
January—to be followed by Germany as chairman for the
crucial month of February. Most experts concur that if the
war on Iraq does not start before March, things will turn very
problematic for the war-hawks, not only because of the cli-
matic conditions in the region, but also because of increasing
global opposition—and resistance also increasing visibly in Anglo-Americans Boast
the States itself. It is that latter, U.S.-based opposition that
Ambassador Ischinger wished to address. Of ‘New Empire’ Drive

The next big move in that diplomatic offensive was Fi-
scher’s speech at the Jan. 20 session of the UN Security Coun- by Mark Burdman
cil in New York. Fischer said that “ rash reactions” to terrorism
must be avoided, because they would lead into the kind of

As 2003 began, leading circles in both the American andClash of Civilizations the terrorists want to provoke. Ger-
many, he said, opposes an invasion of Iraq because of the British establishments were aggressively promoting a solu-

tion worse than the global economic disease: a “new imperial-“disastrous consequences for regional stability” and “possible
negative repercussions on the alliance against terrorism.” ism,” with an “American Empire” taking over the role for-

merly played by Great Britain and other doomed empires ofConflicts like the one with Iraq require responses based on
international law and legitimized by the UN. Fischer stressed the past. The Iraq war is intended to be the “consolidation

point” for this imperial design.that German diplomacy gives great importance to the “dia-
logue with other civilizations, especially the world of Islam,” The “new American Empire” is not only being promoted

behind closed doors of elite policy institutions in Washing-He told German media, from New York, that the potentials
of diplomacy are not at all exhausted, and that when inspec- ton—where, EIR sources report, there is animated discussion

about the “E-word,” Empire—but alsoflouted in leading dailytions in Iraq have reached an unprecedented intensity, he
could not understand discussion of military steps as “un- newspapers, on television and the Internet.

As much as the propagandists may dream of Washingtonavoidable.”
Chancellor Gerhard Schröder himself made the next as “ the new Rome,” EIR founder Lyndon LaRouche has

pointed to the absurdity of the whole enterprise. The Romanmove in this offensive, stating for the first time, during an
election campaign event of his Social Democrats in Goslar Empire was, at least, launched at a high point of Rome’s

economic power. By contrast, the “American Empire” is be-on Jan. 21, that he definitely ruled out Germany’s voting for
war on Iraq: “Don’ t expect Germany to approve a resolution ing promoted at the moment that the American economy,

and a world economy based on the so-called “Washingtonlegitimizing war, don’ t expect that. Our no to war has been
firm, and it stays firm.” And in an article published by the Consensus” of free trade, deregulation, and globalization, is

in a systemic breakdown.Berliner Zeitung on Jan. 22, Schröder wrote that one “can
count on the governments of Germany and France to join
forces to preserve peace, avoid war, and ensure people’s se- The Legacy of Russell and Wells

The imperial propaganda offensive was publiclycurity.”
Schröder’s Social Democrats are engaged in campaigns launched with the Jan. 5, Sunday New York Times Magazine

feature by Harvard University’s Michael Ignatieff (see EIR,for the Feb. 2 election of state parliaments in Hesse and
Lower-Saxony, and they have begun to put up campaign post- Jan. 24), the descendant of a Russian imperial family, whose

influential father, George Ignatieff, was a Canadian diplomaters saying “No to War!” This is a pale reflection of the many
months’ campaign waged by Helga Zepp-LaRouche’s BüSo prominent in the one-worldist Pugwash Conference move-

ment of the late Lord Bertrand Russell. Ignatieff is of theparty, in last September’s national elections and in these state
races; Zepp-LaRouche’s slogan is: “Financial crash and so-called “ limp,” or “ liberal imperialist” camp, rather than

the ostensibly more arrogant neo-conservative camp. Thethreat of war—I know what to do.”
“ limps” dress up their imperial designs in reluctance: Igna-
tieff headlines his diatribe, “The Burden,” recalling British
Empire propagandist Rudyard Kipling’s “White Man’s Bur-WEEKLY INTERNET
den.” Their position had been enunciated, in the Spring ofAUDIO TALK SHOW
2002, by British writer Sebastian Mallaby’s article in the
March-April issue of Foreign Affairs, the house organ ofThe LaRouche Show
the highly influential New York Council on Foreign Rela-

EVERY SATURDAY tions. In Mallaby’s “The Reluctant Imperialist,” he pro-
claimed, “A new imperial moment has arrived. . . . America3:00-4:00 p.m. Eastern Time
is bound to play the leading role.”http://www.larouchepub.com/radio

Mallaby’s argument had originated in Great Britain itself,
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right after the Sept. 11, 2001 New York and Washington appetite or fear. Appetite and fear focus power, make it pre-
dictable and make it possible for other nations to craft policiesatrocities. The October 2001 edition of Britain’s Prospect

magazine published a hallmark called “The Next Empire,” that accommodate, avoid or resist that power. Where there is
neither appetite nor fear, power is unfocused and thereforeby Prime Minister Tony Blair’s foreign policy guru Robert

Cooper” (see EIR, Nov. 9, 2001, “Blair Launches ‘New Em- inherently unpredictable. That unpredictability was the mark
of U.S. policy between the fall of the Berlin Wall and Sept.pire’ Offensive” ).

In the last century, the “ limp” argument was put forward 11. . . . Sept. 11 redefined the world for the United States. . . .
Sept. 11 created an unintended momentum in U.S. foreignby the ghastly duo of Lord Bertrand Russell and H.G. Wells.

Their view, as most brazenly enunciated by Wells in his 1928 policy that has led directly to empire-building.
“Few will dare resist. The United States is enormouslyThe Open Conspiracy, was that the sovereign nation-state

must be eliminated, and a world government created, in order powerful and has been transformed from a vaguely disinter-
ested gorilla into a brutally focused and deadly viper, readyto carry out centrally mandated policies of population-reduc-

tion, eugenics, and social engineering. Russell also promoted, to strike anywhere. Given U.S. power and the American
mood, few nations are prepared to risk U.S. displeasure byas a second option, a world government run by an “American

Empire,” as long as the United States was run by financier and refusing to cooperate in the fight against al Qaeda. . . . The
United States is becoming an integral part of the domesticAnglophile interests, and the republicans, whom he despised,

were purged. policy process and implementation in virtually all countries
around the globe. Those that resist are potential targets forEven Russell’s post-World War II calls for a pre-emptive

strike against the Soviet Union are now being invoked to American attack. . . .
“The United States has been a democratic republic, anjustify an immediate American-British strike on Iraq. This

was the theme of the lead commentary in the Jan. 10 London anti-imperial power. Now it is an imperial power. . . . The
United States is taking control of countries throughout theTimes, “Why the U.S. and U.K. Are Right To Target Iraq.”

Author Phillip Bobbitt, a former Director of Strategic Plan- world. . . . The issue is not whether this should happen. It
is happening. The real issue, apart from how all this playsning at the U.S. National Security Council, has become one

of the more influential “utopian” military strategists in the out, is what effect it will have on the United States as
a whole.”Anglo-American camp, during the past months.

The widespread discussion of empire was featured in the
cover-story of the Jan. 13 edition of U.S. News & World Re-‘Few Will Dare Resist’

Not only the insidious “ limps,” but also the neo-conserva- port magazine, under the headline, “The New American
Empire?”tive camp is busy pouring forth neo-imperial filth. Their ban-

ner had been raised, during the Summer of 2002, by Robert
Kagan, the close partner-in-crimes of William Kristol, editor ‘Their Imperialism Is Visceral’

In Great Britain, the week of Jan. 5 saw the release of aof The Weekly Standard and guru of the neo-conservatives.
Kagan authored a much-discussed article for the Heritage new book by Oxford University Professor of History Niall

Ferguson, entitled, Empire: How Britain Made the ModernFoundation’s Policy Review magazine, “Power and Weak-
ness,” in which he boasted that the United States was a “hege- World. The book is a shameless laudatio for the 18th- and

19th-Century British Empire. On Jan. 7, Ferguson summa-mon,” acting on the basis of the might-makes-right theories of
17th-Century British bestialist philosopher Thomas Hobbes. rized his thesis in the London Times. On Jan. 9, Britain’s

Channel 4 TV began a six-part series, “Empire,” narratedHe contrasted this “hegemon” to the ostensibly cringing,
weak-kneed European nations. by Ferguson.

But while hyping the British and related imperial tradi-In the first days of 2003, the brutal variant of the imperial
view was put forward by the widely read Stratfor military- tions, Ferguson is certainly one of those who wants to build

up the imperial obsessions in the United States, as well. Onstrategic think-tank, under the headline, “The American Em-
pire.” One European figure familiar with U.S. political devel- Oct. 31, 2001, a couple of weeks after Blair guru Robert

Cooper published his “The Next Empire” piece, Fergusonopments was convinced that this piece was inspired or insti-
gated by Vice President Dick Cheney, who together with wrote a commentary for the Guardian, entitled, “Welcome

the New Imperialism,” in which he called on the United StatesDeputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz and a powerful
clique of fellow “Chicken-hawks,” is at the center of the to proclaim itself a “ formal empire,” and play the role of

“global hegemon.”“War Party.”
Stratfor emphasized that the provocations of al-Qaeda On Jan. 13, Ferguson received exuberant praise from

curmudgeon Lord William Rees-Mogg, writing in the Timesterrorists are helping “generate . . . the creation of an Ameri-
can empire.” Noting the pre-Sept. 11, 2001 reluctance of lead- under the title, “The American Empire, A Fine Old British

Tradition.” Rees-Mogg effused about the emerging Ameri-ing U.S. circles to take on a global imperial role, the piece
went on: “Nothing is more dangerous than power without can Empire as the continuation of the historical “ trading
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empires” of Athens, Venice, and Great Britain. His Lordship
likened Ferguson’s account of the determining importance
of the English-French “Seven Years War” (1756-63), for
the consolidation of the British Empire, to the U.S. war Pope John Paul: ‘War
against “ Islamic terrorism” and “Saddam Hussein’s regime,”
now, for consolidating an American Empire: “These two Is Not Inevitable’
struggles of empire have some characteristics in common.
Both are global, both have economic, political and religious by Claudio Celani
aspects, both have involved tensions between France and
Anglo-Saxons, both could be decisive in terms of imperial

True world leaders today state that war is not inevitable, aspower. [Not to remove Saddam] would be a crippling defeat
for American authority. do Lyndon LaRouche and his collaborator Amelia Boynton

Robinson. Such a true world leader is, of course, Pope John“ In the present struggle in the Middle East, the continuity
of the Anglo-Saxon and imperial tradition is particularly obvi- Paul II, who is seen worldwide as the highest moral authority

opposing not only the war against Iraq, but also the very ideaous, with the U.S. travelling the same territory that Britain
covered in the first half of the last century, and meeting the of a “preventive war.” Instead, the Pope has repeated in public

statements for many months, that the world communitysame problems of oil, Islam and Arab nationalism.”
Then came this wild falsification: “ Indeed, it is no mere should engage in removing the causes of conflicts, which are

primarily to be found in the lack of justice, especially socialcoincidence that 1776 marks the publication of Adam Smith’s
Wealth of Nations, Gibbon’s Decline and Fall of the Roman and economic justice, among and within nations.

Recently, John Paul II intensified his opposition by nam-Empire, and the U.S. Declaration of Independence. The
United States may have retained more of the intellectual im- ing for the first time, the nation of Iraq and its population;

high Vatican spokesmen have put public pressure on theprint of the British 18th Century than Britain itself.”
Of course, the Declaration of Independence was the com- United States as the nation that bears the highest responsibil-

ity, as a Christian nation, for maintaining peace in the world.plete antithesis to the writings of Smith and Gibbon.
The Pope chose the traditional New Year’s diplomatic re-

ception, on Jan. 13, to address the issue of the Iraq war inBritish Empire Is Disastrous Model
Professor Ferguson, however, has also come in for some explicit terms as never before. “No to war!” the Pope said.

“War is not always inevitable. It is always a defeat for human-sharp attack in the British press, from writers who don’ t share
his airy-fairy view about the wonders of Britain’s Empire. ity. International law, honest dialogue, solidarity between

states, the noble exercise of diplomacy: These are methodsMost devastating was Spanish historian Felipe Fernández-
Armesto, who teaches at Queen Mary’s College at the Univer- worthy of individuals and nations in resolving their differ-

ences. I say this as I think of those who still place their trust insity of London. Writing in the Jan. 12 Sunday Times, he began
by ironically praising Ferguson, for not flinching from the nuclear weapons and of the all-too-numerous conflicts which

continue to holdhostage our brothers andsisters in humanity.”fact that the British Empire was created on the basis of piracy,
slavery, outrage, and atrocities. But, Fernández-Armesto Pointing to the “ongoing degeneration of the crisis in the

Middle East,” the Pope stressed that “ the solution will neverwrote, in then trying to portray the British Empire as a vast
positive development, Ferguson ignores the reality that Brit- be imposed by recourse to terrorism or armed conflict.”

“And what are we to say of the threat of a war which couldain “deindustrialized” an India that was more advanced than
Britain was when the British arrived there, and often created strike the people of Iraq, the land of the Prophets, a people

already sorely tried by more than 12 years of embargo? War“massacres by famine” as a strategy. Wondering what agenda
lies behind Ferguson’s propaganda, he quoted from the phi- is never just another means that one can choose to employ,

for settling differences between nations. As the Charter of thelosopher-historian George Santayana: “One Englishman, an
idiot; two Englishmen, a sporting event; three Englishmen, an United Nations Organization and international law itself re-

mind us, war cannot be decided upon, even when it is a matterempire.” Concluding, Fernández-Armesto writes: “Are they
really finished as potential empire-builders? Previous form of ensuring the consequences for the civilian population both

during and after the military operations.”suggests their imperialism is visceral. One shudders to imag-
ine what they may do next.” The sharp and precise words of the Pontiff, pronounced

before the assembled diplomatic corps, challenged the UnitedFerguson’s book, and his television series, have been the
subject of extensive controversy in the U.K. During the week States and Great Britain which are threatening imminent at-

tack against Iraq, with the public opposition of the highestof Jan. 5, the Guardian and Independent ran commentaries
blasting him for his fantasy-ridden, “ feel-good” depiction of moral authority in the world. He left no room for error that he

held their policy unworthy of a Christian nation. “ It is there-the British Empire, and for ignoring the Empire reality, as
seen by its victims. fore possible,” the Pope continued, “ to change the course of
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