of what a healthy economy is!

For example: Someonewill tell you, the United Stateshas
got a balanced budget. Or the United States has no inflation.
The United States has, probably, one of the highest rates of
inflation of any industrialized nation in the world. We liel
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Our figures are fraudulent. We introduced athing back inthe
1980s, that | protested against at the time, which is called a
“quality adjustment index.” And what was notable, was that
you would take things like automobiles, you'd make this
year’ smodel poorer inquality thanthepreviousyear’ smodel,
and say that this represented as much as 40% of an improve-
ment in quality of the vehicle. This was called the quality
adjustment index, and it was celebrated, by putting out for the
first time, instead of putting a spare tire in the trunk of acar,
you put alittle thing that looked like it came off akiddy car,
and if you had a flat tire, you pulled the rea tire off and
you put this funny thing on the place where the flat tire had
occurred, and you'd wobble down the road to the nearest
repair station. This was called an “improvement”! This re-
sultedinasmuch asa40% increaseinthe counter-inflationary
valuation of that automobile.

This was a fraud run by the Federal Reserve System’s
statistical department, together with the U.S. Commerce De-
partment. And since that time, until the present, every year:
Did you know that the value of a house increases 12% over
last year, smply because it exists? Itsintangible value isin-
creased. Therefore, eventhoughthepricesof rea estaterepre-
sent galloping inflation, because of these frauds, which we
perpertratein our official statistics, it showswearenot suffer-
ing inflation. We're suffering up to 10% to 20% inflation,
per annum.

Now, we're at a point, where the official discount rate
of the United States is about 1.25% of the Federal Reserve
System. Now, if we're having a 5% to 10%, minimal, rate of
inflation, and you're trying to pump up the economy with
financial inputs at 1.5%, what are you doing? Y ou’re doing
what Japan did with the yen bubble. Y ou're issuing Federa
Reserve currency desperately, at desperate rates, to pump
up bankrupt financial markets, while the rate of inflation is
already, at least, between 5% and 10%, varying, depending
on what sector you' re looking at.

What is this comparable to? This is comparable to 1923
Germany, between June and November of 1923, when the
Reichsbhank was pumping money into an inherently infla-
tionary system, until the reichsmark blew out and was bailed
out subsequently by the Dawes Plan, from the United States.
So, this is not quite as intense as 1923 Germany, but it's
analogous, in what’ s happening right now.

So, that’s why we have a systemic crisis. We have lost
our rail system, our passenger rail system. You can not—if
we don’t have a change in the law, within the next 60 days,
you will no longer have arail system in the United States. If
the collapse of United Airlines, American Airlines, and so
forth continues, which will be a chain-reaction effect on all
the major airlines, we will not have a passenger air traffic
system in the United States. Y ou will not be able to get, on a
commercial basis, from one part of the United States to an-
other. Only in certain regions, beyond that, you won't.
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So, thisisasystemic crisis: achangein policy, adestruc-
tion of infrastructure, which affects energy systems, which
affectswater systems, affects education systems, health-care
systems; everything that you depend upon, to make a work-
able economic environment for production, is being under-
mined and destroyed.

Thisis asystemic crisis. The only way you get rid of a
systemic crisis, isby changing those val ues, thoserules of the
game, those axioms which have caused the crisis. It isnot a
matter of adjusting it without changing values. It means
you’'vegot to say, “Hey, folks! Y ou’ ve been stupid, that’ s our
problem. Y ou've been stupid. Don’t blame the paliticians,
they did what they thought you wanted them to do. So, why
are poaliticians stupid? Because they listen to you, the citi-
zens.” And, thisiswhat’s called in Classical terms, a Classi-
cal tradedy.

The Case of Hamlet

A typical caseisthe case of Hamlet. And I’ ve spoken of
this before, but it’s important to refer to thisissue, here, and
on many other occasions, because this goesto the question of
leadershipin atime of crisis. What kind of |eadership can get
you out of a crisis? And the lack of that kind of |eadership
will ensure you havethe crisis. Hamlet's acase of that.

What was the failure, was not Hamlet. The last scene of
Hamlet makesthat clear. Hamlet isdead in the last scene, his
corpseisbeing carried of f thestage. And, thedamnfool Danes
are out there, doing the same thing they did to get to that
mess beforehand. So, thetragedy lay inthe Danes, the Danish
culture! And this was presented by Shakespeare, during the
period of James |, which is a very relevant example at that
time. And, Horatio out there, speaking to the audience off-
stage, while Fortinbras is saying, “Let’s go on and do more
of thisl”—Horatio, the friend of Hamlet, is standing, saying
to the audience, “Let’s reconsider the recent experience, be-
fore we make damn fools of ourselves all over again.” Now,
Horatio was showing a certain potential of leadership; he
wasn't a leader, but he was a commentator who made the
relevant point.

The problem in a crisis, a Classical crisis, all Classical
crisis, isthat the people are the problem. Not because people
are bad; people are inherently good, they’ re born good. But,
because the culture is bad. The culture is disoriented. The
way the generation which cameto power, gradually out of the
middle-1960s generation, they’re al, with afew exceptions,
bad. Not because they were born bad, but because they inher-
ited a post-industrial culture, which led us away from the
things which caused the postwar reconstruction of Europe
and other good things during that time. So therefore, aleader
isonewhoisableto convincethe peopleto changetheir ways.

Now, generally this kind of change in ways can occur
only when the people themselves redlize there is a crisis.
When peoplearewillingto say, “Y es, we' ve done something
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wrong. Y es, we have to change our ways.” And that’s what
our problem is right now: isto get the people themselves to
understand that the crisismeans, that they haveto changetheir
ways. Otherwise, this civilization is going the way of the
Roman Empire. We're at the end-phase, we're at this point
where we can no longer continue the kinds of palicies, or the
kind of policy-making which has dominated us up to now.

It' ssimpletodothat. Asl say, wetakethe Bretton Woods
model and use that as a guide. This time, it will not be the
United States issuing money to the world: It will mean a
group of leading nations, taking over the IMF in bankruptcy
reorganization; taking over bankrupt central banking sys-
tems, in bankruptcy reorganization, by state authority; creat-
ing, in effect, national banking: That is, in which the banks
continue to exist, but they exist under the direction, and pro-
tection, of the sovereign governments. The sovereign govern-
ments, which are the only agency which is to be allowed to
create credit, must usethe credit-creating power, and useitin
ways which are typified in the German reconstruction phase,
by the Kreditanstalt fur Wiederaufbau. Those methods work.
You get credit out there, and recycled into large-scale proj-
ects, you get governments to make treaty-type agreements,
on long-term trade. You go into 25-50-year agreements on
large-scal e projects.

For example: Take this Three Gorges Dam project in
China. Thisisalong-term project, which hasrequiredinterna-
tional support, directly or indirectly. Thisthing has to be fi-
nanced over aperiod of itsmaturity—25-50years. Todevelop
the Mekong River development project, asit should bedevel-
oped, from Chinaall theway down through Southeast Asia—
isa50-year project. Maybe we can finance our way out of it
in25years, but weneedtothink of it asa50-year undertaking,
which we can finance at 1% to 2% maximum, simple inter-
est rates.

TheEurasian Land-Bridge

We do it not because we are interested in making money
on the interest. We do it because we are building the econo-
mies, based oninfrastructure projects, which will bethe stim-
ulant, for the growth of employment, and the growth of the
private sector, agriculture, industry and soforth. Sotherefore,
nationswill agree over long terms, 25-50 years, on credit, as,
say, for the Eurasian Land-Bridge program.

We now have in Korea—if somebody doesn’t make a
mess of it—thelinking of the two parts of therailroad, which
will enableyou to get freight from Pusan, on thetip of Korea,
by modernrail, al theway to Rotterdam, either by way of the
Trans-Siberian route, or by way of what's called the “New
Silk Road” route. Also, the same systemwill takerail systems
down through Kunming, through Burma, down through Ma-
laysia, across Bangladesh, and into India.

So, you will have essentially three major spines of trans-
port, coming out of the rim area of Japan, Korea, and so
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forth, down through Siberia, through the Silk Road route, the
Central Asiaroute, and downthrough the coastal road leading
toward Africa, across the straits toward Cairo, Alexandria,
and into Africaasawhole.

So, thisisamultinational effort, which requiresresources
frommany nations: It requireslong-termfinancing. It requires
agreements among states, which can keep the thing stable,
s0 it doesn’t blow up in the meantime, with some financial
problem. And on that basis, we can cause the world system
to grow.

We can use a gold-reserve system—not a gold-standard
system, but agol d-reserve system, again; thistime, not backed
by the U.S. dollar as such, but backed by the authority of
an international agency of these banking systems, which are
national banking systems. And on that basis, we could main-
tain, with the aid of the domination of the world market, 50%
of theworld market should be dominated by theselong-range
infrastructure development programs. Under those condi-
tions, we can survive.

Re ect theHobbesian World-View

Now, let meturn to onevery specific problem, among the
many problems that this poses. | had a meeting last Spring,
the year 2001, that is, in which a number of people of some
influence in government, out of government, but influential
parties—wehad adiscussion. And | raised thisquestion about
this Land-Bridge, Europe-Eurasian cooperation, as U.S. pol-
icy, and ariot broke out, among people who | had previously
thought were reasonably sane! What was the problem? And
thisisthe problemweface. They began screaming: “How can
the United States trust these countries? How can the United
Statestrust these countries? Y es, we can deal with them. But,
we're not going to do this kind of sharing of power on this
basi swith them, economic power, onthisbasis!” “Why not?’
“Becausethey’ re our competitors! We haveto think of acon-
flict of national interests.”

Now think of this on the edge of war. What does that
mean?

First of al, what thisrepresentsisthe legacy of two of the
worst clownsin English-speaking history, Hobbesand L ocke.
Thomas Hobbes and John Locke. The idea that there has to
be, that you have to run society on the basis of some sort
of inevitable, natural conflict among persons, nations, and
peoples. Aren’t weall human?| mean, even Henry Kissinger
may qualify as human, under biological examination. Aren’t
weall human?Don’ t weall haveacommon interestin human-
ity? Don’'t we all have the sameflesh and blood, and the same
impulses and desires, redly, fundamentally, as needs? Why
should we bein conflict?Y es, we may have conflicts, but that
doesn’'t mean this is a natural condition of man. Thisis the
friction of tryingtoavoid conflict, asthe Treaty of Westphalia
of 1648, exemplifiesthat. And we would think, that after all
that work that was done, including by Cardinal Mazarin, to
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bring about the Treaty of Westphalia, and you read the agree-
ment itself, what it means: Y ou would say, “ This proves, and
it proved to many in Europe until recently, that no matter how
intense the war, how intense the struggle, there is adways a
way to find peace, and resolution, if you' re willing to admit,
that nations should love one another.” Which isthe Treaty of
Westphalia: Nations should naturally tend to love one an-
other. There is no such thing as a natural, axiomatic human
conflict. There are human conflicts, but they are by their na-
ture curable, because there’ salways a higher principle, lurk-
inginthebackground. Weareal human. Noneof usresemble
apes. We' renot. No ape can understand Gauss' sfundamental
theorem of algebra. And eventhough some peopletry to mon-
key around with it, that doesn’t do it.

All right, now. What then? Shouldn’'t we say, as some
peoplesay, Utopianssay, “Let’ shaveoneworld, let’ sglobal -
ize everybody”? No. Why not?

Because the communication of ideas, the processes of
deliberation, of any people, alwayscomeintermsof aculture,
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inwhich their use of languageis an expression of the culture.
By expressing the culture, and using the language to express
the culture, they are able to engage in the equivalent of Pla-
tonic-Socratic dial ogues with one another. Only by means of
that use of culture and language, shared among a people, can
apeople deliberate, as abody.

Now, if we wish to have a world which is not ruled by
dictators, but a world which conforms to what some people
cal “democracy,” that is, the participation, the willful and
efficient participation of people in regulating the aims of
their government—maybe not all the details of the govern-
ment, but the aims of the government—as I’ ve emphasized,
the aims of government mean: What kind of world are we
going to have two generations from now? What are my
grandchildren’s lives going to be like? | want that kind of
policy. We want governments which respond to that ques-
tion, that definition of general welfare and national interest.
We don't want it based on making people happy today: We
have to be concerned about what is going to make our
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grandchildren happy, two generations ahead. Otherwise, it's
not a sane policy.

So, you have to have nations, based on this cultural-lan-
guage function, as a people who is now capable, not of bab-
bling at each other, in incoherent argot, but a people which
can think profoundly, as Shelley put it, in the“most profound
and impassioned concepts respecting man and nature.” And
you don’t need asimplistic language to do that.

So, therefore, we need highly developed populations,
highly developed forms of cultures, highly developed forms
of thelanguage of that culture, asamedium of communicating
scientific and Classical ideas of culture, among themselves,
so that they, as a body, as a nation, can decide what they
want. And can enter into discussion with other nations, around
common goals, common missions.

But, our objective is to end this business, where some
people, most people, are stupid, and a few wise guys, who
ain't so smart, are running the world. We have to have a
systeminwhichgovernmentisresponsiveto, andinvolvesthe
participation of the people. For that, you need an institution of
government called a sovereign nation-state, which is based
on a highest possible development and improvement, of an
existing cultureand language, for the communication of “pro-
found and impassioned i deas concerning man and nature.”

Common Aimsfor Mankind

Therefore, we all have acommon interest, and that com-
mon interest is, in what? Common aims for mankind, for
looking at the state of the world, two to three generations
ahead. Deciding what kind of aworld we want.

Now, you have that, in asense, in the Strategic Triangle
agreements. Y ou have six nationsin Southeast Asia, you have
thethree up north, you have Russia, you have India, you have
other nationscoming intothis. What do they want? They want
aEurasiathey canlivein, three generationsfrom now, which
will meet their needs, of their peoplethen, of agrowing popu-
lation. They want arelationship with regions such asWestern
Europe, to supply them, as Germany typifies this—it's the
one area, China sthe area of growth of German exports; the
rest of the picture is pretty much a disaster. They want those
exports from Germany! From France; from Italy; from other
parts of the world—for their future, for their grandchild-
ren’s benefit.

Sotherefore, wehave an inherent agreement, inprinciple,
in interest, among these nations. And therefore, this means
that we should come to understand one another better, each
nation; we should promote the improvement of the culture of
each nation, to cometo the highest possiblelevel of develop-
ment of its culture, its language, and have an understanding
of thisprocessin one nation to another. Thisistypified by the
ideaof an ecumenical dialogue, anong Judaism, Christianity
(if you can find any Christians these days; they're getting
scarcer all the time), and Muslims. The obvious thing, obvi-
ous. You have to have these profound questions of man’s
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conception of hisown nature, and the purpose of man’sexis-
tence. These haveto bethefundamental questionswhich mo-
tivate society.

So, we haveavital concern, apractical concern, inloving
oneanother, asnations. Theideathat wemust have aHobbes-
ian, or Lockean, type of conflict among people, is, itself, the
great obstacle.

And whenever you hear that, you’ re hearing the voice of
sickness, mental and moral sickness.

I’ve got a problem in the United States. I’ ve got people,
who are influential people, who are not unfriendly to me—
somearefriendly—whotalk with me, but they havethissick-
ness. The sickness of saying that conflict isthe natural condi-
tion of relationsamong nationsand peopl es. Itisnot natural —
it's unnatural. And therefore, we need al the help we can
get, to put that question on the table, and get that kind of
discussion. Because | think that that one point isthe greatest
source of danger to peace. Because | think that every nation
in the world would like to be out of this financial crisis, this
economic crisis. Most nations of the world would like to be
out of thiswar business. Wemay haveto have military forces.
We may have to have justified defenses of nations against
some abusivethreat. But, we do not need war asa policy. We
needapolicy, asitwascalled by peoplesuchaslL azare Carnot,
of “strategic defense.” We defend what we're fighting for:
What we' re fighting for is peace. The objectiveis peace.

And aslong aswethink that we have to—asthe Utopians
do—set upasystemof conflict, of managed conflict, by which
nations are managed and controlled by outsiders, by which
people inside a nation are managed and controlled, | think
that the kind of mission to which I'm dedicated, which I've
identified here, isin jeopardy. And | would suggest to all of
us, that we think about that. I'm committed to that. |1 need
help. And I’m asking you to help me.

Dialogue with LaRouche

Q: [A representative of the Robert Schuman Center for
Europe asks about therisein the price of gold, and the role of
gold in LaRouche' sfinancial reorganization.]

LaRouche: Well, no. I've indicated that, under a gold-
reserve system, | don’t know what the price of gold would be,
because| don’t know what the price of adollar isgoing to be!
Y ou know, the dollar has lost almost 20% of its value in the
recent period. Andthis, isahighly defended value. Thedollar
may be—oh, worth 25% less on euro parity. Who knows?

But, no matter. I’ ve indicated, as a pedagogica illustra-
tion: Suppose tomorrow, | had my druthers, and someone
in the United States says, “Go ahead and do it.” | get these
Europeans over, and we will tell *em, really, what’'s wrong
over here, in terms of the system, in which they haveto have
anemergency agreement. We' regoingto put thel M Fin bank-
ruptcy reorganization—as governments. We're going to cre-
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ate a system of national banking, under governments, which
areengaged in thefinancial reorganization of bankrupt major
banks and central banking systems. We are going to createan
emergency New Bretton Woods.

We are going have some special featuresin it, which fit
the present reality—that’ snot going to betoo hard to get. You
know, good legislation generally runsto six pages. If it goes
over ten, it’ sbad | egislation. Because otherwise, you' regoing
to have problemsthere.

But, we would need a gold-reserve system, which would
not belikethe U.S. dollar system, earlier: It would be agroup
of countries, which are signatorsto an agreement, which will
basetheparity of the currency—of afixed-exchange-rate sys-
tem—on the basis of leading nations' agreement to fix it at
those prices. Therefore, we will have to adopt agold-reserve
system, abalance of payments system. | would say, the mini-
mumis$1,000 atroy ounce; | don’t think you can successfully
fix amonetary system at alower price.

It may sound shocking, but you don’t realize how much
depreciation of currencies has occurred in the past 35 years.
Theinflation has been tremendous! 1t’s been managed infla-
tion, and therefore, people didn’t see it coming all at once.
But, | would say, what happened back with Nixon, they ex-
ploited the fact that the dollar was greatly overvalued! Rela-
tiveto agold-reserve system. They probably should have set
it at $100 an ounce, then! And, they wouldn’t have had the
destruction of the Bretton Woods system, that occurred in
"71-72.

So now, you' re talking about $1,000. It will not come by
the price of gold, as a negotiable currency, forcing a system
into being. It'll comethe other way: It' || come, when govern-
ments, or major governmentssay, “We'vegot acrisis! We've
got to have a fixed-exchange-rate system. We've got to have
a ‘recovery’ program.” They’'re going to call it a “stimulus
package,” eh?—"to get the economy moving again” —what
they’ retalking about in Germany and el sewhere; a“ stimulus
package.” And, they're going to say in Germany: “Lauten-
bach Plan.” The words “Wilhelm Lautenbach” are going to
be said again, and again, more and more. Because that is
the model of discussion, from the 1928-1933 period, which
presented the alternativeto Adolf Hitler. Andwe' reinasimi-
lar situation today. So, it’ll become that way.

So, thestates, governments, just like—Il ook at the German
government now: typical. Every government: the U.S. gov-
ernment, the same. They have no solutions! They have no
program! And they’re not capable of coming up with one
on their own. And, they won't. They will not come up with
anything that works, on their own—I guarantee that. What-
ever Bush and his crowd put forward, no matter how well-
meaning they might be, what they will propose could not
work. So, we're going to have to come in, and show them
what will work. And, induce them—that we kindly will let
them take some credit for it.

Andwe'll doit.
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But, theway it will comeabout, is: Wewill say, asRoose-
velt did—in hisfirst pegging of the gold price, after the fall
of the British gold standard—we will say, “Thisisthe price
of gold.” And thiswill be denominated in terms of reference
to anumber of leading currencies, which agree to discipline
themselves, to maintain and defend that value of a gold-re-
serve system. And, it will be backed up by a system of agree-
ments, on long-term construction projects, like the Eurasia
projects: big ones. Look at all the things we have to rebuild
in Europe, al the things that have been destroyed, that have
to berebuilt. So, that will do thejob.

And, | think we'll get it that way, not by trying to get a—
floating gold up to, to force agold-forcing of anew system.

The*Jewish Factor’

Q: laman Arabjournalist. | have three questions. First,
can you tell me what isthe real background of the masters of
Americanfinance? Second, what do you think of the possibili-
tiesof war or peacein Irag? Third, concerning your Presiden-
tial campaign: How can it go foward, with the opposition of
the Jewish lobby? Also | would be interested to know how
many people attend your campaign events.

LaRouche: Well, there's an intention to have the Irag
war stopped. But, you haveto recognizethat theforcesbehind
the Irag war, as | indicated, did not come yesterday, nor are
they specifically Jewish. Thisis something else.

Y ou have to look back, at a certain faction in Britain, in
the United Kingdom—and al so, in the United States—which
shares the ideas of world-government, as typified by The
Open Conspiracy of Herbert George Wells, and Bertrand
Russell’s nuclear policy. Their policy has been, since the
1940s, beforethe end of World War 11: Their policy has been,
toestablishwhatiscalled, today, “ atriad of nuclear weapons,”
land, sea, and air, which will be so terrifying that people
will give up their sovereignty to accept world-government.
In other words, anew Roman Empire.

What we have lived through, in the artificia conflict
which was created between the Soviet Union and the United
States, waspart of that process. So, welived through aperiod,
up to the time of the Missile Crisis of 1961-62. This was a
phase. We had another phase, which isthe so-called “ détente
policy,” which carried through, into becoming increasingly
stable, until 1989. Once the Soviet system had collapsed,
these fanatics, who had always had this policy of world-gov-
ernment through nuclear terror, went ape!

They started with a geopolitical operation: The first one
was “Desert Storm,” which was set up by the United States
government and the British government. Saddam Hussein
was fooled and manipulated into that one. Immediately after,
Desert Storm was ended—so it wouldn't run totally out of
control; it wasn’t because of the goodness of their heart, they
stopped the war; it was, they decided that this was afoolish
thing to continue at this poi nt—and they went to the next war!
The Balkan War! A new Balkan War! A new geopolitical
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Balkan War against Europe! And, Europeans fought Balkan
Wars, for the self-destruction of Europe!

Then, they go on. The next phase, isto go with aMiddle
East war; and, as | said, in this little speech | gave in Abu
Dhabi on this question of the crossroads thing: The Middle
East, the connection from the Mediterranean to the Indian
Ocean, isacrucial, strategic crossroads, and alwayshas been.
In al history. Before oil was recognized, the Middle East
has been a strategic crossroads, between the Mediterranean
region and the Indian Ocean region. Today, it is a key point
of weakness, for al Eurasia. If you can spread awar, out of
the Middle East, out into Eurasia, you can prevent Eurasia
from developing. Hmm?

So, that’s that side of the thing. The danger comes from
this specific faction, which sometimes calls itself “ pacifist”!
Like Moral Re-Armament, which supported Goring! Be-
cause, they didn’t want people resisting the terror. So you
have pacifist movements, like Bertrand Russell: Bertrand
Russell was the man who invented the concept of “preven-
tive” or “ pre-emptive’ nuclear terror, nuclear war! He's con-
sidered a great pacifist—well, | guess the dead are peaceful,
especially the radioactively dead. So, people are fooled by
this stuff. Now, thisiswhereit comesfrom.

Now, what happensis, asaresult of what Hitler did, espe-
cialy in Poland—and al so because of aspin-off of the Tsarist
secret police, called Jabotinsky—you had factors loose in
Europe, which were able to exploit this question of Jewry, as
aweapon. Now, thisproblem—to thedegreeit’ saproblem—
because the problem that offends me on the Jewish question,
is: What was Judaism, if you didn’t have Jabotinsky? Judaism
was “Moses to Moses to Moses’: From Biblical Moses, to
Moses Maimonides, to Moses Mendelssohn. Typified, also,
by the Yiddish Renaissance; typified by the Bund, in Eastern
Europe. This was Judaism. This was Judaism as known to
Europe. Thiswasan integral part of European culture, just as
the Arab Renaissancein Spain, or the Arab influence through
the Abassid dynasty on Charlemagne; or the Arab influence,
the Fatimid and other influences, in Sicily and Southern Italy,
as the case of Frederick Il [Hohenstauffen], or later through
Alfonso Sabio.

So, Jewry represented what? It represented normal peo-
ple, that, from a standpoint of German culture, German-lan-
guage culture, were associated, in modern times, with the
legacy of Moses Mendelssohn. The contribution of the Ger-
man Jew to Germany’s culture was immense. And, it was a
product of the liberation of the Jew, which was led inside
Germany, by Moses Mendelssohn. Y ou take the number of
Jewish scientists, doctors, others, artists, and so forth, and the
contribution they made to the culture of Germany—not as
something added to, but an integral part of the culture of
Germany. So, how can you have this problem?

WEell, what is called the “ Jewish factor” today, isabunch
of gangsters—the guys who call themselves, in Canada and
the United States, they went from “rackets, to riches, to re-
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To understand the drive
for war against Iraq, look
at the“ world
government” policies of
Bertrand Russell, which
were behind the nuclear
bombing of Nagasaki.
Russell also called for a
pre-emptive nuclear
attack on the Soviet
Union, should that
country refuseto join his
utopian scheme.

spectability.” And, they’re thugs; they’re murderers. That is
what you have as the “Jewish element” in the so-called
“Chicken-hawk” thing—the draft-dodgers who want world
war, like Richard Perle and his friends in the United States.
Thisisthat problem.

So, thereis afactor of Jewish-name involvement, in this
Middle East war, but it is not a specifically Jewish problem.
It is specifically, if you look at Israel’ sinternal history, you
havedifferent tendenciesamong Jews. For example: Y outake
the case of M osesM endel ssohn’ stradition, whichisreflected,
in a sense, in the World Jewish Congress, under Nahum
Goldmann. Y ou had another tendency, which was the David
Ben-Gurion [type], whichisthelabor-Zionist tendency. Then
you had an outrightly fascist tendency, explicitly fascist, of
the Jabotinsky who tried to strike an alliance, twice, with
Adolf Hitler! And, that’sthe hard core of the Likud!

So, you havedifferent cultural tendencies. And, whenyou
usethe name Jewish, or when Arabs, for example, havegotten
into this “Jewish thing,” and say, “this is a Jewish conspir-
acy” —it is not a Jewish conspiracy! Y ou have fascists, who
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happen to be Jews. And, they behave like fascists, as Sharon
showedinwhat hedidintheMiddle East, intherecent period.
And, what they did before. They’re gangsters! You should
look at the reports of the election nominations for the dlate of
theLikud party, inlsrael today. It sone of themost disgusting
piecesof corruptioninmodern history. So, itisnota“ Jewish”
problem, but the Jewish nameisused, and Jewish gangsters—
who have more money than God—are actually behind agood
deal of this stuff.

So, naturally, people are justified. But, from the stand-
point of those of us who are responsible in statecraft and
leadership, we don’t use such terms, even though we recog-
nize why other people may usethem. But, it’ snot specifically
aJewish problem.

Then, on the question of this—it’ sthat the system doesn’t
work; onthe changeintheofficial s—the systemdoesn’ t work.
The United States' financia systemis collapsing. The mone-
tary-financial systemisdisintegrating. Nothing can saveit, in
its present form.

For monthsbeforethechange occurred, for monthsbefore
Nov. 5, it was aready understood that both would be out,
especialy O'Neill. O’ Neill was going to be out, resign from
the office, retire from the office, after the Nov. 5 election.
That was already decided. The thing went wild—they
dumped Lindsey and O’ Neill. They looked around to try to
get some replacements for Lindsey and O’ Neill—and they
couldn’t get "em! So, they took these two throwaways, that
they scraped out of a barrel, and made one the Economics
Adviser, and made the other one, the new nominee for Trea-
sury Secretary. So, this does not mean too much.

What it does mean, however, the fact that nobody of
weight wanted the job, and when top-ranking people don’t
want to take a job of that importance, you've got to say,
“There' s something wrong with the job. There's a liability.
They don’t want to crawl into that barrel.” Thereasonis, the
system doesn’'t work. The system is going to collapse. And
what isbeing done by Greenspan, asaninflationary program,
can not possibly work.

My pointisclear. I've said it, but is the point clear? This
present world monetary-financial systemwill collapse, prob-
ably within weeks. It may have collapsed by early January or
late January. We'rethat close. Thereisno possibility that, in
its present form, it would ever recover. The European Union
initspresent form, can not livemuch longer; notinits present
form. It can live in a new form, but not in the present form.
The whole world financia system is going under. What you
seein Argentina; what you seein Brazil; what you seethreat-
enedinMexico. You'vegot alunaticinVenezuela, who com-
plicates the situation. Y ou look at the situation, with the Ger-
man budget: It can't work! You look at the problems in
France: It can’t work.

So, the system isfinished, and anybody who getsthe job,
isthenext guy to go to the guillotine palitically, in effect. So,
apart fromthat, | wouldn’t put any importanceonthe O’ Neill/

EIR January 10, 2003

Lindsey ouster, beyond what | said. The importance is what
is not raised: The importance is, what are they going to do?
Asof now, | cantell you, every indication | havefrominside
Washington, at the top level: They haven't got a clue, asto
what todo! They haven’tgot asingleidea, whattodo. They’ ve
got alot of prejudices, of what they don’t want to be*“ caught”
doing. They've got alot of prejudices of things, they want to
“appear” to be supporting. But, they know, that none of them
will work. The most common expression I’ m getting, from
reports from circles | know in the United States, is: Y ou ask
them, “What' s the President’ s new economic policy?’ “He
has no new economic policy.” And, I’'m trying to get the
United States to adopt one, and we' reworking hard at it. We
may succeed.

Man in thelmage of God

Q: ThisisElodie, fromFrance. I’ dliketoknow thebasis,
of basically, everything that represents a solution to get out
of thismess, especially theideathat every singlehumanbeing
isin theimage of God. And, the questionis God: If we'rein
theimageof God, okay, we' vegot to talk about God. So, what
do you haveto say on the existence of God? On the question:
If we' reintheimage of God—it’ ssort of apersonality show.
Do you want to comment on that?

LaRouche: Actualy, if youthinkit'snot relevant—you
findoutitis! [laughs] One of those questions, that soundslike
it comesfrom somewhereelse, but it’ sactually quiterelevant.
Because it goes to this question of how do you get people to
love one another. They won't get it from reading the Bible.
They won't get it from religious services, as such. Those are
forms. Those are routines and rituals.

They getitinanother way. And |’ vedone—Elodieknows
about this, and others here know about it: What I’ ve insisted
is, that aremedial approach, to university-level education for
people between 18 and 25 should begin from the focal point
of Gauss'scrucial, fundamental attack on the fallacies of the
work of Euler and Lagrange, in Gauss's 1799 paper defining
the complex domai n—the paper on the fundamental theorem
of algebra. That anybody, who does not yet know that—and
I mean know it, not learnit; know it—does not know the basis
of modern science, and can not, probably, answer effectively,
the question that Elodie just asked. And, this, of course, per-
tainsto alot of things.

But, what's the difference between man and a beast?
Monkeys, apes, have a potential, at most, on this planet—
or ape-like creatures—of several million individuals, under
any known conditions of this planet, over the past 2 million
years; what we know about it. We have, today, at last report,
6.2 billion people on this planet. That may not be an accurate
report, but it's the last one we've seen, and it's a fairly
quasi-official one. No ape could do that. How did man do
it? Because man is not an ape. You may think Henry Kiss-
inger looks like an ape, but he's not really an ape! He just
behaves like one. (Or, maybe the apes will be embarrassed
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by my statement. But, anyway.)

Thedifferenceis, that maniscapable of discovering what
wecall “auniversal physical principle.” No ape can discover
that. Man not only discoversthese principles, but can commu-
nicate them to other people. They are passed down from gen-
eration to generation. They can be learned from people thou-
sands of years ago, long dead, by you, today. By reenacting
the act of discovery they made, and validating it.

By this power, the discovery of such principles—of two
types: both physical principles, that is, man’'s action as an
individual upon the universe; or man’s social action, in com-
municating such ideas from one person to another—man is
ableto change our species power, in and over nature. That's
the only reason we havebillions of human beings, rather than
many millions, today.

Now, the simplest way to look at thisis—sort of afriend
of mine, Vladimir V ernadsky, thefamousRussian biogeoche-
mist, who defined what he called the* Nodsphere.” Hedemon-
strated, on the basis of physical evidence, that we have three
kinds of universal principles operating in the universe. One,
from the standpoint of physical chemistry, we call “abiotic.”
A second, are physical effects which do not occur, except as
aresult of the actions of living processes. We call this, “life.”
The third, are changes in the physical universe which can
be effected by no means except the human mind, the act of
discovery and application of discovery by the human mind.
Just aswe call the action of living processes“life,” the action
of the mind to increase man’s power over the universeg, is
caled “ spiritual.”

That is the meaning, in Plato, of “spiritual exercises.”
Now, therefore, that means that we know, not because of a
Bible, not because of some doctrine: We know that every
person has this quality of spirituaity. Which differentiates
them from all animal species. Thisresults from the fact, that
we are not a species, which is born in the same form as a
monkey ancestor is born from a monkey. We're different:
Becausewetransmit, from generationto generation, elements
of principlewhichweknow as*culture.” Thesecultureshave
the same effect on the devel opment of the human species, that
biological evolution would be assumed to have on an animal
species. I’ ve sometimesreferred to thisasaquality of “ super-
genes’ —the transmission of discoveries, from one person to
another, from one culture to another, from one generation to
another,toformwhatiscalleda“culture.” A cultural develop-
ment process of mankind, isamanifestation of thefundamen-
tal difference between man and the beasts. It shows that our
relationship to one another, as human beings, must be human
and spiritual, not biological.

Some of our young people have a problem with that.

So therefore, we understand that we are: Thus, we know
other things, from a scientific standpoint. A universal princi-
ple is one which is universally efficient. It's efficient even
where you may not detect its presence; becauseif it’ suniver-
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s, it'suniversal. And, if it sexperimentally demonstrated to
be universal, thenitisuniversal.

Sotherefore, even before man existed, an efficient princi-
pleof spirituality existed in, and ruled the universe. AndHe's
watching you.

TheFutureof Latin America

Q: | am past ambassador of Bolivia. Mr. LaRouche, |
want to ask you about Latin America’ s future: As we know,
thereisabig changeinthepoliticians. They had el ected popu-
lists in government. We have a future with the ALCA [Free
TradeAreaof the Americas] tosupport Latin American stabil-
ity, and many other ideas, but what is your thinking on Latin
America's future? And if you agree with the concept of the
ALCA—the integration of Latin American economies?
Thank you.

LaRouche: I've been involved in this for about, oh, |
guess, 26-27 years, specifically—since about 1974. But espe-
cialy sincethe events of 1982, when | becameinvolved with
aman who was afriend, and became a closer friend of mine,
the President of Mexico, José L opez Portillo.

And, we had this war on our hands, this Argentina war,
launched by the British, with United States' participation, in
violation of the Rio Treaty—flagrant violation. So, in this
context, of thisferment, which | wasinvolvedin,inraising a
fuss about this attack on Argentina, | became involved with
Lopez Portillo, and in discussions that Spring. He asked me,
“What'rethey goingtodotous?’ | said, “Well, they’regoing
to take your country apart by next September” (they diditin
August, not September, but I'm fairly good on these fore-
casts).

But anyway, | wrote this Operation Juarez paper, at that
point. It was published on Aug. 2, just afew days before the
crisisbroke out, asaguideline. And the President of Mexico,
the President of Argentina, and the President of Brazil, and
the chief of the junta of Argentina, agreed to support, and to
support Lopez Portillo in particular, on this policy. Then,
Henry Kissinger went to work—first, on Brazil; and then
Argenting, the junta; and then on Mexico itself. And out of
this came this great speech at the United Nations, by L opez
Portillo, as President, which was sort of aswan song: Hewas
about to exit the position of President, and he’ d already been
defeated by the U.S. and other forces on his policy.

But, this policy has always been mine: That there has to
be afederation of the states of the Americas, in theform of a
monetary-financial-economic body, to deal with certain com-
mon economic and security interests. That the United States
should support this. At that point, my recommendation was,
that we reorganize the debt of the United States—that is, the
so-called Latin American debt—and use the debt itself as a
weapon of investment for creating new investments in the
hemisphere; but run it through a separate ingtitution, where
you would turn the debt—write it off, in one sense, but then
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denominate it, without making it negotiable, and use itin a
central facility asacredit-basisfor creating expanded invest-
mentsin the hemisphere.

| think that’ sthe only way, becausethe nature of the hemi-
sphere, especially when you look at South America, is such,
that the infrastructure and related needs—the interrelated
ones—aresovast. Let’ stakethequestion of power: Theorga
nization of power throughout South America, that is aques-
tion which you can not deal with very satisfactorily within
borders. Brazil can somewhat, in some aspects of it. Other
countries can’t function, and therefore, you need a bloc of
nations. The Mercosur [Common Market of the South] idea
was avalid one, but then, what happens is, the President of
Peru gives a speech, referring to Mercosur, and the United
States coups him! He' snow sitting in Japan, couped, because
he made a speech threatening George Soros' s personal thiev-
ing interests.

Andthen, of course, inBoalivia, you havetheeffort, again,
to get the “narcos’ back in power, to bring back the narco-
generals, and that’ sexactly what’ sgoing on. And, the United
States is doing nothing about it! Even though the Bush Ad-
ministration is against the narcotics traffic, the influence of
George Soros and the Inter-American Dialogue and so forth
is such, that they actually prevent any effective operations
against drug-trafficking in South and Central Americal And
European countries are also involved.

The head of the New Y ork Stock Exchange is a pusher
for drugs, because they need the drug money for the New
Y ork Stock Exchange. Many of the security problemsinside
the United States, are a result of this drug problem! So, the
hemispheric drug-trafficking is also amajor question, which
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noonecandeal with. TheUnited Statesmust cooperate, other-
wise the anti-drug policy doesn’t work. And the drug policy
in the Americas, hasto be dealt with; otherwise you have no
security inside the Americas.

So therefore, you have these kinds of bases: Straight eco-
nomic cooperation; monetary-financial reform. But, it must
be done on a state basis. Why? Very simply—to be empha-
sized, as I’'m sure you know—nbut, the point is: capital. Not
justfinancial capital, but real capital, which hasto befinanced.
Because capital improvements in the Americas: We're talk-
ing about 25- to 50-year projects. The Amazon, for example,
is almost a bottomless opportunity! The mineral wealth, un-
derneath the rain forest, is tremendous! Therain forest isan
engine of power, beyond belief! People don’t realize how
powerful that Amazon system is, in terms of a power. So,
these things require long-term—or, Patagonia: Tremendous
potential!

But, thisrequiresmulti-state, international cooperation, in
long-term agreements on infrastructure development, across
states. So, you need this kind of structure. Then, you also
need, as was recognized in the Strategic Triangle in Asia—
also, economic security, and security in general, aretwo sides
of the same coin. So, the nations that are going to cooperate
economically, for economic security, oftenistheright vehicle
to cooperate for other kinds of national security.

Yes, we do need that. | think that what you're going to
find, with the United States no longer qualified to play the
roleit played in the 1940s-1950s, that we' re going to have to
have groups of blocs of nationsin various parts of theworld,
which, as a group—Ilike the Strategic Triangle—work to-
gether asacooperating group; and then you have cooperation

Feature 39



among the groups of cooperating groups—will be the form
of the organization of the planet, in my best estimation.

TheBasisfor Natural Law

Q: | am from Copenhagen. | was wondering: Y ou talk
about the Anglo-American empire, and how the Schiller Insti-
tutewantsto prevent alot of their actions, likethewar against
Irag, and [changing] the financia system. And, what you
think, that we are aware of a fall of civilization; does that
mean that they are not aware of it? That’ s one thing.

And, if they are aware of it, why don’t they do anything?
And if they are not aware of it, why don’t they infiltrate the
Schiller Institute? And, if they are all aware of thefall of this
civilization, why are they not trying to prevent any existence
of the Schiller Institute? | can not see whether there is any
infiltration here or not. Thisis onething.

The other thing—I’m sort of—in history, we see, for in-
stance, that it is clear that thereis Plato versus Aristotle. It is
clear thereis Gauss versus Lagrange. And it isclear that it is
God versus Satan. But, what we arewitnessing today: Itisnot
clear what isthegood sideand thebad side. I sit just aparadox,
that humans [can not] see it in the present? Or is it just the
history, and it becomes clear when history gets past the
present?

LaRouche: You haveto look at thisthing in two ways,
as, politically, we have to look at this not from a religious
standpoint. Because we don’t want religious conflict. So,
therefore, we have to find, what are called “terms of natural
law,” for dealing with al questions that touch upon these
kinds of confused issues. But, they are—as Elodie asked this
question earlier about God and so forth—we can answer that
guestion. We can answer that question with reference to
Gauss. Wedon't haveto say, “ Somebody taught us’; or, “We
readitinabook”; or,“A lot of peoplebelievethis.” That’snot
my authority. I’ ve no right to go around imposing somebody
else’s book on somebody else. But, if | know something, |
can tell themwhat | know.

So, in dealing with these kinds of conflicts, we have to
start from knowledge, that we know, and not try to teach
somebody second-hand knowledge—which is not redly
knowledge, because, if you don’t know yourself, you don’'t
know it. So, if you want to believe in spirituality: Discover
what it is! Know it! If you want to believe in God, discover
what God is. Know it. Know Him personally! Y ou can know
it. Then you can teach it.

Andyoucandothatinpolitics. Wehavetodoitinpolitics,
because, we haveto conduct politicsmorally. “Morally” does
not mean, following a set of precepts we read from a book.
“Morally” means, that we must look ahead at the future of
mankind. We must honor the past of mankind, too. Imagine:
Look how much suffering there is the world. Look at some-
body whosegrandfather wastortured to death, whowastrying
to do something good. What can you do, for your dead grand-
father? Onething: You can change the outcome of his having
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lived. So, you're morally accountable for that, as you are
for the future of generations. What do you do, for the future
generations? That’ s your persona accountability.

That isthe accountability of the state, the moral responsi-
bility of the state. The stateisaquasi-immortal agency, which
must assume immortal responsibilities: of justification, for
those who suffered in the past, if possible. A man made a
discovery; hewasdenounced. If the discovery wasright, you
honor [him] for that discovery. And useit! Therefore, hislife
is not wasted: He has been justified, even after he's dead, in
apractical way. And the same thing for the future.

That' sthe way | think we have to approach these things.
We haveto establishtheidea, thereisanatural law, whichis
amoral law, which does not depend upon anyone’ steaching
it, but it doesdepend upon our agreeing withit. Which means,
that, in my approach to ecumenical questions, which is one
of the things | have to deal with; I’'m dealing with a world,
which, in addition to the various currents of Islam, of Chris-
tianity, Judaism, | haveto deal with the culturesin China; the
cultures in India, which are highly complicated structures;
and therefore, | must find acommon basisfor dealing with all
human beings, no matter what their denominations are. And
thus, | must find abasis, in truth, of knowledge.

That’ swhy | refer to the Gauss [proof]. That’swhy | told
the youth movements, “Use this Gauss example as a starting
point, a reference point.” Because you need to have a sense
of truth, whichisindependent of any prejudice. And wemust,
as nations, bind ourselves to justice, governed by the idea of
truth. So weinjure no one; we benefit everyone. But wedon't
assume areligious authority. And that's the way, | think, to
approach these questions.

Thereisamoral law. Wecanknow it. Our universitiesand
secondary schools should be primarily emphasizing, giving
young people the knowledge they need to know—not to
learn—but to know.

Look, for example: Y ou, obviously, areayounger person;
you passed through adol escence, you know it’ saterribletime,
when people commit suicide, and all kinds of silly things
like that, waste their lives. Because they have a question of
identity, between child identity, and adult identity. So that if
a person at the age of 27 acts like a 15-year-old, you say,
they’re insane. Whereas if aperson who's 15 years old, acts
likea27-year-old, you may say, he' sinsane—because youth
isdifferent. But, we, in asense, haveto supply, fromthetime
of youth on, a sense to young people (and to others), a sense
of what the truth is—not a truth taught to them, but a truth
they’ re guided to discover, for themselves. And we find that
that truth can be pretty much universal, and it’s pretty much
sufficient for usto act together on. So, we can bring al kinds
of peopletogether, from different backgrounds, and we ought
tobeabletoagree, toloveoneanother, andto act onacommon
sense of what natural law is.

And, if somebody says, “Fine, my religion teaches it,”
say, “That'sfine.”
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