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Building a Youth
Movement To Save
A Bankrupt Nation

by Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.

LaRouche made the following remarks to an East Coast Youth Movement cadre
school in Pennsylvania, and, simultaneously, by video-teleconference, to a West
Coast youth cadre school, in total, about 200 young people.

Greetings to students, den-mothers, and resuscitated retirees. Thisis an interest-
ing world.

Now, | would say that, first, asalittle point of order we haveto get straightened
out, is, you probably heard about the Marc Rich connectionsin various directions,
including into the Democratic Party, and the Republican Party. On the basis of this
information, henceforth, Dick Cheney, the Vice President, will be known as the
Al Gore of the Bush Administration. I'm sure they’ll both like it. They’ll find
an affinity.

What | want to address, in particular, is the question of what the significance
of thiskind of youth movement is, in the context of what youth movements have
been generaly in the past. Thisis different, asyou probably know.

Now, we' reinacrisis, in atragedy—you might call it the global tragedy. The
popular opinion which has dominated the United States, in particular, increasingly
over the period since about 1964, has been tragic, in the Classical sense of tragedy.
What has emerged as popular opinion, resulted in a collapse of civilization, which
has reached the end-phase of its existence, such that, if popular opinion is the
standard of behavior of government, and of the population, this nation will soon
ceaseto exist. All tragedy is based on that principle, true tragedy. Tragedy is not
caused by mis-leadership. Tragedy may be contributed to by a lack of adequate
leadership, but the root of tragedy is always popular opinion, established conven-
tions, generally assumed beliefs. And that’swhy civilizations collapse.

And you can compare civilizations, in this sense, to the model, comparative
model, of a Euclidean geometry. A Euclidean geometry is based on fal se assump-
tions, which are called definitions, axioms, and postulates. And all of them are
intrinsically false. But they’re arbitrary, and they’re popularly believed, in most
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university coursesto the present day.

If you try to get into space, or navigate the universe in
other senses, from the standpoint of aEuclidean or aCartesian
geometry, you will crash. Or you will be sent to crash, as
probably what has happened to thiscraft [the ColumbiaShut-
tle] that’sjust coming in today, that didn’t make it. Because
somebody goofed.

And that’ s how tragedies occur. They occur on the basis
of assumptions, beliefs, which act on the general behavior of
the society, as do the definitions, axioms, and postulates of a
Euclidean geometry. And as long as people continue to act
on the basis of those generally accepted notions, the society
isgoing to crash.

Now, that means that two things have to happen, two
related things. First of all, somebody on the scene has to un-
derstand that public opinion must be changed radically. That
is, at least someof the definitions, postulates, axioms, which
control the system, which control popular opinion, must be
destroyed. Otherwise, the society, civilization, will crash.

Once the idea exists, in the minds of some, the question
is, how are we going to implement that idea, to cause society,
at the brink of doom, to saveitself, by, first of al, changing
the generally accepted truisms of prevailing popular opinion,
in government, in legislatures, in political parties, among the
peoplein general.

The De-Generations

Now, also, you haveto consider anumber of other factors
inthis. Such asgenerations. Y ou haveageneration, my gener-
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Coast cadre school in
Quakerstown,
Pennsylvania on Feb. 1:
“A youth movement
which is qualified to play
aleading role in
renewing the society,
will save the society, if
there’s the right
leadership. Now, my job
is to ensure that the
youth movement has the
right leadership.”

ation, which has become somewhat of a de-generation. Then
you have a greater de-generation, which is called the Baby
Boomers, generally your parents generation. And thirdly,
since most of you are entering adulthood, or have entered it,
as being between 18 and 25, you represent anew generation,
athird generation.

The people from my generation, generaly, if they’re still
functional, are more responsive to reality than the second
generation. The second generation entered adulthood, about
1964, or later, from adolescence or childhood. Their entire
adult life hasbeen spent acting out generally accepted beliefs,
which wereincreasingly insane.

Now, this is how this movement got started, before the
youth movement: It started with me. It started at atimeamong
people, from the generation that degenerated—your parents’
generation—that some people of that generation did not go
alongwith degeneration. They did not accept the countercul -
ture. They did not accept the rock-drug-sex youth countercul -
ture. They did not accept a consumer society, as opposed to a
producer society. Right?

So, we fought, together.

But then, peoplethat | recruited, began to become prema-
turely o-l-d. And they said, “We are now looking forward
to a comfortable retirement, we don’'t want to think about
the future, we wish to feel good.” Or if one wife, or one
husband, isn't enough for us, we'll get a new one—or one
of each. And so, a process set in, which is lawful, which
caused a de-generation of your parents generation, even
among better people. When you begin to feel that you're
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getting o-1-d, when, before, you were looking forward in
the past, you were fighting the foolishness of society in the
past, you now begin to become mellow. That's called decay.
And what you do, is you begin to move sideways, rather
than forward. Instead of trying to change the world for the
better, you' retrying to adapt successfully to your generation.
Y ou're beginning to assimilate the ethics, the assumptions,
the definitions, the axioms and postul ates, of your generation
more widely.

Whenyou werewith meearlier, youwerefighting against
degeneration. At alater point: “We're too tired to fight. We
haveto relax and have somefun, some security.” But you've
got children? “Y es, but they’re a bother. They’re aburden. |
don’t know why we did that.” “They’re coming home for
Christmeas, it sterrible.” “ They want presents. Terrible!”

So, when people, our people, began to get absorbed into
this process of degeneration of that generation, they just got
plain w-o-r-n d-o-w-n. There' sareason for it. But what hap-
pensthen, isthey began to move sideways, and they beganto
look at peers, like family members, who they used to have
fights with politically; old circles from school, they used to
fight with politically, and say, “ These guys are degenerates.”
Now they’ retrying to get warmwiththem. Now they’ retrying
to find acommon basisin opinion.

“Y es, wedid believethat, and wewereright. But, wehave
to berealistic, you know. Maybe it’s not going to work out.
Maybeit’ snot going to comein our lifetime. Inthemeantime,
we have to get with our relatives, and old school chums, and
so forth.”

‘Monkey See, Monkey Do’

Now, this goes with another process, which you should
bewell-acquainted with, by looking at peoplewho aredlightly
older than you are. Not very much older, but slightly. | ob-
served this, years ago, in my own generation, which was, as|
say, a de-generation. What came back from World War 11
quickly turned into, from my generation, a de-generation.
And | observed how this happened. The longer they spent in
college, the more successfully they progressed in college, the
more stupid they became. How did the stupidity occur?

It occurred because they were in arush—remember, my
generation, coming back from thewar, fiveyearsat war. The
wife is saying, “Look, we' ve got to catch up for five years.
Y ou didn’'t make any money. Y ou were overseas. Y ou were
in the Army; you were in the Navy. We've got to catch up.
WEe've got to have a house. We've got to build a family.
WEe've got to make up for five years! And you keep your
mouth shut, and don’t do anything to get us in trouble, our
family introuble, or I'll kill you! Or, I'll divorce you.”

Of which, the former was preferable, or something or
other, or the second was preferable—which one?

So, what would happen, is, they would go to the univer-
sity, with the assumption of passing the course, to get agrade,
to get arating, aticket, which would be based, not on what
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they actually knew, but on what they would be assumed to
know. They got aticket, that certified, they were aknower—
or alearner. And they would go out, and they would bluff
their way through society, on thingsthey really didn’t know,
but which they had learned. It sa sort of “ monkey-see, mon-
key-do” kind of education.

“1 don’'t know anything about it, but | learned it, and |
keep repesating it, ever afterwards. Why? That qualifiesmeto
get abetter job. Toget ahead. | don’t carewhat’ san education,
I’m going to accept it. Because | want a better job! | want a
promotion. | want to be asuccess.”

And that’s how it worked.

Now, what happensthen, in this process? How does edu-
cation often destroy the minds of bright students? They come
out of high school only slightly damaged. They gotoauniver-
sity, and they begin to degenerate. They learn more and more,
but they think less and less. Because they learn what they’ re
taught: monkey-see, monkey-do. And therefore, their ability
to think, in the sense of knowing, beginsto decay.

Now thisisaphenomenon—therewasafellow, Lawrence
Kubie, who I've referred to a number of times. He was a
famous psychiatrist at Yale. He was officialy a Freudian,
athough hewas much better than that, who did astudy on the
loss of creativity, within that generation in the population.
And he observed that people, when they would get their de-
grees, or get their graduate degrees, or enter their professional
status, that they would suddenly go dead, psychologically
dead. They would be able to do the “monkey-see, monkey-
do” things, but they were incapable of original thinking, in
the sense of knowledge.

And he called this phenomenon, which he studied exten-
sively, the* neurotic distortion of the creative process,” which
he wrote abook about, | think it was 1957, published on this
subject, of his studies. Then later, for Harvard, in Daedalus,
amagazine published out of Harvard University, he wrote a
paper on the theme of the space-age devel opment, on foster-
ing of creative, scientific productivity in the population.

And thisisthe thing we look at, here at this point. It's—
what happened? These minds went dead. They can still go
through al the “monkey-see, monkey-do” operations, that
qualified them to appear to be adoctor of this, or that, or this,
expert in this, or that or this—but they couldn’t think!

Now, we see that in universitiesin that period generaly.
People were taught to believe in things that aren’t true—
which the mind should revolt against. But, becausethey were
seeking what is called security, they gave up what they be-
lieved, for thesakeof succeeding intheeyesof authorities. So,
they beganto stultify, tonumb, their ability tothink creatively.

So, as a result of a progression in career, in education,
they becamedumber, fromacognitive standpoint, lesshuman
than they were three, four, five years earlier. And thiswould
often hit around the age of between 25, 28, or 30. A process.
And thisiswhat | saw in my own generation, among those
who, coming back from thewar, weregoing through universi-
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ties, getting into careers, and so forth. The greater the number
of “brownie points’ they had won in society, the more stupid
they became.

And that wasyour parents’ generation. It was affected by
moving into suburbia, or someplace else, and having parents
who thought that way. “What’ strueisnot important! It'show
you look. It' swhat the neighbors think of you. Now you may
have your own private opinions, but don’t voiceit in public.
You'll get thefamily introuble! So, be smart. Haveyour own
opinions. But always say what you think iswise for you to be
overheard saying. Don’'t get thefamily introuble. Y ouwon’t
make a career.”

So, the Baby-Boomer generation, which cameinto adult-
hood during the 1960s, therefore, was fairly clever—that is,
the suburbanite students. They're fairly clever. They could
talk agood line. But they didn’t know what they weretalking
about. And therefore, they would have a superficial level, of
what they thought was socially acceptable, which they tried
to appear [to be]—except when they were rebelling. When
they wererebelling, they would fall back on thefact that they
still had some cognitive ability, and would rebel. And that’s
wherel recruited abunch of them. They rebelled against being
corrupt. But they didn’t succeed in ridding themselves of the
corruption, which they had from their family backgrounds,
and social circumstances.

So, the efforts we had in that generation began to decay.
And | said, “no.” And, thisiswhereyou comein. It’snot just
a few years ago. What became the youth movement, was
actually aconception that began to takeform about four years
ago, in alimited way. But the intent behind the formation of
the youth movement, was something that was bothering me,
extremely much, since about 1994-95. Because| saw the con-
ditionof society. And historically, only acertainkind of youth
movement can change things.

A ‘No-Future World

Your generation, as well as those among your parents
generation, who are still alive and viable, are confronted by
the fact that your parents generation gave you a no-future
world. There'sno way you can make adeal with this culture,
which prevails today. No way. Because you can’t survive!
Thisculturecannot deliver youthemeansto survive. Andyou
know from the broken-home background that your parents
generation created, inlargedegree, what kind of apsychol ogi-
cal hell it makesfor your generation.

How many mothersand fathersdo you have, officially on
therecord, known and unknown?| mean, that’ sthe condition
of this generation, your generation.

So, you know that. What are you going to do about it?
Y ou know that you don’t have afuture unless you can change
society. But you're a generation which is in a controlling
position in policy-making of society. So what you do, isyou
goout likemissionaries, and beginto organizethe dead gener-
ation, your parents' generation, in society. And you see the
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impact you have when you go into these various places, like
the campuses—go into places such as the state legidatures,
or the Congress—you see the effect you have. The presence
of four, five, or six of you, walking in, knowing what you' re
talking about, which is more than most of these legislators
can do, and others: Y ou have an effect on them.

What happens then, is not magical, it's principled.
Whether people know it or not, the difference between man
and amonkey, isthe fact that the human species can do what
no monkey cando, no apecando, no Al Gorecando: Actually
assimilatevalidideasof principle, and transmit them to anext
generation. That's the difference between man and the ape.
Man is capable of discovering universal physical principles
by amethod of discovery whichisillustrated by Plato’s dia
logues. Or illustrated by the case of Kepler, or illustrated by
the case of Gauss, or the case of Leibniz. Man can do that—
andtransmit thesediscoveries, about what’ sout thereinterms
of principlesin the universe, and transmit thisto new genera-
tions.

Thesediscoveries, and their transmission, increase man’s
power in the universe, per capita and per square kilometer.
Therefore, the most important thing about man, is society.
Weall die. Everyoneisgoingto die. Themorta life of every-
one will come to an end. So, you've got a mortal life; what
areyou going to dowith it?

How long it is, is not the most important thing. It's what
you go out of thislife, leaving behind.

Andwhat doyouleavebehind?Y ouleavebehind younger
people. Y ou leave behind successive generations of younger
people. You leave behind what you transmit to them, what
you contribute to their development, to the circumstances of
their work in life, to the conditions of society, which gives
them an opportunity to live.

Now, anyone who’ shuman haswithinthem the ability, if
they haven’t gone over to the apes completely, like Engels
did—Frederick Engels—if they haven’'t gone over to the
apes, then everyone who exists, has the capacity to recognize
that principle: That we are human, we are different than the
animals. The animals cannot discover a universal physical
principle. We can. Not only that—we' re able to transmit that
discovery to others. We're able to organize cooperation in
society, around such principles, and increase man's power,
asaspecies, inthe universe. We can change the conditions of
life of the human race. We can improve it. We can give a
future to coming generations.

Andwhen you'rewise, and you'reliving in ageneration,
you think about dying. Not in the sense of amorbid thing, but
you say, “I"'m going to die eventualy. Now, while I'm till
here, I'm going to get a certain job done. And my job is, to
guarantee, to the degree | can contribute to this, that the next
generation will have everything we have, in terms of knowl-
edge, and the next generation will have a better life than we
had. And that future generations will benefit from what we,
in our generation, have done.”
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The Consumer Generation

Now, inthe old times, you had an approximation of that in
thefamily. Immigrants coming in from Europe, for example.
They would often come in from places like Eastern Europe,
Italy—very poor people. They would come into the United
States, the late 19th Century, early 20th Century. They would
moveinto areasthat were often slum areas. They weregetting
thetail-end of thejobs, the tail-end of the economic opportu-
nity, generaly.

Wheat did they do? They worked to ensure that their fami-
lies, their children, in this society, would have a better life.
They worked with the idea that their grandchildren would
therefore have atill better life. And therefore, they would do
thingswe call “ sacrifices,” in order to ensure that the genera-
tion of their children, and grandchildren, would have a bet-
ter life.

So, everyone's capable of recognizing when they think
about what life is, the fact that it's mortal, it doesn’t go on
indefinitely—what’ s your purpose in living? Your purpose
is, to enjoy the sensethat you' re contributing to the betterment
of coming generations. And that’s a natural human feeling.
What has happened to your parents generation, is, they lost
that. They becameknown asthe“instant-gratification genera-
tion,” the consumer generation. They becamethe“now” gen-
eration. They had no sense of immortality. That is, no sense,
there’'s something in themselves, that would be efficiently
transmitted to coming generations.

Now, when you turn on them, if you're smart at it, you
put some pressure on it, what you do is you tap that. You
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An earlier “ youth
movement”— the American
Revolution—wasinspired by
the European Classical
tradition of Abraham Kastner
and Gottfried Leibniz. Here,
Gen. George Washington and
his staff receive a group of
Congressmen at Valley Forge,
Pennsylvania, in Winter 1777-
1778.

address that. Y ou talk about the future. Y ou talk about your
future, intermsof, that your futureistheir future. Y our future
is the meaning of their present existence. And that’s how
you can move these poor slobs, and get them back to some
semblance of humanity, that many of them had back in the
1960s, or the early 1970s, when many lost it, because they
“jes’ got plain tuckered out,” emotionally.

So, that’ sthe case here. That’s our mission.

Now, inorder to performthismission, to makeit effective,
it's not sufficient to have that intention. It's very good for
peopl eof your generationto havethat intention. It’ sexcel lent.
But how do you make it effective? “What do you got to do?’

Well, first of all, you' ve got to get aclear ideaof what the
difference between man and an apeis. And thisis sometimes
very difficult, when you look at some of the teachers you get
inuniversitiesand schools. “ M onkey-see, monkey-do,” that’s
the program. There is no truth, there’s only opinion. “Let’'s
not study history, let’s talk about current events.” Down on
thesecondary-school level, extended into theuniversity level.

“Well, let’ s talk about current events. What’ s your opin-
ion, Johnny? What’'s your opinion, Jill? Fine. None of us
agree. That's finel Because everybody has their own
opinion!”

Thiskind of thing. | mean, thisiswhat has been going on.
Y ou have your own view of it, but it all coincides generally
with that, right? That general direction.

So, therefore, thefirst thing you haveto have, isasense of
what might becalled “truth.” What’ sthe alternative opinion?
“Oh, wethink the economy isgoing to do just fine. It'sgoing
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to recover. Draculatold me so.” Never trust that sucker.

“And besides, many people say that you're w-r-o-n-g.
And | have to respect their opinion.”

This is what you run into: this swinishness—it’s only
opinion. “We're ademocracy, everybody hastheir opinion.”
Andyou seethelemmingsgoing right over thecliff—"follow
the leader.” They all have their own opinion, but it happens
to be the same one.

So, that's the problem. Therefore, you have to have a
criterion of truth. What truthfully, will make the next genera-
tion—what truthfully, will make the generation after that—
better the conditions of humanity? What, truthfully, is going
to eliminate AIDS in Africa? What truthfully, is going to
eliminate the misery in South and Central America? What
truthfully, isgoingto correct thedestruction, which hasoccur-
red in the United States, over the past 35-40 years?

It's a matter of truth. The fellow says, “Well, you're
wrong.” “Well, no, buddy. You're wrong. Y ou're ignorant.
Y ou don’'t know what’s going on in the world. The problem
is, you' vegot too many opinions, and not enough knowl edge.”

So, you haveto, in order to be effective, you can't say that
unless you know what you're talking about. You have to
have aprinciple of truth, asamatter of your knowledge. Not
because you weretold it by somebody, but because you expe-
rienced the discovery of aprinciple of truth, by going through
anumber of stages, and taking up various questions, and say-
ing, “Thisistrue; thisistrue.”

So, you know that you become an embodiment of a stan-
dard of truthfulness. Not that you know everything, but you
have a criterion which you call truth, or truthfulness.
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Participantsin the East
Coast cadre school visit
General Washington's
headquarters at Valley
Forgeon Feb. 1.

So, you go into this dumb politician. Y ou know his opin-
ionisn’t worthanything, becauseyou haveastandard of truth-
fulness which causes you to judge what the situation is.

Youth Movementsin History

Now, the problem of youth movements in the past, has
generally been, that they did not have a standard of truthful-
ness. Not all the youth movements. Y ou had the great Classi-
cal youth movement, whichwasstartedin Germany, by Abra-
ham Kastner, a man from Leipzig. Born about 1719, a
follower, in terms of his conviction, of Johann Sebastian
Bach, and of Leibniz. A lot of strange things were going on
in Saxony in this period, in the period of the disintegration
following the Thirty Years War, and the Seven Y ears War,
the War of the Spanish Succession, and so forth.

So out of this area, the Hartz Mountains, out of a place
called Freiberg, an academy up there, there came this influ-
ence which created Dresden, which reinforced Leipzig and
so forth. The culture of the Renaissance moved up through
Germany, through Nuremberg, in thisarea. It was an area of
development. And so you had from L eipzig, alot of thingsde-
velop.

For example. Leibniz was born in Leipzig, shortly after
the Treaty of Westphalia, after the end of the Thirty Years
War. He represented families, like his father’s family, from
Leipzig, from Saxony—he represented that. Slightly later,
Johann Sebastian Bach, who was part of the same area, the
Bach family, created modern music, created it in that area.
Developed it officially in Leipzig.

So, Késtner, coming along, bornin1719in Leipzig, later
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moving up to Gottingen, and similar places, became the cen-
tral figure of science, in Europe, in the middle of the 18th
Century. Abraham Kastner. Abraham Kastner, as you will
read this month, in a publication [Fidelio], which is coming
out, was the central figure, in collaboration with Benjamin
Franklin. Kastner was also the teacher of Gotthold Lessing.
Heal so represented the circles of M oses M endel ssohn, which
followed him. Hewasthe center, inall Europe, of the organiz-
ing of the ideas of Johann Sebastian Bach in music. He was
connected to the people who developed Classical music fol-
lowing Bach, such as Hadyn, Mozart, Beethoven, Schubert,
Felix Mendel ssohn, Schumann, Brahms, and so forth.

So what we have as music, is the product of this. Music
came into the area of Pennsylvania, through circles which
were influenced by this—the Moravians and so forth—came
here, in Pennsylvania, on thisbasis. Bethlehem, for example,
isfamous, inthisconnection here. All theideas of the Ameri-
can Revolution came from Europe, largely through the influ-
ence of Leibniz, asradiated chiefly by Abraham Kastner.

So that, this was amovement which created the Classics.
In England, for example. The emergence of poets, like Keats
and Shelley—and Shelley isal soavery important philosophi-
cal figureaswell. The Classical movement internationally, of
the late 18th Century, and the beginning of the 19th Century,
wasentirely the product of thesecircles, including the United
States! The United StateswasaClassical revolution, inspired
on the basis of the transmission of the principle of Leibniz,
by Kastner and others, through Franklin, which organized the
American Revolution.

Now, that isagood youth movement.

Then, you had ayouth movement of adifferent kind, sort
of like vomiting, in France. Y ou had a British agent, Jacques
Necker, of Swissorigin, but aBritish agent, an agent of Lord
Shelburne, who was sort of the power behind the throne, late-
18th-Century Britain. Shelburne used Necker as an agent.
In order to prevent a development in France, to prevent the
introduction of a constitution, a monarchical constitution,
drafted by Bailly and Lafayette. To prevent that, they de-
ployedtheBastilleevents, inwhich both sideswere organi zed
by the same people. The Duke of Orleans, and Necker. These
guards—there were almost no prisoners|eft in the Bastille at
that point. The only inmates in the Bastille were a bunch of
idiots, who were about to be transferred to a mental home,
where they belonged. There were no political prisoners
there. None.

The guards were instructed to fire on the mob. The mob
was organized, and paid for, by Jacques Necker, with the
collaboration of the Duke of Orleans, who had been Frank-
lin’senemy in France.

Today theFrench celebrate July 14, 1789, asBastilleDay!
The point that France's future was destroyed by a British
agent, acollection of British agents.

Then you went on to the “great ideas’ of the Jacobins
Danton and Marat, who were both agents of the British For-
eign Office. The Jacobin terror in France was deployed by
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the British, to destroy the potential of a healthy republican
development in France. And the French celebrate that to this
day asagreat French Revolution! That'sayouth movement.

Fascist Youth Movements

Then, Napoleon Bonaparte, thefirst modernfascist, came
to power. And around Europe, on the basis of the victories of
Napoleon, fascism spread throughout Europe. It spread out
in the Code Napoleon, the system of France under Napoleon
Bonaparte. Also his nephew, Napoleon the Turd, eh? This
same crowd. It spread in the form of Hegel, who wasthe first
philosopher of thefascist state, from whichthe Nazi statewas
derived. These are celebrated as great events! This was part
of ayouth movement.

Y ou had alarge youth movement, organized by Bentham
and Lord Palmerston, which was called Y oung Europe, and
Young America, which Karl Marx was sucked into. It was
run by Lord Palmerston, from London. Marx was actually
controlled from London by aguy called Urquhart, atop offi-
cial of theBritish Foreign Office. Marx’ sstudieswereorches-
trated and controlled from the British Library, by Urquhart,
who was the coordinator of the Y oung Europe movement.
Thesewerethe same guyswho organized the Concord move-
ment in the northern United States, and organized from
Charleston, South Carolina, what became the Confederacy,
called Y oung America. A branch of the sameBentham, Palm-
erston movement.

These were youth movements. This was Thoreau. This
was Emerson, all the swine. These were youth movements,
who repeatedly worked to destroy the United States from
within.

They had two kinds of youth movements. When asociety
comes into atime of crisis, in which the existing generation,
by clinging to its old ideas, is bringing society to the edge of
a catastrophe, then a youth movement intervenes, for better,
or for worse.

A youth movement such as that typified by the role of
Kastner, in fostering the birth of the Classical period in Ger-
many, and spreading throughout Europe. And Kastner, who
was akey figure in bringing the American Revolution to the
United States, through Franklin. This is one kind of youth
movement.

Then you have the other kind of youth movement.

Y ou have the youth movement of Plato, after the terrible
destruction by the Democratic Party of Athens, which mur-
dered Socrates. There was a youth movement, areal pig-sty,
that youth movement. And so, Plato, at alater point, became
the organi zer of ayouth movement, in Greece, which became
the great Classical movement of Greece, based in Athens,
which continued in the form of the Platonic Academy, from
the time of Archytas and Plato, to Eratosthenes and Archi-
medes, in about 200 B.C. That was agood youth movement.

The Roman influences were abad, evil youth movement.

So a youth movement is not intrinsically good. A youth
movement isan instrument of society, based on aprinciple of
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thisgenerational transmission, aswe approach acrisis, atime
of tragedy, inwhich, if the youth movement isbad, the result
will tend, without abetter leadership, will tend to lead society
to the very worst effect. Like Nazism.

On the other hand, a youth movement which is qualified
to play aleading role, in renewing the society, will save the
society, if there’ sthe right leadership.

Now, my jobisto ensurethat the youth movement hasthe
right leadership. Because, without a youth movement, even
though | may be the smartest manin America, particularly on
these kinds of issues, | can do nothing by myself. It’ sayouth
movement which can strike the preceding generation, and
revive them, and touch their conscience, which will enable
thisrevival of the United Statesto occur. And of civilization
generaly. Because we are aworld power. We are the world
empire—don’'t kid yourself! The United States is a world
empire—don’t kid yourself!

Don't say, “The Chinese aregoing to do this, the Koreans
are going to do this, the Japanese are going to do this, the
Africans are going to do this, the South Americans’—no,
they’ re not! Because | know these countries. In none of them
do they have the guts, to challenge the United States. They
will al crawl, and whine, and whimper, and complain, and
makeinsults, and curses, but they will submit frominsidethe
pig sty, where they’ re waiting to be slaughtered.

We in the United States, and the youth movement in the
United States, have the special responsibility, since this is
the world power, in terms of political-military control of the
world as awhole, we have to change it, from the inside, in
order to save the world as awhole. And the world will look
to usfor this.

If we don't succeed, if | wereto fail, if you were to fail,
write the United States off, and be prepared to accept several
generationsof adark agefor humanity asawhole. If | continue
todomy job, and you do yours, and devel op thisyouth move-
ment as it must be developed, we can change world history
for the better right now. Because thereisno other thing that’s
going to work, except thiskind of change.

That’s the principle of tragedy. That’s aso the principle
of the sublime. And that’ swhat you guysare about. Y ou have
to have a clear self-conception of who you are.

TheFear of Immortality

Thefina point isthis, the conception of fear of immortal-
ity. The Third Act soliloquy of Shakespeare’ s Hamlet. Read
it! 1t's explicit. This is not some mysterious interpretation,
thisisexactly what Shakespeare says.

“But...”

Thisguy Hamlet was a swashbuckling killer. All through
the play, it's the same thing. He's out killing. He's going to
the next war. He hears a rustling at a curtain. He puts his
sword through, not knowing who’ sbehind thecurtain, heputs
his sword there, and kills Polonius.

He' saswashbucklingkiller. He' snot reluctant toact. And
thisisthoroughly developed.
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Then the Third Act, or the end of the Second Act solilo-
quy: “O, what arogue and peasant Slave am |.” Y ou begin to
seethere’ s something wrong. This swashbuckling killer isno
hero. He' sgoing to fail.

Theninthe Third Act soliloquy, it all comes out. What's
the story? “When we have shuffled off thismortal cail, . . .”
What happens after I'm dead? What happensto me, after I'm
dead?What torment must | expect?Isn’t it better to bekilled,
without thinking about that?

And that’s why politicians fail. That's why al kinds of
politiciansfail. That’ swhy there’ snot amanin the Congress,
not aman in this government, who's capable of doing what |
can do. Becausethey're al afraid of immortality.

They will say, “L ook, you can't go against popular opin-
ion! Y ou can't change things. No, no, no, no, no! Y ou’ ve got
to be practical. You've got to make little suggestions, that
peoplewill accept. Y ou’ vegot to get popular support. Y ou've
got to get the press on your side. Y ou' ve got to get the TV on
your side! You’'ve got to get peopleto listen to you!”

We don't have to worry about people listening to me.
They're scared of me; they'll listen.

No, that’ sthe problem. These guys are unwilling to oper-
ate on the basis of aconviction of truth, of truthfulness. They
won't act for truth.

“Hey, you got to be practical! Look, thisishow youdoit.
Y ou’'ve got to do this. Hey, you guys got to learn, you know!
You've got to go through the things we went through, and
become corrupt like us! Then you'll aso be unable to do
things, like us!”

So, the principl e of the sublimedependsupon, like Jeanne
d’ Arc, the sense of alack of fear of immortality. | have one
life, I'm spending it, I'm spending it wisely. | have nothing
to regret for what I’'m doing, and | have no fear of what the
future will think of me, and my existence, I’m doing theright
thing. And that’swhat | go by.

All these other guys will vacillate. And thisis what the
play isabout, Hamlet. This. The lack of leadership.

Take Don Carlos, one of the younger plays of Schiller.
Every figure, who's an acting figure in the drama, is a pig.
They're different varieties of pigs, some are spotted, some
arered, and soforth, but they’reall pigs. The Grand Inquisitor
isapig. Theking is a pig. Posa's the worst of al the pigs,
because he knows better. But he has a fear of immortality,
and therefore he capitulates. He betrays himself. Don Carlos
is afool. He knows about a principle. He's so lovesick, he
can't pay attention to business. Everybody’s a fool in the
thing.

Again, thisistypical of tragedy, as opposed to the Wal-
lenstein, another case, aclear case, thetrilogy of Wallenstein.
Who's the guilty party? Hal Yeah, well, you could say the
Hapsburg family isthe guiltiest of all the parties. But every-
body elseis guilty, too! Wallenstein has an idea of what the
solution is, but he's unwilling and unable to act on it. There-
fore, he'skilled unjustly, and the Thirty Y earsWar continues
from 1630-32, and continues for another 16 years, into the
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worst phase. Because there was nobody on the scene, who
would do what Wallenstein should have known to do. To
betray his oath—which was his obligation. Because the oath
was based on a falsehood, and an oath which is based on a
falsehood, has no sanctity.

And every coward in the world, will tell you, that the
lesson of Wallensteinis, that heviolated hisoath. That’ swhy
he was killed. And everybody who doesn’'t understand any-
thing about history, will say that.

So, the key here is this sense of immortality. And you
could only get that, in various ways. Y ou can get as Jeanne
d Arcdid, afairly smplefarm girl, who had a clear concep-
tion of what was needed. And, without any complicated argu-
ment, went simply and directly to that conception, and said,
“Stupid Dauphin, you must become areal king. God wants
you to become areal king.”

Andthe Dauphin said, “What do you want from me?’ She
said, “| don’t want anything from you. God is ordering you,
to become ared king.”

And from that conception, with the courage—and thisis
historical, not just in the drama—with that conception, and
refusing to capitulate, and compromise herself, despite the
fact that she was facing being burned alive, at the stake, by
theNorman Inquisition, shewent to the stake, and theinspira-
tion of her courage on that point, inspired France to kick the
Normans out of France. And to lead to the establishment of
France, asthe first modern nation-state, under Louis X1.

The result of that was the second modern nation-state, in
Henry VII'sEngland, in the defeat of Richard I11.

So, this simple girl inspired the Renaissance, or contrib-
uted to the inspiration of the Renaissance, and by her actions,
created thefirst of the modern nation-states, by inspiration of
her courage and devotion. She had a clear sense of no fear
of immortality.

But then, on ahigher level, in organizing government, the
challenge becomes more complicated. The required knowl-
edge becomes more elaborate. And, the future lies with you,
and people like you, to the degree you get this clear sense of
immortality, and the sense of mission. The sense of mission.
How to organize, what your roleisin history, and to inspire
the dead-beats, your parents, and other people, to come back
tolife, and care about the future, and find their identity in re-
ality.

And to do this, you must, in yourself, develop a sense of
what the principle of truthis. Y ou’ ve got to understand what
truthis, you must cometo know truth, not smply asacollec-
tion of facts, but asamethod of discovering truth. Thenyou'll
havethe strength and confidence, to change people, to change
the opinion of your parents' generation, and move them in
directionsso we can savethiscivilization. And | must not fail
you. | must alwaysdeliver what | haveto deliver. And | hope
that by thetime | pass on, you will have learned enough, that
| won't need to worry.

Thank you.
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Dialogue with LaRouche

Thisis an edited transcript of the discussion which fol-
lowed Mr. LaRouche’s Feb. 1 presentation to the combined
East and West Coast youth cadre schools.

Facing the Question of Immortality

Q: | have a question about knowing and about learning.
I’ veworked on variousresearch projects, including discover-
ing the genetic root of cardiomyopathy and various other
things, like researching the nervous system. And | was won-
deringwhy theseresearch programsaren’t aseffectiveasthey
could be; or why you think that the M.D.-PhDs that | work
with don’t have the creative ability, so they can come up with
theidea of discovering the root of these principles?

LaRouche: This very problem is, of course, one of the
contributing reasons | answered a question, some years ago,
at aconference—aside session on youth organizing at acon-
ference in Virginiac What do we do, since the universities
stink; how do we get an education? | said: Well, let’s start
with Gauss s—in 1799—exposition on theissue of thefunda-
mental theorem of algebra, and proceed from that to history.

The point there, of course, is that Gauss did something
very important at that point, inthis paper: Heattacked thetwo
most influential and dangerous mis-leadersin scientific work
in that time—L eonhard Euler and Joseph Lagrange. And the
curseof sciencetothe present day, isthat theideas, theempiri-
cist system, or itspositivist outgrowth, asrepresented by Euler
and Lagrangein that matter—theanti-L eibniz forcesof Euler
and Lagrange—hashbeen the curse of all scientificwork tothe
present time.

Most scientists, today, evenif they’ re competent in some
degree, are fundamentally incompetent in the most funda-
mental principles of science. And, what Gauss does—young
Gauss, the student of Abraham Kastner, attacks d’ Alembert,
Euler, and Lagrange, on thisissue.

The basic issue—he defined the complex domain, even
though the complex domain was implicitly defined before
then, even by Kepler, and before Kepler by the Classical
Greek geometers. That is, the pre-Euclidean, Classical Greek
geometers, typified by the Pythagoreans, and the School of
Plato. Thisisthe ancient Classics.

Now, as Plato emphasized, the idea of discovery isbased
on avery simple, and what should be obvious, principle of,
among other things, biology. And, if youdon’ t understandthis
principle, how can you know anything about human biology?
What' sraised by Plato, isthe point that you do not know the
universe from the experience of your senses. The senses are
something which you get from sense organs, which are part
of your biology—ijust like the sense organs of any dog, any
monkey.

So, human knowledge is not based on sense perception.
That only qualifiesyoutoget youintoazoo cage, asamonkey,
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or ape. Plato makes the point, and then explainsit, he brings
it up in the analogy, the heurism in The Republic: that what
we call sense perception, isaresult of biological tissueinside
the human body. What we think we sense, with the mind, is
not what happened. What we sense, isthe effect of something
onthesesenseorgans, whichradiate, likeshadows, something
they werestimulated by. Thequestionis: What isoutsideyour
skin, which tickles your sense organ, which then causes your
mind to say, “What is it?" “It's an experience.” “Yes, the
experienceistrue. But, it’ stheexperienceof your senseorgan,
not the experience of the world outside your skin.”

That’ sthe beginning of knowledge. That’sthe beginning
of science.

An Ontological Paradox

Now, how do you know, what exists outside your skin?
How do you know what exists beyond the scope of what
your sense organs reflect to your mind? You have to find
an aperture. What is the aperture? The aperture is called a
“paradox,” an ontological paradox. You find that the sense
organ, sense-certainty pictureof the shadow, isnot consistent.
There' ssomething wrong about it; there’ san error. And, what
| did yesterday, by aid of the work of Bruce Director, in the
presentation on the question of Kepler’ sdiscovery of gravita-
tion—I just touched on one aspect of that. It's much more
complicated than that. But, the aspect is, that Kepler noted,
that in the Aristotelian effort to derive physical principles of
theuniversefrom sense-certainty only, asdid Copernicusand
then Tycho Brahe; in the attempt to do that, they assumed that
simply by observing mathematically—shall we say, “ statisti-
cally”?—that a certain regularity of pattern, which means
essentially circular motion or linear motion: to assume, that
the principle lay in the regularity of this motion, looked at
from the circular or linear standpoint.

Now, what Kepler observed, by more precise normaliza-
tion of the observations of the Solar System, isthat the orbit
of Marswasessentialy elliptical, not circular. Secondly, that
the rate of motion, along the pathway, the trajectory of the
orbit, was not uniform motion, but was non-uniform motion.
Also, that theorbit wasnot around the center of theellipse, but
around oneof thetwo centersof theelliptical point (Figurel).

Now therefore, you have the motion conformto onething.
If youtaketheareafromthe position of the Sun, totheperime-
ter of the orbit, and look at the motion a short distance after
that; draw another line from the Sun to the perimeter of the
orbit. Now, look at the élliptical area, so defined by that mea-
surement, and Kepler determined, that the area, the amount
of area subtended by motion, was always an expression of
equal time. That is, that it was equal area, equal time.

Now, this meant that there was a harmonic organization
between the two extremes. Y ou have A and B are two points
of thedllipse, central pointsof theellipse. Oneof these points,
let's call it A, which for usis generally the Winter season,
we' re the shortest distance from the Sun; then you have from
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FIGURE 1
Kepler's ‘Area Law’
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aphelion perihelion

Source: Fidelio, Summer 1998.

Kepler proved that in equal timeintervals, the areas of the
curvilinear sectors swept out by the planets will be equal—even
through the curvilinear distancestraversed on the orbit are
constantly changing. P,, P,, and P; are three successive positions
of a planet.

that, to the Summer season, which is the longest distance to
the Sun for us, in the Northern Hemisphere.

Now, you take thetwo areas, and comparethem. Harmon-
ically, they define a harmonic relation. And he, later, in his
following book, expanded on this, to show that the organiza-
tion of the Solar System conformed to something which hadto
dowith these harmonic rel ations; which Gauss demonstrated,
then, at the beginning of the 19th Century, by showing, that
what happened is, that when Kepler had predicted the exis-
tence of a former, disintegrated planet, in an area between
Marsand Jupiter, that actually, there was such adisintegrated
planet, whichiscalled the Asteroid Belt. Which has, harmoni-
cally, the characteristics of the missing planet defined by
Kepler.

So therefore, you had with Kepler, the definition of a
universal principle, in which the principleitself, corresponds
tonothingwhichisintrinsically visible. Y oudon’t seegravity.
Youdon'ttouchit. Y ou seetheeffects. Ah! Senseperception.
The sense organs can react to the effects of gravity, but they
don't “see” gravity assuch.

That's aprinciple. Science is based on this notion of the
Platonic method.

Now, what happens with the case of the empiricists—
with both Aristotle earlier, and with the Aristotelian method
used by Claudius Ptolemy, by Copernicus, and by Tycho
Brahe—thereisno principle. Thereisno universal principle.
It's al confined within the interpretation of sense certainty,
asbeingtheprimary reality. Anything outside sensecertainty,
is some mysterious thing, which has nothing to do with the
physical redity. It's out there. Whereas, in this case, we see
that what isinvisible, to the senses, can be known by the mind
by examining a paradox, such as the paradoxes addressed by
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Kepler, in treating the Solar System.

This means an overthrow rejection of Aristotle. It means
the overthrow rejection of Galileo. It means the overthrow,
rejection of all theempiricists, including Euler and Lagrange.
Thisisthe method, of course—the method of Kepler, isalso
themethod of L eibniz, onahigher level. So, what happenedin
the 18th Century, the so-called Newtonian faction—Newton
was essentially abum, who stole everything that he ever dis-
covered; he was half-true, and he couldn’t get it right even
then. So, the Newtonian faction, typified by Leonhard Euler
and Lagrange—L agrange was a protége of Euler—attacked
Leibniz by saying, “There is no such thing as this infinitesi-
mal. There’ snothing outsideregularity!” Outsidetheregular-
ity of what might becalled a“ Cartesianmanifold.” Thatis, the
definitions, axioms, and postulates of a Cartesian manifold.

So, what Gaussattacked themfor, wasthis: that, no: There
are principles outside the domain of the Cartesian manifold,
which actually control the universe. And therefore, you can
not derivelawsof theuniverse, physical laws, consistent with
a Cartesian manifold. There's a different universe, which is
the rea universe, whose paradoxes are reflected upon our
sense-certainty, which he called the* complex domain.” And,
it was the denial of the existence of the complex domain, as
real, by Euler and Lagrange, which isthe problem.

Now, thisisaproblem of method. The problem of method
is denying the existence of efficient forces, in the universe,
reality which exists outside sense-certainty. Which we know
only by the Platonic method of examining the paradoxes of
sense-certainty, and discovering and proving the efficient
principles, which cause these aberrations from so-called as-
sumed sense-certainty.

The prevalent method of mathematics and mathematical
science, as taught in the English language and other lan-
guages, today—the empiricist method, the positivist
method—isto assume, that if you have asufficiently sophisti-
cated mathematics, you don’t need physics. That everything
that happensin the universe, can be derived from amathemat-
ics, based on a certain set of fixed definitions, axioms, and
postulates. The problem is, that the physical scientist, who
does experiments, and does important experimental work,
before being accredited with this discovery, which may be a
genuinediscovery, isforced to restate what he has discovered
in terms defined by Euler, Lagrange, and such successors of
Lagrangeas Augustin Cauchy, or Clausius, or Boltzmannand
soforth.

So therefore, the problem, today, in science, is that the
scientist is a prostitute, and there are very few exceptionsto
it. Every scientist, who does something competent, can get
himself certified, or paid, only if he prostitutes himself! He
must, after having discovered something in one way—uval-
idly, by experimental methods—now, hasto turn around and
prove, that he could have discovered that in a completely
different way, consistent with his assumption of sense-cer-
tainty. Andit’sthat moral corruption, which pervadesin sci-
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ence today, in the teaching of science, which is the source of
the problem you referred to.

On Russian Composers

Q: I would liketo ask you to discussthe Russian compos-
ers, | guess, in terms of the major eras after Peter the Great,
Alexander I1. And really, I’'m curious about composersin the
20th Century, and what was different then, that shaped their
attitude in the face of the political situation?

LaRouche: Hmm! Okay, thisis a sticky wicket!

As most of you probably know, in early 1946, | had re-
turned from Burma after the close of the war, and was sta-
tioned briefly in a replacement depot camp outside of
Calcutta, called Kanchrapara. And, | was coming out of the
jungle. And | was starving for music, and | found a couple of
co-conspirators, and we dug up everything that represented
music, in terms of musical scores, pianos, whatnot—every-
thing. And, we would have a regular session, daily, among
us—just getting back to civilization, out of thejungle.

In this process, one of the things | dug out, or we dug
out—but | was so transfixed by it, that | didn't pay much
attention, for the moment, to the people around me, until they
afterward had agreed that they had been impressed, too. One
wasan HMV, that is, the British Victor company, pressing of
a performance of a Tchaikowsky symphony, conducted by
Furtwangler. Furtwangler was a conductor | knew by name,
but not by experienceat that point. And | tell you, | wasfrozen
in my seat. Because this was Tchaikowsky, who is not my
favorite composer—he' srather sloppy interms of thekind of
music he produced; a well-meaning, sentimental guy, who
was persecuted for hiswork.

But, what happenedis, that Furtwangler, astypical of him,
went to the core of the score; did not perform the score. Idiots
perform the score in music. Competent people perform the
music, instead of the scores. That doesn’t mean they violate
the notes, but they don’t play the notes. Because, if music
could bethenotes, youwouldn’t haveto havemusicians: Y ou
would just look at the score, and they would radiate into your
mind. So, the point is, a scoreis a code. It's a code, like a
written language.

If alanguage can be interpreted by a dictionary method,
the method of that idiot, Antonin Scalia, the Supreme Court
Justice (that fascist bastard, as otherwise known), then there
wouldn’t be human beings. Because there would be no ideas
communicated, because alanguage, in aliteral sense, can not
contain anidea. Theway | just defined the ideas, in terms of
the previous question. An idea lies between the cracks of
sense-certainty. An idea is a principle, which you can not
touch, you can not see—eh? Y ou can not smell (preferably),
and so forth. It is something, which is conveyed to you, by a
paradox, a contradiction. Just as a principle of the physical
universe is communicated.

So therefore, when ideas are communicated by means of
language, they're communicated by irony or metaphor.
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That’ swhy people who graduate from universitiestoday, are
so stupid, when it comes to poetry. Even people of your par-
ents' generation, generally—even if they’re so-called “well-
educated,” can not recite an English poem competently. Just
can’'t do it. And, this is also with some German-speakers,
reciting German poetry, who canreciteit in aliteratefashion,
but the ideas don't come across. Because, the irony is not
there.

The same problem arisesin music: It sirony!

Now, what happenedis, Tchaikowsky cameinto aperiod,
in which you had had a person caled “that bastard,” “that
criminal,” Carl Czerny, had brought a young fellow called
Franz Liszt, a pupil of Czerny, to Beethoven, for an audit.
And, at that point, Beethoven was asked what he thought
about the work of young Liszt at the keyboard, and he said,
“He's a very talented boy, but under the influence of that
criminal Czerny, it’sgoing to beterrible.”

And, what happened is, with the rise of the Romantic
movement in Europe, especially after the Battle at Jena-Aus-
terlitz, that agreat waveof cultural pessimism spread through-
out Germany, intheform of Romanticism. Goethe, for atime,
became a raving Romantic for a while, just admiring this
“great man” Napoleon. Hegel, of course, became a fascist,
after the battle, because he made a theory of the state based
on hissexual fascination with Napoleon Bonaparte. The Nazi
theory of the state is based on Hegel, derived from Hegel;
derived from Hegel’s crony, Savigny, who was Marx’s law
teacher; and derived, later, from Carl Schmitt, in Germany,
who was afollower of this school of law.

So, the Romanticswouldtry toimitate Classical composi-
tion. Classical composition means, essentially, Johann Sebas-
tian Bach. It generally means, for the student, someone who
can actually—unlike some people—can actually performthe
preludesand fugues of theWell-Tempered Clavier. And, very
few people who perform it publicly can do it. We have one
fellow, who does a very good job, who is Andras Schiff. |
heard his performance of the Goldberg Variations, on apiano
keyboard—it’s a two-manual harpsichord composition, and
he manages to do the thing brilliantly, on a keyboard. | was
absolutely astonished.

But, someone who actually understands the principles of
counterpoint, of Bach, and who understandshow Bach’ sprin-
ciples of counterpoint shaped the way in which, indirectly at
first, Haydn was influenced; the way Mozart was directly
influenced, from 1782 on; the way Beethoven was trained;
the way Schubert was affected; the way Felix Mendel ssohn
worked, in his music; the way Schumann worked; the way
Brahmsworked—thisisatotally different proposition.

Now, Tchaikowsky was strongly influenced by the Ro-
mantics. And therefore, hiscompositionsweretailored to the
Romantic. But, what Furtwangler did—which is why | say
it's a sticky question—what Furtwangler did, was took this
composition, this symphony of Tchaikowsky, which is usu-
aly performed in the usua sentimental slop form, and he
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made this a highly disciplined, precise Bachian reading of it.
So, what Furtwangler did was not to misrepresent Tchai-
kowsky, but, to go in, and look at the composition, and find
an intent within the composition, which was avalid musical
idea, and to conduct the composition in such a form, that
instead of the Romantic slop, which most conductors find
richly deployed in the score, pulled it away from the Roman-
ticslop.

And, thisisthe kind of thing you get, for example: You
have elements of Shostakovich, which show a struggle with
the samekind of strain of idea. So, there’ sno simplething, as
Russian composers. Russia, because of the condition of the
Tsarist oligarchy, and other things, had great difficulty in
developing many Mendeleyevs, in music, or elsewhere. Or
many Vernadskys, in music or elsewhere. Because the state
was a backward form of state, which Alexander 1l and so
forth, had tried—rather effectively, with the help of Mende-
leyev—to transform. And then, the “Troubles’ camein.

So, it was not the optimal condition. You will find, in
terms of song, that the forms of song-settings of poetry, Clas-
sical forms, are generally restricted in Europe, to the Italian
and German model. Y ou find that other language groups do
not produce the same effect. Because, asrecently, in aninter-
view—probably some years ago, but recently published—
of Dietrich Fischer-Dieskau, he made a comment, that the
development of the German Lied is closely intertwined with
peculiarities of the German language, the Classical use of the
German language. Y ou find the samething inthe Italian. The
German Lied and the best Italian model, like Verdi, are al
derived fromthe concept of the Florentineschooal of bel canto.
Asweshowedinonemanual, onthissubject,! therearecertain
differences between the German and the Italian, in terms of
bel canto, how it’'s handled. But, the principle is the same.
And so, the competent Classical Italian singer or German
singer, is trained in the Florentine bel canto, either in the
Italian version or the German version—or both.

And therefore, the irony, the principle of irony, whichis
shown, inavery essential way, by Bach’ sconception of well-
tempered counterpoint, contains an inherent irony, which
generatesanidea. So that thecomposer, in composing awork,
composes awhole work, before writing a single note down.
It'sall inthemind! It'soneideal

The question, asfor any Classical composition, any seri-
ousscientific composition: Thepersonwhowritesthe compo-
sition, knows exactly what he' sgoing to write, before he puts
the first word on paper; and knows it from beginning to end.
Because he knows his intention of the idea he’ s going to put
across. And therefore, he's going to write it in away which
putsinthe contradictionsin theright place, to try to move the
reader, from one point to the other, to the idea. So that the
beginning and the ending, come precisely at the right point.

1. AManual onthe Rudimentsof Tuning and Registration, Book | (Washing-
ton, D.C.: Schiller Institute, 1992).
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Not an extra note is added, nor one subtracted. Everything
there is essential, because he's written this thing, under the
influence of an idea.

Now, sometimes, he'll make changes, improvements in
hisscorelater, but they’ || alwaysbe consistent with theintent.
Hesays, “I didn’'t express my intention adequately. | haveto
make this change.” Which Beethoven did anumber of times.
For example, the most famous case, isin his third movement
of the Hammerklavier Sonata, the Opus 106, in which he
added two chords, at the beginning of the movement, which
he added afterward. Which actually, you read it, and you say,
“It’s obvious, why he did it.” It did make the expression of
theideamuch more effective, especially when you look at the
composition asawhole.

So, that's the difference. Music has to be based on the
ideas. It has to enjoy a culture in which ideas are communi-
cated among the people. The person who isagreat artistin a
culture, alwaysisin conflict with the culture.

Take the case of Brunelleschi, which I’ ve cited before: In
the cupola of Santa Maria del Fiore in Florence, he had a
conception of how to build that cupola, which was otherwise
impossible, according to the accepted doctrine of the time!
He had a clear conception of the solution, and people would
say, “Well, what's the form?” As if there was a form that
would stably hold together, once you'd put it up. He didn’t
start that way. He said, “How can you build thisthing, sothat,
at each stage of the construction, it won't fall apart?’ And, he
used the famous “hanging chain” principle, which he used
explicitly (Figure2).

So therefore, he had aconception, of how to completethe
cupola, which took a number of years to do: Before the first
stonewasmoved, heknew exactly what thefini shed composi-
tion was going to be. And, thisis the same thing that is true,
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FIGURE 2

The Catenary

A B

Filippo Brunelleschi (left) applied the
physical principle of the catenary to solve
what had been estimated as the impossible
task of putting the required cupola on the
Florence cathedral of Santa Maria del
Fiore. The surfaces between theribs of the
dome arefamilies of catenaries.

inall scienceand all art.

And the problem was—in Russia—this, intermsof Clas-
sical artistic development, thisdid not devel op. What you will
see, asin the case of this Tchaikowsky case | mentioned, by
Furtwangler’ sconducting, that you can seethat all competent
Russian composers were very responsive to what they saw
accomplished by the Bach traditionin Central Europe.

Marriage, and Classical Composition

Q: | recently re-read your paper “In Praise of Monog-
amy,” onmarried love. And | was curious about this, because
theideathat you’ re going to open yourself up and give your-
self completely to one person—it’s a beautiful idea, but |
don't quite—I"'m married! But | don’t quite know what this
ideais!

LaRouche: That' susually thecase! Peoplediscover what
marriageis, after they doiit! . . .

Q: Thequestion that | have, is: In organizing somebody
at the literature table, what isthe difference between the type
of love that you have for somebody with whom you' re mar-
ried, and a person that you want to organize, to help develop
their soul? Isthere adifference?

LaRouche: Fortunately, you cameto an expert!

No. See, agood marriageislike agood Classical artistic
composition. It startswith anintention, and if theintentionis
valid, the composition works out. It’ sthat ssimple!

Y ou see, there’ s an interaction; there are ironies, thereis
interaction, inamarriage, whichmakeit strong. It’ snot strong
because of something, or thisor that. It' shecauseit’ saprocess
of collaboration; it's a process of work. It’ s the unfolding of
an intention. It involves people outside the marriage, in the
sense of what your impact of the marriageis, on peopleinthe
society around the marriage. What's the marriage’ s impact
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on the people around it? If it has agood impact, fine.

And, you approach it the way you would approach a seri-
ous, Classical musical composition. And think of it in those
terms. Andit will work—I mean, if you' vegot theright notes,
to begin with.

You know, you have to have at least a couple, in any
Classical musical composition! And, once you've got that
couple, you now can say, “Is there an idea here, in this cou-
ple?’ For you to start, if there is an idea, an intention-idea,
which can be devel oped into afull composition, then you've
probably got agood case.

What DoWeMean by ‘God’ ?

Q: I’'vebeenthinking alot lately about the creation of the
universe and the idea of God. My question to you, is: If God
created the universe, what created God?

LaRouche: Hmm. I’'m not going to say “I did’! We'll
eliminate that proposition, right away!

No, the point is: What do you mean by “God’? Before
you define something, as being how is it built, you have to
know what it is!

Okay. Now, what do we know? Let’s go to Vernadsky;
we'll go to one of the stronger sides of Russian culture:
Vernadsky. What did Vernadsky accomplish, and how does
thisapply tothisquestion of God?And, Vernadsky, if hewere
standing here, would tend tolook at me—" maybel agreewith
you”—that kind of thing. Y ou find that there are three phases
in the universe, three phase-spaces. There are what we call,
from the standpoint of physical chemistry, whichishisstand-
point: You have the so-called “abiatic,” in which there’s no
necessary evidence of anything that would be called “life” in
the universe. None of the effects require the existence of life.
Or, of intelligence. Theremay beintention, but not expressed,
activeintelligence.

Secondly, youfind, asPasteur, Curie, and so forth demon-
strated more effectively—and also, Vernadsky himself—
who devel oped acomprehensive demonstration of the univer-
sality of this principle: Is that there is a principle in the uni-
verse, which is not to be found in the abiotic; a principle
of life, which is universal, whose manifestation is, that it
produces physical effects, in the universe, which can not be
produced by abiotic processes. For example: The atmosphere
could not be produced by an abiotic process. The waters,
the ocean, were produced by a living process. Most of the
sedimentary material, including soil, of this planet, were cre-
ated by aliving process. Could not be produced by an abi-
otic process.

Then, thirdly, you haveeffects, whicharephysical effects,
on the universe, which are produced by the intervention, of
the discovery of universal principle—effects which can not
be produced in any other way; effects, such as the fact that
man, who biologically, if he were not intelligent, would be
either Henry Kissinger or someform of ape, would never have
exceeded severa millionindividualson thisplanet, under the
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conditions of the past 2 million years.

But, man is now over 6 billion people, at latest estimate.
How did this happen? Because of the principle of human
intelligence, that is, creative intelligence—the discovery of
principle. Therefore, we know that intelligence is unique.

Now, then it goes to a next phase: What is intelligence?
Wediscussed it before. It isthe ability to discover auniversal
physical principle; or, theequivaent kind of principle, aprin-
ciple, which produces, universaly, certain specific kinds of
effects, which can not be produced, except by that principle.

What about human intelligence? The ability to discover a
universal principle? How does it occur? It does not occur by
adiscussion. It may occur in the context of the discussion.
But, the discussion doesn't generate it. It's generated within
themind of theindividual. It' sgeneratedintheform, initially,
of what’ scalled a“ Platonic hypothesis.” And, if the hypothe-
sisis proven experimentally, then you called it a “principal
principle.”

Now, the problem then, the next thing you haveto do, is
you have to communicate that. You can communicate that,
not by wiring. Wiresfrom one head to another will not do the
job. Asamatter of fact, they will tend to prevent the job from
being done—as Al Gore showed, with hisidea of the “Wired
Saciety.” It's done, by replicating the experience of discov-
ery, inthemind of asecond person.

Thisis, for example, optimal Classical humanist educa-
tion. What does the teacher do, in a class, in communicating
adiscovery toagroup of students? Thefunction of theteacher,
isnottosay, “Learnthis,or I'll kill you! Learnthis, or I’ [l flunk
you!” The function is, to stimulate, in the body of students,
an act, a discussion; an active ferment, where you pose the
problem. Y ou say, “Here' sacontradiction! How do you desal
with this contradiction? How do you explain it?’ And, when
you get them al hot and bothered, then you begin to get a
discussion. Y ou steer the discussion asateacher, by throwing
more and morethingsin, to provoke them—once you’ ve got
their attention—so that, they themselves begin to make and
experiencethiskind of adiscovery, an hypothesis.

Once one or two catch onto the idea of the hypothesisin
the class—a class of 15, or 20, isagood optimal number—
then, you get a discussion among the students. And so, now,
the whole idea, “What are these hypotheses? Which one is
right? Why is this one wrong? Why isthis oneright?’ Then,
the instructor will intervene a little bit more—not to give
the show away, but to steer consideration of additional facts,
which will help the student body.

Now, they’ re in focus on the question; it's now a contro-
versy. Now, they’'re really engaged. And, they will begin to
hypothesize.

Then, theinstructor will say, “Well, how would you prove
which hypothesis is correct, if any?’ “Would you do this?’
Or, “would you do this?” Or, “what would you do?’ “Which
of you guysisright? Or are any of you right?’

At that point, you begin to focus on an idea. And, if you
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find the right experiment, and the right hypothesis, they’ll
walk out of the class, and everybody will have afairly good
idea—some will know; otherswill have an idea of what they
don’'t know; and that’s the process of healthy education.
Whichisnot accomplished by rehearsing peoplein computer-
scored, multiple-choice examination.

ThisWonderful Universe

So, now, what does this tell you? This tells you that the
act of discovery of auniversal principle, aprincipleby means
of which man increases man’'s power in, and over the uni-
verse, asaspecies—thisiscreativity! For mankind to beable
to increase mankind's power in and over the universe, is a
creative act. That's what we mean by “creativity”: The dis-
covery, and proof, of aprinciple, by means of which mankind
is able to increase mankind's power to exist, in and over
the universe.

So, thisis aresult of a spark, of a sovereign act, within
the confines of an individual mind. A sovereign act.

Now, we say, “universal principle.” We have this uni-
verse, wonderful universe. It hasareal collection of entertain-
ment in it. One is called the “abiotic” division; the other is
called the “living” division, the division of life; the other’s
calledthe“intellectua” division, or “discovery,” “cognitive.”
It sawonderful universe. How’sit organized? It' s organized
on the basis of physical principles! Discoverable, physical
principles, which are efficient! We don’t know anything
else—except these universal principles, which are efficient.
That'sall we know! Everything elseis guess-work: astabin
the dark.

Well, what about these principles? Where' d they come
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from? Did we create them? Well, not exactly. We discovered
them. They existed beforehand.

Ahh! So, life always existed in the universe! So, intelli-
gence always existed in the universel And, intelligence is
sovereign. It's a sovereign act, of a sovereign individual.
Therefore, the universe is God. And the character of the uni-
verseis, that itisasovereign personality.

Doesthe universe have abeginning? No.

Doesit have an end? No.

Does anything exist outsideit? No.

So, how could anything have created it? The universeis
theuniverse. Wecall it “the universe,” becausethe principles
wediscover, areuniversal. And, there’ snothing outside what
we discover, that controlsthe universe.

Therefore, the universe always existed. There was never
anything outsideit, beforeit, behindit, or afterit. Theuniverse
isgoverned by aprinciple of creativity, of principlesthat we,
as man, are able to imitate God, by discovering! When we
discover a pre-existing universal principle, it becomes our
property. We can use it. The universe has changed, now,
because man, asawillful agency, in the universe, can change
theuniver se, by adopting apre-existing principle, and usingit.

Before, after, when, who, what? No! What we know, is
al that's all that we know! We don’'t know anything else!
Once we identify what we mean by a “universal physical
principle,” we don’'t know anything else. That's why Des-
cartesand Euclid and Aristotle are such idiots.

The Question of Leadership

Q: On Martin Luther King Day, Michelle did a class on
Martin Luther King. And, before she did the class, I’d been
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thinking about some things. She told me about how King
wanted to get rid of the ghettoes and things like that. And, it
sort of sparked an interest of my own, on education—I guess
for everyone, not just the ghettoes. . . .

And, | have adesign class. And we had to come up with
100ideasfor acertain project. Andtheentire classcould only
come up with 30 ideas. And, that shows akind of fracturein
the way we think, | guess. And, | was wondering how we
could change that, in the school system?

LaRouche: We're in the same ballpark, to come back to
the samething | started with. Don’t ook for particular ideas,
of how toreform education. Look at thefact, that the so-called
“leading followers’ of Martin L uther King—thoseassociated
with him, after hewasmurdered, all failed. Startingwith Jesse
Jackson—the older Jesse Jackson; | think the sonisalittle bit
more interesting. But, they failed. They all ran to the govern-
ment foundations, different foundations. They all began to
peddletheir rear end on the street, in one way or the other.

What was the difference between them, and Martin? A
very fundamental difference. And that goes to this question
of education: the question of principle, the question of |eader-
ship, the question of the tragic versus the sublime. Martin,
like Jeanne d’ Arc, had no fear of immortality. As| know the
other people around him, to the degree | know them—and |
know some personally, closely and so forth, and | have some
very good observations by close associates of that operation,
who know something about it. They all were deadly afraid
of immortality.

Martin was murdered. We don’t know exactly who or-
dered the murder, directly. Weknow who ordered the murder
in general: It was J. Edgar Hoover.

Themurder of Martin, wasapart of the 1966-1968 Nixon
campaign for President, based on the so-called “ Southern
Strategy.” And, the point was—and these guys, who orga
nized the “black power” movement, organized against Mar-
tin, on behalf of Nixon! And, people wouldn’t admit it. They
wouldn’t admit it: that they were the tools, of the Nixon
crowd. And, of J. Edgar Hoover, and so forth. It all came out
inthewash alittlelater. Gradually, we began to find out what
their real careerswere, who owned them.

And those who were not corrupt, in the sense of being
intentionally corrupt, were cowards, like Hamlet. As all of
the leaders around Ralph Abernathy, my dear friend, you
know, the same thing. They all became corrupt! They ended
up working for the Moonies! Or similar kinds of things. So,
they betrayed the cause.

Now, you go back to this issue of Frederick Douglass,
when you're talking about education in general, particularly
the education of Americans of African descent. You're talk-
ing about Frederick Douglass, and what herepresented. What
was Frederick Douglass's standard for the struggle for free-
dom of slaves? The highest level of education possible, isthe
road to freedom. What you are, how you develop yourself—
that iswho you are! Not whether you’ ve got chainson you or
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not, but who you are! You'readave, if you' reaslaveinyour
own mind! If you can freeyourself of the slavery inyour own
mind, you can free yourself of the davery of the chains, in
due course.

Frederick Douglass represented that.

Now, what did these swinedo, immediately after Lincoln
was shot? They took the system of education, of the struggle
for freedom, typified by Frederick Douglass—who was a
great thinker; whose sonwasanimportant Classical musician,
and so on and so forth. And they said, “We must not over-
educate the freed slaves, because they will be discontented
with the kind of employment they’re going to get. So, we
must not educate them above their expected station in life.”
Thisis the beginning of Jim Crow. And, it was done by the
so-called “pro-abolitionist” crowd from Boston, and other
similar kinds of places.

Equality of theMind

Theproblem here, all along, hasbeenthisideaof “relevant
education,” for Americans of African descent. Crap! Every
American’'s entitled to the same opportunities in education.
The same kind of education; the same kind of knowledge!
This cultura relativism, just means somebody’ s going to be
on top, and somebody’ s going to be on the bottom. The idea
of equality, true equality, whichis, first of al, equality of the
mind. We don’t want children to learn something, which is
“relevant” to their condition of davery. We want them to
understand something which is human. Their power in hu-
manity. Not this so-called “game,” which the Ford Founda-
tion and others plugged.

And, if we have this understanding, on the question of
education, that what Martin represented—don’'t forget the
fact that hewasavery well-educated person, in hisown way;
Boston University graduate in theology, divinity; well-edu-
cated. And a very superior person, who was sitting there, in
Alabama, fairly obscure, when the ministers associated with
him, recognized him asbeing an exceptional person, of excep-
tional talent. And, they voted him in, to take thisjob. And he
accepted it.

And, he went on, from that experience of taking that job,
to becometheleader of astrugglefor freedom, atruestruggle
for freedom. He became so successful, that they killed him.

Because they understood the principle of tragedy: If you
kill the one guy who's leading a movement, who represents
the sublime, you can destroy the movement. Whenever you
have a movement, which is based essentially on one leading
person, who's a competent leader, who represents the sub-
lime—asMartin did! See, Martin wasn’t struggling for Afri-
can-American freedom: He was struggling for the freedom
for everybody! That was his power! Everybody knew that
Martin was a world leader, a national leader. He was not a
leader of an under-class.

And hisideawas, that you eliminate the under-class, by
establishing equality. And he was for everything! He should
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have been President of the United States! Morally, he was
qualified to be the President, where otherswere not: Because
he represented the sublime. He was willing, ashe said, in his
mountai ntop speech, to put hislife on theline, for the sake of
afundamental changein society; not a change for persons of
African descent—a fundamental changein society! To bring
about ajust society.

And morally, he was qualified to be President of the
United States, on the day he made that speech. Becausethat’s
the commitment we should require, of aPresident, isthat kind
of commitment.

And, when they chopped him off, and other people, who
were otherwise well-meaning, who had worked with him,
without his leadership, they were impotent! And, the whole
thing disintegrated.

Why wasit done? It sobvious, to anyonelooking back—
it'sobvious.

Nixon, in 1966 had gone to Mississippi, in the aftermath
of Johnson’s signing of the two civil rights bills. And he'd
gone down there, and he met with the Ku Klux Klan, and
Trent Lott! And Trent was probably a member of the Klan
at that time. And, they started what became the “ Southern
Strategy”: Toget al theracistsin the Democratic Party inthe
South, to come over to the Republican Party behind Nixon.
And, thus the Republican Party could take over the Presi-
dency, and they could establish fascism in the United States,
under aNixon Administration, directed by Henry Kissinger.

AndHenry Kissinger wasaproduct of, what?Henry Kiss-
inger was a product of—the Nashville Agrarians! The Nash-
ville Agrarians were the grandsons of the founders of the
Ku Klux Klan! Henry Kissinger was educated, where? At
Harvard! By aProf. William Y andell Elliott, who wasamem-
ber of the Nashville Agrarians. The New York Times, and the
literary societies in the United States, or literary magazines,
are being influenced largely by the Nashville Agrarians. The
racists weretaking over Americal

And, Martin Luther King was the biggest threat they had
to their program. So, they killed him.

And, when he was toppled, everybody around him, who
had been associated with him as followers, went the other
way. And Jesse Jackson was the first. Jesse Jackson was not
standing anywhere near Martin, when Martin was shot. But
Jessewent out there. Got on aplane. Got to Chicago. Rubbed
some blood on his shirt, and when out there, and said, “I
was standing next to Martin.” And that was the first time he
became known asa“PUSH-er.”

So, thisis theissue. What is needed here, in the case of
education, isleadership, which can betrusted, by peoplewho
are confused and in doubt. People need inspiration, of leader-
ship they can trust. If aMartin Luther King were alive today,
with his qualities, and started an education movement, that’s
where he' d start. He' d say, “We ve got to do this. We've got
to go to the mountaintop.” And, people who are reluctant to
takethat kind of education, would seizeit, because they were
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following a leader, just as some people in France followed
Jeanne d'Arc. A hero, who represents the sublime. Who in-
spiresin people around him, the confidence to do something.

Y es. We can provide the other ingredients. The ingredi-
entsrequired for the American of African descent isthe same
asanybody else’s. No difference: They’ reAmericans! | know
this, because I’ ve worked with Africa. Thetypical American
of African descent has no idea, in the world, what Africais!
They're Americans. They don’'t know anything about it. |
know about it. I’ve dealt with this for years, for decades.
They’re Americans!

And, they have to stand up on their own conscience, and
their own dignity, and say, “We are Americans. We havethe
right to be part of the leadership in policy-making for this
country. And we have aright to access to the knowledge we
need to do that job.”

And, | would start and say, as I've said, often enough:
“Martin Luther King should have become President.” If they
hadn’t killed him. If that idea gets across, you won't have a
problem in getting peopleto accept the kind of educationthey
need. If they seetheinside of Martin'smind, as| have. This
man was agreat man; and welost him.

And we need leaderswho can inspire. Who can be recog-
nized aspeople, asinspiring, who arevalid, astheother people
around Martin were not valid. They ran the other way. There
was no established national leadership of the civil rights
movement, once Martin was shot. They al ran the other way.
And, that was the great demoralization, which destroyed it.
Then al the funny-funnies took over, from 1968 on. And |
wasthere. | wasinvolvedinit.

And, so the first thing? Yes. What | otherwise say on
education, what we need, but it won’t work, unless you can
inspire the recipients of that proposed education, to desireit.
And to have an image of themselves, which is not a second-
classimage. Whichin the history of the so-called “ black edu-
cation” in the United States, since the Civil War, has been
dominated by thisthing: “Let’s not educate them above their
station.” And, if yousay, “No, Martin should havebeen Presi-
dent,” then, that’ sadifferentimage. Then, education becomes
important. And the Frederick Douglassimage, then, becomes
the connection to Martin Luther King.

What Happened to the Soviet Union?

Q: My question was, what fundamentally caused the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union?

LaRouche: Ah-ha I did!

It strue. Y ou should know it, you have aright to know it.
I’vealready declassifiedit, but I'll declassify it againfor you.
It wasformerly abig national secret, one of the most precious
national secrets of the United States.

Tomakeit short. | had already understood what the prob-
lems were, the security problems, the failures of the Soviet
Union, and so forth and so on. Now, my concern was that, as
we approached theend of the 1970s, with nutslike Brzezinski
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running loose—and Brzezinski was absolutely dangerous,
he's alunatic, a dangerous lunatic—that with the policy we
had, of so-called Mutual and Assured Destruction, and the
way systems were going, we were headed to the great likeli-
hood of an actual nuclear war, or nuclear exchange, thermonu-
clear exchange. And therefore, | worked on the question of,
how do we stop this? What do we do, to end this crazy Ber-
trand Russell policy, of preventive nuclear war?

Remember, preventive nuclear war was a concept first
introduced to the United States government by Bertrand Rus-
sell, theso-called pacifist. Anybody whothinksBertrand Rus-
sell is apeace-loving person, or agood person, is some kind
of ajerk, or worse. He' sno good, he' sevil. He was probably
the most evil man of the 20th Century. He made Hitler ook
minor by comparison.

So, my concern was, how do we stop this? So, in my
Presidential campaign, to tried to make sure that Carter was
not re-elected—I wasn't afraid of Carter, | was afraid of
Brzezinski. In 1979, | issued a paper on strategic defense.
Now, the point was, my proposal was, that the United States
and Soviet Union, could jointly develop systems which
would, indue course, would eliminatethedanger of aballistic
missileattack, that is, theeffectivedanger of aballisticmissile
attack. and if everybody knows you can’'t win awar by a
ballistic missile attack, even partially, then they’ re not going
to fight the war.

And, therefore, the question was, how to get that across.

In the beginning of 1980, | was on a platform in New
Hampshire, and presidential candidateswere seated inarow,
like goony birds on a string, up before an audience of about
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3,000 people, in this New Hampshire motor hotel. It's now
been torn down since. And Reagan and | were sittingupina
corner, because the candidates were arranged al phabetically,
and Reagan, asR, wasthelast oneinarow, and | was sitting
next to him. So, we got into a conversation, which aroused
hiscuriosity.

And aso, what happened was, that Bush’s attacking me,
in New Hampshire in that period, resulted in Bush making
mistakes where he threw the nomination, the Republican
nomination—Bush was supposed to be the frontrunner, then.
Reagan wasthe second runner. Bush was supposed towin the
nomination. Bush lost the nomination, because he got into
a catfight with me. And Reagan won the New Hampshire
primary, and won another primary inthe Carolinas, and it was
over. Reagan was going to be the President. And this was
well-known, that | had destroyed Bush, as| had destroyed a
few other peoplein that process.

So, he' s elected. At that point, November of 1980, | was
down in Washington—I came back from Europe, on other
business. Went down to Washington to meet with a number
of people, in theincoming Administration, aswell as Demo-
crats. In the process, what | did was—which was typical of
visiting firemen going into Washington in atransition period,
of an incoming Presidency, isyou go in there, and they say,
“What's your agenda? What do you want to lay on the table,
that we should consider for theincoming Administration?’

Ballistic Missile Defense

So, | had along list of things, which | had in mind, and
oneof thesewasonthisquestion of Strategic BallisticMissile
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Defense, by using new physical principles. Nothing happened
directly at that time, but | already had friendsin various parts
of theinstitutions of government, and a Soviet representative
in New Y ork, at the United Nations, had approached one of
my associates, and had suggested that they wanted to have a
new channel of discussion with the incoming President.

So, | had a report written up of that, and | forwarded it
into the White House circles.

The answer came back, “Will you take on the job of run-
ning a back-channel negotiation with the Soviet govern-
ment?’ | had alittle back and forth discussion, quickly, and |
took the job. It was not a deployment; it was just an arrange-
ment: aprivate citizen, serving as a back-channel connection
between the National Security Council of the United States
government, and the Soviet government.

So, in this, | laid this proposal out, and what | did in
a special way, is that in February of 1982, before actually
beginning the discussion with the Soviet representative, we
had a conference in Washington, D.C. About 400 people at-
tended, peoplefrom all kindsof government, particularly mil-
itary, U.S. military, and so forth, al camein.

So, | laid out what | proposed, there. | said, “We must,
the two superpowers, must come to an agreement on this
principle: that we can devel op such systems, and by cooperat-
ing on agreeing to develop such systems, which can defeat
ballistic missile threats, not right now, but in the future—by
coming to that agreement, we can end the threat. And if we
apply these technologies, to developing Third World coun-
triesand so forth, these new technol ogies, this can betheroad
to elimination of the nuclear conflict threat.

| presented thisto the Soviet government, beginning Feb-
ruary, shortly after that, the week after that. And this contin-
ued to my last meeting with the Sovi et representative—others
met with him later—but my last meeting with him at that
point, was February of 1983. At that meeting, thelast meeting
| had with him, he gave me a report-back from the Soviet
government on my proposal. And | had said, “If the President
of the United States, President Reagan, were to make this
offer, how would you react?’ | never said the President was
going to make the offer; | said, if we makes the offer, how
would you react?

So, in February of 1983, the report-back from him, from
Moscow: Andropov, the General Secretary of the Soviet
Union, said, “no!” Flat no.

And, | said in responseto him, | said, that’s very foolish
on his part, because, if what we' ve been discussing, is Soviet
policy, and you go ahead with that policy, | can assure you,
that within about five years, the Soviet Union will collapse.

| later, shortly after that, repeated that forecast—that,
there’s a danger, with this policy on the part of the Soviet
Union, whichwasavery aggressive policy—that under these
conditions, the Soviet economy could not take the strain, be-
cause of its rotten condition, and the Soviet economy would
collapse, within about five years.
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As you know, in 1988, | made this press conference in
Berlin, on Columbus Day, inwhich | said, the Soviet system
is about to collapse. It'll probably start in—it will start in
Poland. Germany will be reunified. The capital of Germany
will probably be designated as Berlin, the future, again. And
we now facethe challenge, the next President isgoing to face
the challenge of the disintegration of the Soviet system, and
how we react to the disintegration of the Soviet political
system.

And so it collapsed.

And then, | was put in the jug, for that reason, to get me
out of there. They weregoing tokill me. If | wasn’t put inthe
jug, they wantedtokill me. Therewasaplan. It wasan official
line: If he beats the case, if he beats the charge, we're going
tokill him.

But, | survived. And we had the broadcast, the national
TV broadcast, network TV, inwhich | re-presented, included,
the details of my televised report at Berlin, on the coming
collapse of the system, and the proposal.

And so, the system collapsed.

Remember that President Reagan, on March 23, 1983,
made the offer publicly to the Soviet Union, exactly the offer
that I’ d indicated to the Soviet Union, he might make. If they
had accepted that, at that point, even for discussion, world
history would have changed, and would have taken a differ-
ent line.

So, the significance of that today, in responseto the ques-
tion, it gives you an idea of why | have confidence, in what |
as an individua can do, in dealing with a world problem
today. I’ ve been there several times. When history has hung
onwhether theU.S. government, or others, woul d accept what
| proposed, at a critical point, as a necessary policy. Every
time my proposals were rejected, they suffered. And every
time they were accepted, minimally, at least, we got some
gain. So, | have a confidence as a leader, which is why |
answered the question immediately the way | did. | sank the
Soviet Union. Not because | sank it, but because when the
Soviet government rejected what | had proposed that Reagan
propose, after Reagan proposed it, the Soviet government
doomed itself, as| said would happen at that time.

MacArthur vs. the Utopians

Q: Do you know why MacArthur failed to organize a
successful resistance, to the Utopian takeover of the early
1960s, and if it isactually possible that aman such as he, had
an incomplete understanding of, or commitment to, states-
manship?

LaRouche: . . .Theway tolook at this, isthat in the Sum-
mer of 1944, when the U.S. forces had broken through in
Normandy, the Wehrmacht was defeated, in principle. That
the end of the war was inevitable, or virtually inevitable at
that point. Now, up to that time, Franklin Roosevelt had led
the United States out of a depression, to become virtually
the only economic power on this planet. And had won the
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war, effectively.

At that point, Roosevelt’s enemies in the United States,
who had had to put up with him, because he was saving the
economy they had wrecked under preceding Presidents, and
because the war had been won, on which they depended on
him entirely, for his leadership. They said, “We don’t need
him anymore.”

Atthat point, hehad aVice President, Wallace. Roosevelt
himself wasill, asaby-product of having suffered poliomyeli-
tis. He was a young man, relatively speaking, but he was in
the processof dying from overwork, because of thecomplica-
tion of having had poliomyelitis as an adult. So, the enemy,
the American Tories, the Wall Street crowd, went to work on
two fronts.

First of all, they were determined to get rid of Roosevelt,
and thought they could get rid of him, simply by waiting for
him to die, which they expected would happen soon. On that
point, we had a friend who died more recently, Max Corvo.
Max Corvo was the chief of OSS operationsin Italy, during
thewar in Italy, and he later became afriend of ours, afriend
of mine, and hewasvery closeto the head of the OSS, Dono-
van, who, in the period I’m speaking of, had walked out of a
meeting with President Roosevelt, ashen-faced. “It’s over.
He' s going to die.” Which we got from Max. And Max was
reliable on thiskind of thing.

So, what they did, is, they putinanidiot, anasty littleidiot,
Truman, asVicePresident. Becausethey figured, Roosevelt’s
going to die, and you had Truman, a Winston Churchill ass-
licker, who's going to do everything the British wanted,
against the Roosevelt policiesin the post-war period.

So, he became Vice President, and then Roosevelt, on
April 12 of thefollowing year, died. At Warm Springs.

Now, in the meantime, there was a change in military
policy: the bombing policy; the firebombing of Tokyo; the
bombing of cities in Germany, like Magdeburg. A whole
group of cities were bombed for no military reason, simply
askiller operations. Firebombing. Magdeburg was destroyed.
Dresdenwasamost destroyed. By aneedlessbombing, done,
with the aid of the Americans, under British direction, under
so-called Bomber Harris. And this thing is now all over the
place in Germany—the books are out, for the record—the
rage against the United States and Britain, in Germany, right
now, is tremendous, on the basis of public exposure of this
killer bombing, thisraci st bombing, agai nst Germany—need-
less bombing against civilian populations during that period.

The bombing of Hiroshimaand Nagasaki wastotally un-
necessary. There was no military grounds for this bombing.
Not asingle U.S. lifewas saved by that bombing. None. The
ideathat amillion lives were saved, isatotd lie, invented by
peoplelike Buckley.

MacArthur had beforethat, beforethesurrender, had writ-
ten areport, or directed the writing of areport, which washis
opinion, to Washington, stating that Japan wasdefeated, there
was no need to invade. Eisenhower was presented with, by

EIR February 21, 2003

the Administration, the Truman Administration, with the re-
port that Truman was thinking of dropping the nuclear bomb
onJapan. Eisenhower said, independently of MacArthur, “1t's
crazy, Japan is adefeated nation, don't doit.”

The bombs were dropped.

They were dropped because of Bertrand Russell, whose
policy was preventive nuclear war.

So, what happened in this period, is they cooked up a
phony war, between the Soviet Union and the United States
and Britain. It was orchestrated by the British. Why? Why
was this phony war orchestrated? Stalin had no intention of
attacking the United States, or Western Europe. None. All a
lie. Truman, and Churchill, cooked it up. Why?

Because of Bertrand Russell. The doctrine which took
over, withthe Truman nominationinthe Democratic nomina-
ting convention of the Summer of 1944, was what is called
the utopian doctrine. The doctrine of H.G. Wells, and his
Open Conspiracy. The doctrine which had been orchestrated
through the nuclear community, by Bertrand Russell person-
ally. Bertrand Russell was the orchestrator of the doctrine of
preventive nuclear war. “\We bomb them now pre-emptively,
to force them, and force the world, to give up national sover-
eignty, and accept world government.”

Thisisthe policy of the Al Gore of the Bush Administra-
tion, Dirty Dick Cheney.

Okay? So that’ sthe policy.

MacArthur, like Eisenhower—Eisenhower, with all his
“Eisenhowever”—adhered to thetraditional defensedoctrine
andthetraditional foreign policy of theUnited States. MacAr-
thur did not fight any unnecessary battles in the Pacific. The
Navy did, the Marine Corpsdid. Iwo Jimawastotally unnec-
essary. MacArthur said, you take strategic points, you control
the entire Pacific logistically. Japan is an island nation. It
can not survive without raw materials from her neighboring
countries. If you effectively blockade the main islands of Ja-
pan, Japan must surrender. You don’t have to kill anybody
more. Y ou fight battleswhere you haveto fight them, in order
to establish the control, logistical control points, over the Pa-
cific region. Once you' ve established that, you’ve won the
war. It's not kill-power that’s important; it's logistics. It's
strategy, logistics.

So, that's MacArthur’ s policy.

TheNavy, whichismorecrazy, or onefaction of theNavy
which is more crazy, more pro-British—and that’s a whole
other story—went into wars, conducted independent wars,
independent of MacArthur, in the Pacific, to get their dibsin,
for their policies.

So what happened at the end of thewar: Y ou had afight,
which is going on to the present day. The professional mili-
tary, especialy the Army and Marine Corps, the ground
forces, their policy is—. The policy of thewar against Iragis
insane! They may not say it publicly while they’re still serv-
ing, but they’ll say it asretired officers. And they’ Il havetheir
friendssay it, if they don’t want to say it themselves. TheU.S.
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military is opposed to thiswar, as a piece of insanity.

But this crowd, that wants the war, are the utopians, the
same people that launched this policy: essentidly a right-
wing, New Roman Empire, world conquest, “ everybody’ sour
slave,” “terrify everybody,” etc., and “ use nuclear weaponsto
intimidate peopleinto line.”

There is no war against Irag. There's a war against the
Islamic world. It'sakind of Roman imperial limeswar. And
that’ swhat theissueis. MacArthur represented theopposition
to that; hewasthe leader, really. He wasthe greatest military
leader the United States had, in that period. They got rid of
him! And they gave usthe Mooniesinstead. That’ strue—but
that’ sanother story.

Solar Power IsNuclear Power!

Q: My question is, why should we have nuclear power,
versus solar power, and how exactly the gang-countergang
operations work, with a lot of these modern leftist move-
ments? So, that’s my question.

LaRouche: Okay. Because solar power isidiocy. Actu-
ally, solar power is nuclear power. Where do you think you
get solar power? From nuclear fission and fusion, in the Sun.

Y ou want to eliminate nuclear power? No solar power.

Also, this whole idea of energy is crazy. You know, |
believein Don Quixotewhenit comesto windmills. Weneed
Don Quixote now, for a useful mission! He's an important
character of fiction, but now he can be an important character
of reality. He can get out therewith hislance, and knock some
of these things down, and get this ugliness off the landscape.
These ugly things, these monsters up there, sitting up there
snarling, killing birds. They kill birds! Bird-haters!

Now, this goes back to a piece of scientific idiocy, which
was understood aready—the problem was understood by
Plato, already. The concept of power, as opposed to that idiot
Aristotle’s concept of energy. So, when people talk to you
about nuclear energy, or solar energy, they're Aristotelean
idiots, who shouldn’t be talking. They should be monkeys,
and not talk. They can chatter, but not talk.

Because, theissue hereis power.

Now, power is reflected in various ways in terms of en-
ergy, relative to what people call energy. Power hastwo fea-
tures, generally, descriptively, in the form of energy. Thisis
not where power comesfrom, but thisiswhat power reflects,
in terms of energy language. One, is energy-flux density.
What is the intensity of energy, apparent energy, per square
kilometer, cross-section area of motion? It's called energy-
flux density.

Now, comparethe energy-flux densitiesof variousmodes
of power generation. Solar power isthe least efficient. Asa
matter of fact, the use of solar power isinsane. Because solar
power has a very important use on this planet: Light. Light!
What wewant ismore vegetables. Wewant morefoliage. We
want the desertsto bloom. What we want to do, iswewant to
get areas which are too hot, to cool down. We want more
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moderate weather. We want to turn the deserts into areas
where people can live, under normal conditions.

How do we do that? We increase the biomass. Increase
the amount of growth.

Now, for example, trees will absorb about ten percent of
the solar radiation hitting the Earth’ s surface. It’ s very good.
Taketen percent of the solar energy, inacertain area; convert
it into trees. Y ou moderate the climate, both for Winter and
Summer. You take an area which is a quasi-desert area, or
desiccated area, and you convert it into a place where people
can live. You convert areas which are useless, into areas
where you grow food. So therefore, we want to manage what
we're getting in terms of solar, heat radiation. We want to
manage it, for the benefit of living processes on the Earth.
Including man.

For example: If we plant enough treesin the high plateau,
or relatively high plateau, of southern India, wewould proba-
bly lower theaveragetemperaturein the Summertime, by five
to ten degrees. They need trees. . . .

So, we've got our western land. You've got the Great
American Desert. Look at Southern California. Look at
what’s happened to the aquifers. This is insane! Look at
Northern Mexico; what we're |etting happen there isinsane.
The conflict between Texas and Northern Mexico over water
isinsane! And therefore, the thing with the solar radiation, is
to organizeitsusein such away asto enhance the biosphere.
Be kind to Mother Nature. Enhance the biosphere. Don’t
waste solar energy on trying to power television sets.

Turning Water into Fuel

Now, therefore, the other aspect is, that we waste alot of
money, by taking gasoline as a fuel all over the landscape.
Thisisinsane! Why should wedothat? Wedon't need to have
gasolineas afuel, or diesd oil asafuel. We don’t need that.
If we have a high-temperature gas-cooled reactor—. Let's
take a very specific type of a nuclear reactor. The so-called
UNIK model, developed by a friend of ours, who is now
deceased, Professor Schulten, which works. This model is a
self-regulating reactor, which operatesin arange of between
120 and 200 megawatts. That is, asthereactor becomeshotter,
it tends to shut down the rate of reaction. So, it keepstherate
of reaction within a certain range.

With ahigh-temperature gas-cool ed reactor, you can gen-
erateinan area, or say, acomplex of them—instead of putting
up a 1.2-gigawatt reactor, you put up a bunch of 200-mega-
watt reactors as atest, and you put them up quicker. Because
the big thing about the large reactors is, you have to pour
concrete, and you have to cure the concrete. So, therefore, it
will take you many years, up to five to six years, to complete
thereactor, and you have to spend and invest all the capital in
it. Why not build smaller reactors, which you can complete
more rapidly, and make many of them, in an area? You can
put these things, they’re easy to put in, you put them, they're
self-regulating.
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Now, but with these kind of reactors, we can turn water
into afuel! Very simply. Y ou use high-temperature reaction
to disassociate water, producing a hydrogen, or hydrogen-
based fuel. Y ou can usefuel cells, you can use other vehicles,
you can convert from the use of gasoline, or diesel fuel—
which is a highly inefficient fuel, relatively speaking—to a
much more efficient fuel, which is a hydrogen, or hydrogen-
based fuel.

So now, instead of carting ail all over the county, with
pipelines and natural-gas lines and so forth, you use natural
gaswhereyou haveit in excess, asachemical feedstock. For
fertilizers, thingslikethat. Y ou take petroleum, and you ship
the use of petroleum to chemical feedstocks, which is what
it's most useful for. Burning petroleum is very inefficient.
Use it as a chemical feedstock; the benefit to humanity is
much greater per ton consumed.

Y ouwould turnthe Middle East into production, achemi-
cal factory, to produce feedstock, which would be used by
the world, rather than burning the stuff up, and polluting the
atmosphere. Much better. Thenyouwould producethehydro-
gen-based fuels, in your local region, so you wouldn’t be
carting this stuff al over the place. The problem with other
methods, is, they generateal ot of waste. Burning oil generates
waste. You can't really be too efficient with that. Coal is
terribly wasteful. Hauling fuels al over the country is very
costly, and very wasteful. Don't doit.

So, why not have a new system, which can generate the
fuels where we need them, and have them available on a
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The LaRouche Youth
Movement deployed to
Sacramento, California on
Dec. 10, 2002, for a day of
organizing at the state
legidature. “ When you go into
places such asthe state
legislatures, or the Congress,”
LaRouche said, “ you see the
effect you have. The presence
of four, five, or six of you,
walking in, knowing what
you' re talking about, which is
more than most of these
legislators can do, and others:
You have an effect on them.”

il

standard, in every part of the world, or in every part of the
United States, in particular?

So, therefore, thereis no problem withit. If you're afraid
of nuclear energy, die. Why? Because you have nuclear ac-
tionsgoing oninyour body. Radioactive potassium reactions,
which are an essential part of life. Y ou don't like radioactiv-
ity?Don'tlean against abrick wall. Y ou' [l get moreradiation
thanfromanuclear reactor. A brick wall will doitall by itself.

What happened is this, very simply. To sum it up: 1964,
there was an attempt to turn the United States from being the
great producer nation of the world, per capita, per square
kilometer, into a parasitical consumer society, which would
live by sucking the blood of other parts of the world, and
destroying our own people, and turning them into a bunch of
dummies, which has been done with our education system
now. So, asapart of that, they attacked technology.

Now, thefirst attack wasnot on nuclear energy. Theattack
on nuclear energy happened after 1972. But the rock-drug-
sex counterculture, akey part, aleading edge of the campus
radical movement of the mid to late '60s, was essentialy
based on the“end of technology.” Destroy technology. Goto
a consumer society. Which means a parasitical society, like
the Roman Empire. And the attack on nuclear energy, was
determined to stop progress.

Take the other case, the case of DDT. There was never
any reason to ban DDT. The campaign against DDT was a
complete fraud. People are dying today, because DDT was
banned. It was one of the most efficient, most harmlesstypes
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of insecticide available. Y ou have people dying of West Nile
virus, because of alack of DDT. Thiswas doneto stop tech-
nology. It was done as part of the war against technology, to
transform us from a producer nation, into an imperia con-
sumer society, apredator preying upon the rest of the world.

Andtherefore, this campaign against nuclear energy, was
a massive campaign of brainwashing. And someone who's
afraid of nuclear energy, and prefers solar or something, they
have to be a brainwashed zombie. And they should be told
that. Becauseonly by knowing they’ re brainwashed zombies,
can they free themselves of the Slavery.

Launching a Classical Renaissance

Q: You weretalking about, that the way that we're going
to makeachangeintheworld, isby organizing ayouth move-
ment here in the United States, and using the power of the
United States to shift the world. My question is, what’s the
role of the youth movement in places like Germany and
France, and Peru, Philippines, etc.?

LaRouche: The other side of what we' re doing—which
is not different, but it's just a different facet of the same
thing—what we' re doing is we' re launching a Classical Re-
naissance. Now, in Germany, if you see Germany, and look
at the educational system, you realize that the people who
did their abitur before the Brandt reform in education, were
almost a different species than the people who were victim-
ized by the changesin education since the Brandt reform. So,
therefore, what's happened is, the German population has
been culturally mangled, if not destroyed, by this changein
educational palicy.

Asl’vesaid, an effective youth movement, of what we're
doing, is auniversity on wheels. And, therefore, what we're
really doing is, we're having fun. The basic thing is, we're
having fun, in my sense of fun. | keep telling people, “Have
fun.” You're having fun by taking astinking, smelly, terrible
world, which doesn’t function, where people are abused,
where they have no sense of morality, or personal purpose
for living, pleasure-seeking, but no satisfaction. It’s like the
prostitute in hell. Seeking pleasure, but never finds satis-
faction.

And instead of that, is a sense of enjoying life. Enjoying
being human. Knowingwhat itisto behuman. Enjoyingbeing
human! Being happy because you're human. And this state
of happiness, because of humanity, whichiscalled the®Erha-
bene’: the sense of the sublime.

And it's both the purpose and the instrument. If human
beings can be happy human beings, as they should be, they
have, by being happy, the power to address any problem,
because they can’'t do it any better, any other way. And to
enjoy thefact that you' re such aperson, givesyou the strength
to do what you have to do. If you're happy at what you're
doing, you have the strength to do what you’ re doing.

A great inventor, agreat discoverer: How many years do
you think they spend working on some of the more important
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discoveries they develop? They devote a good part of their
lifetothat. Why should they do that?Why should they dothat?

Why should you want to go to a university, secondary
school, auniversity which isagood one, in which you enjoy
yourself? You enjoy yourself in the process of developing
knowledge and competence, knowing that’ syour mission for
that part of your life. So, you take that period, which may run
to adozen years of your life—from beginning of secondary
education to the time you may graduate with a doctoral de-
gree, in something else, get professional status—to devoting
your life, to developing your ability as a human being! And
your source of happiness, is being a human being who is
doing that!

This happiness, in this way, is what Leibniz means by
happiness. What the Declaration of Independence means by
happiness. Because it's Leibniz's argument against Locke.
Happiness. Happiness, joy in being human! Joy in doing
things that ahuman being should do! Joy in knowing that the
power to be happy, is the power to deal with al kinds of
problemsthat humanity faces. Thejoy of making adiscovery.
Thejoy of being able to perform music well. These are joys,
per se!

Great dramaisjoy. Why would somebody put on agreat
drama? Why would one put on great Shakespeare, or great
Schiller, for example, as drama? Why? Why would they de-
votetheir livesto doingthat kind of thing? Becausethey enjoy
it—in the highest sense. They know it's important. They
know the conveying of ideas, theability to communi catethese
kinds of ideas, from the geniuses of the past to the present—
it's important! What's your emotion when you're doing it?
Y ou'’ re happy!

Y ou may be fighting and squabbling about the thing, but
you' re happy about the fact that you’ re doing that. Y ou have
asense of satisfactionwith your own life. We need in Europe
and elsewhere, we need people who are mobilized, happily,
to undertake the great missions which stand before humanity
asawhole. And if you have happy people, who are happy in
that way, you'll doit all.

And our purpose, after al, isthe self-development of hu-
manity. And the natural condition of a self-developing hu-
manity is called happiness. And, therefore, you want people
to be happy, not in the sense of sensual satisfaction, but in
pleasureinthefact that they haveatalent—it’ scalled amortal
life—and they’re spending it wisely, and they can laugh at
death, when it comes, because they spent their life happily.

We had a great friend of ours, Gertrude Pitzinger. She
wasagreat alto. Shedied acoupleyearsago. Shewasagreat
friend of ours for some time. One of the greatest singersin
Germany in the period of the 1930s, until she left the stage,
to continue working as a teacher, a coach, for others. You
should hear her, some of the things she recorded. She was
absolutely magnificent. And amagnificent personality.

Shortly before she died, Helgaand | had a meeting with
her. Her brother wasthere, and another friend. She knew she
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was about to die, and shewanted us over there, for ameeting.
Andit ended up, wehad adiscussion. Thefirst timel met her,
| walked into her room, and she sang the famous second song
from the Frauenliebe, from Schumann, for me. She's that
kind of person—playful. But then what she did with Helga,
the last time we met, we were in her room, her apartment, a
nice place, and she had recordings that she’d made all over
the place. She had books, awhole library full of books. She
no longer was singing, of course—she was 92 yearsold. But
she would have Helga go in to her library, and say: “Go get
this book. Bring this poem out. Now, you read the poem.”
And then shewould turn to her collection of recordingsshe’'d
made in the past, and she’d pull it out, and put it on, and
performit, again. And they had thisthing between Helgaand
Gertrude thisway.

Andtoward the close of the evening, after she’ d donethis,
she said, “What a wonderful life. | have lived to sing such
great art.”

The Spirituality of Man

Q: You speak alot about man being madein theimage of
God, and having the divine spark of reason, that sets us apart
fromthebeasts. Doyou believea sointhe spirituality of man,
being another distinct quality of man? Spirituality being our
personal ability to communicate with God, through prayer
and study, that gives us motivation, and inspiration—in a
sense, the Holy Spirit?

LaRouche: Well, let me put it thisway. You will never
see a chimpanzee praying to God. Now, the significance of
that is, that you have to be human. And you have to be human
inavery distinct way. In theway we' ve defined creativity.

What is spirituality?

Spirituality is a word which, when properly used, con-
notes creativity. Connotes man in the image of the Creator.
Man acting as in the image of the Creator. Man making dis-
coveries. Changing the universel Changing the course of his-
tory! Changing the conditionsof mankind! Actingfor God, by
discovering universal principles, including Classical artistic
principles, which are also universal physical principles. De-
vel oping these principles, which putsthe power of these prin-
ciples in the hands of man. And once the will of man, the
creative will of man, has engaged and adopted these discov-
ered principles, mankind is able to change the universe.

And that isman’ s essentia worship of God.

Theother thing isthereflection upon the nature of univer-
sality of theuniverse, and of thenature of God. For Christians,
also another thing isinvolved. The question of the personality
of Chrigt.

European civilization was being destroyed by the Ro-
mans. This consolidation of the Roman Empire occurred un-
der Augustus, and Christ wasborn, under Augustus, who was
area pig. A worse pig was the Emperor Tiberius, on whose
order Christ wascrucified, through hisson-in-law, or hislegal
son-in-law under Roman law, Pontius Pilate, who was or-
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dered to execute Christ, at a time that Tiberius was giving
the order from Sicily, upon the Isle of Capri, on which he
wasliving.

You say, what is the mission of Christ? The mission of
Christ was to save European civilization, and world civiliza-
tion. Asissaid. As made clear in the Gospel of John, and by
the Epistles of Paul. It did!

What did Christianity do? 1t took the Platonic heritage, as
made clear by John's Gospel, made clear by the Epistles of
Paul, and, despite the Roman Empire, which is one of the
greatest evils, Romanticism, which dominated Europe until
the 15th Century, from 200 B.C. to approximately 1400A.D.,
dominated European civilization, and beyond. Mankind was
saved from total degradation, by the persisting influence of
the Christian mission.

And therefore, what we mean by spirituality, from that
standpoint, is that the quality which we call cognition, the
ability to see beyond the sensual, to discover the universal
principles which control the universe; and to utilize these
principlesto control the universe, isan expression of aprinci-
plewhichisknown as spirituality.

For example. The dialogues of Plato, including the sup-
plementary one, the Laws, are called in theology, spiritua
exercises. We had a friend of ours, who died of cancer re-
cently, aCardina [Francis Xavier Nguyen van Thuan], from
Vietham, who wrote a book [Testimony of Hope: Spiritual
Exercises Given to Pope John Paul I1], which was based on
a series of presentations he gave at the Vatican on the order
of John Paul 11. The book ison spiritual exercises. It wason
acertain part of hislife experience, but it was the method of
spiritual exercises. And the book is available, and so forth.
But hedied, unfortunately. He wasthe head of Justitiaet Pax,
who was considered at one point, a potential candidate to
succeed John Paul |1 asPope. And thenhedied. A great friend
of mine.

And so, the spiritual exercise, whichisactually the princi-
ple of discovery, isthe dialectical principle, the Socratic dia-
lectical principle of Plato. It’s the principle of Paul. It’s the
principle of the Gospel of John. And this principlewas saved,
for mankind, by Christianity.

It also played a part in Judaism, through the radiation of
Philo of Alexandria. It was reflected in the tradition through
Spain, of Moses Maimonides. It was reflected explicitly by
Moses Mendelssohn, in Germany in the 18th Century. It's
alsoin certain parts of thelslam of the Abassid dynasty—the
same principle.

That is, you havethree powersin the universe. The power
which we call the abiotic; the power which represents life,
as an active principle, or what life represents as an active
principle; and the power of cognition, whichiscalled spiritu-
ality. So, therefore, how can you pray to God, unlessyou are
in tune with God? How can you speak to somebody, whose
language you don't speak? Y ou must speak that language.
Thelanguage of spirituality, is creativity.
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The problem today, isyou have cults, which called them-
selvesreligions, which haverituals, which have nothing to do
with God, but they haveto dowith adenial of God, by saying,
“I've got an ‘in’ with this little guy under the floorboards.
And I’ve got it fixed so that he' s going to make merich, and
my enemiespoor. And‘ God, please, makemy enemiessuffer!
God, please get those black people wiped out; | can't stand
them any more!” ”

Y ou know, that kind of prayer. That's what you've got.
That is not Christianity. That is something else, and there's
too much of it around.

But thereis really a quality of spirituality, which is per-
fectly understandable scientifically. Why not? | mean thisis
our universe! Why should spirituality be something outside
the universe? Why should it be some special deal, with some-
thing under the floorboards of the universe? It isnot.

The problem here is, with the idea of prayer, is, most
people don’'t know what they’ re praying to. Or why.

Classical Art

Q: I've read your essay, “Believing Is Not Necessarily
Knowing,” and what | think is really interesting is how you
look at these two things, as socia sciences and physical sci-
ences, and how they're really joined by the same method.
Weéll, I’ venoticed that in our society, andin schools, in partic-
ular, studentstend to havethiseither, “I’m ascienceand math
student,” or, “I’'m an art and history student,” and, particu-
larly, | dways classified myself asthe science, math student,
and | seehow thishas affected me, negatively, and theculture
in general, by thefact that people have alack of appreciation
for great art. And because of that, they don’t quite understand
history, as an unfolding artwork.

So, I"d like you to comment on the dynamic of that in the
noosphere, and how we can addressthiswith people. Because
there’ salot of emotional attachment to, “ Thisismy artwork,
my music, you can't tell mewhat’ sright or wrong.”

LaRouche: The problemis, isyou step on people’ stoes
whenyousay, “ Theonly artisClassical artisticcomposition.”
Now, you take most of this garbage which you see plastered
al over thewallsinvarious places, you think: “Who urinated
on that wall? That’ snot art.”

“No, that's awork of art. You can't say that about that
work of art.”

Or smeared it on something el se, you know.

Now, the point is, the best example, which I’ ve said be-
fore, you probably know it very well, by now. This question
of Brunelleschi’s Dome. And the principle that you have to
recognize is, there's a mystery which many sculptors who
call themselves artists, don’t know. That's why they make
such bad sculpture. They can’'t do decent sculpture, so they
say, “Well, | got thismysteriousthing. I’ ll pastethishere. I’'m
inspired. And you've got to look at this. It's wonderful I'm
inspired. My drunken friendsareinspired by this, too. What's
wrong with you?’
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But, the point is, you take the great discovery of Classical
Greek sculpture, which was then replicated by Leonard da
Vinci, asamatter of principle, in terms of his paintings, and
drawings. The principle, the difference was this: Instead of
doing tombstone figures, dead people standing—it’s like a
tripod method of standing. Like the Archaic Egyptian, or the
Archaic Greek. What was the difference? Between Classical
scul pture and this Archaic form?

It' sthat you had a certain off-balance characteristic of the
Classical sculpture. Off-balance. Y ou couldn’t fit aEuclidean
or Cartesian universe—it's non-Euclidean, anti-Euclidean.
Anti-Cartesian. And you had asensethat the scul pture, asyou
seewith Greek Classical sculpture, for example, the sculpture
was an instantaneous cross-section of something in motion.
Frozen motion. An instant of motion. Eternity in an instant.
LikeKeats poem, “OdeonaGrecianUrn.” “Truthisbeauty,
and beauty istruth.” Instantaneous. Frozenin time.

Now, what’ sthe principle?

Then you look at Brunelleschi, and the dome. There' sthe
principle. | recognized this, after thistorment of afew months
| went through, ontryingtofigure, how doesit work? Remem-
ber. It was impossible to construct this cupola. The wood
didn’t exist to build it by the conventional Roman method. It
was a cupola twice the size, essentially, of the Pantheon, in
terms of structure. Y ou couldn’t build it.

How did he build it? He took a contract, and said he'd
build it. How did he know he was going to build it? What
everybody thought was impossible. He used a principle. The
principlewasthecatenary. What' sthecatenary? The catenary
is now known as the principle of universal least action.
Leibniz's principle. What does the catenary represent? It'sa
physical curve. It's not a static curve, it's not a Cartesian
curve. It'saphysical curve, physical action. Just take ahang-
ing chain. Test it, with this principle.

That' sthe principle of Classical culture!

Now, what Leonardo did later on: the same thing. He
developed a new conception of perspective, which is based
on the same principle. Leonardo demonstrated how to put the
principle of Classical Greek sculpturein theform of painting.
And you go into the thing like the Last Supper, in Milan,
which | saw on one occasion, directly. | was very provoked
by it. This has characteristics—this Last Supper, isactualy a
Classical sculpture. It'sapainting, but it'saClassical sculp-
ture. The eye of Christ follows you, wherever you go inside
thisBasilica

You look at the thing—it changes. You stand there—
it moves with you. You move, it moves, in your mind. It
communicates to the mind an action.

Well, what is this? What is this principle of art, which
does this? The principle of the mind. What' s the principle of
the mind? Well, what’s the connection to the cupola? It's
LeibniZ' sprinciple of universal least action.

The same thing is true in music, where there's the great
problem with the “comma’ of Pythagoras. We don’t have
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Pythagoras’ s—weonly havethereport of what hediscovered.
Well, what he describes, if you replicate what he describes,
what is described, what does he do?

He takes a monochord, like a single string on a musical
instrument. Now you get asinger to sing up and down various
scales, in various modes. And they were using modes. The
singer issinging up, and down, invariousmodes. Now, if you
try to put this on a scale, as a scale, and say, “What is the
frequency of these tones, of these keys, individual keys, up
and down?’ There’'sadifference. In the bel canto approach,
or anything approximately bel canto. They’re different.

In aviolin playing, you get the same thing, right? Y our
fingering isdightly different. How’ sit work? The performer
does not actually think of frequencies. The performer thinks
of music, inthemind. Like asinger. And they will just do it
that way. We demonstrated this with Norbert Brainin, for
example, at his performing. It'sin the mind!

Andwhat Pythagorasactually demonstrated s, by aphys-
ical experiment, of amonochord, and having the singer sing
against the monochord, and noting what the positionswereon
themonaochord, whichfit thisfrequency, vibrating frequency,
obviously, he came up and said, “There's a gap.” There's
alwaysagap, up and down, therearegaps. Thisinterval of gap
isa“comma.” Thisisnot amathematically derived function,
which someidiot triesto get. Thisisaphysical phenomenon,
whichisthe essence of counterpoint. The essence of counter-
point isessentially that.

So, you find al through art, in painting, or literature, the
principle of art is—in literary composition, as in poetry—is
a combination of musicality, and irony. Including metaphor.
And the way people use commas—if you follow the New

EIR February 21, 2003

Philip Valenti (at blackboard)
givesa class at the East Coast
cadre school.

York Times style book, you can not communicate ideas. You
don’t put enough commasin.

What does the comma mean? A comma means, when
written, it meansthere’ s avoice change, of somekind. Now,
any qualified singer, bel canto-trained, would recognize what
that means. And you want to see that demonstrated, take the
great Classical Lied, German Lied, Classical Lied, or Verdi.
Takeit. Takethese parts, what happened? It’ sabreak, ashift,
ashift. I’ veoften citedthelast of Vier Ernste Gesange, thelast
ling, inthe close, “. . .aber die Liebe.” And there'sachange.
There' sakey change. Everythingischanged. Andit’ saslight
break, it's also a continuation of the line, with a break in it.
And you're in a completely new dimension, with the “aber
dieLiebe”

So, theseironies, which you use commasand other marks
of punctuation, and so forth, to get acrossin written form: If
you think about how you should speak what is written in
poetry—you don’t recitewords. Y ou must present ideas. And
the way you do it, is by always using these musical qualities
of vocal shift. You have register shifts available to you; you
have voice coloration shifts available to you. You have the
elements of surprise.

For example, Furtwangler, Furtwangler's technique.
Furtwangler demonstratesthat the composition does not start
with the first note. Never. Some of the greater performers
recognize the problem: that they can start with the first note,
but it doesn't work. What Furtwangler would do: He'd re-
hearse people. Great artists always do this. Rehearse people.
Theaudienceiswaiting. The orchestraiswaiting. They know
he'sgoing to give the stroke. They don’t know when.

And he plants the idea beforehand in the rehearsal. So,
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the element of surprise. So the composition starts before the
first note, and ends after the last note. There's that space
between—you change space, so to speak—before the first
note, you haveapause, and you' recontrolling the pause. Goes
up; control the pause. You end it; you control the end. And
this frames the whole composition, so it's a unit idea. You
catch the performance by surprise. Not fully by surprise, you
catch them by surprise, to make surethat the counterposition,
the counterpoint, the formal counterpoint, is significant, but
you’ vegot to think about the counterpoint, asageneral princi-
ple, not just aprincipleof how you compose abunch of notes,
invarious parts.

So, therefore, you look at it, and you say, “What's the
difference between science and art?’ It’ sthe same. The prob-
lemis, that on the one hand, scienceis not science, when you
try to deriveit from theformal set of definitions, axioms, and
postulates. And art is not art, when it’ s splashed on the wall.
There's a scientific principle. The difference is. In art, the
subject is the relationship of man to man, or man mastering
the universe. In science, the subject is the individual under-
standing man’ srelationship to the physical universe. Butit's
the same thing. It’s connected by the fact that art isaway in
which to communicate physical science.

How Do WeKnow the UniverselsKnowable?

Q: What is the principle that allows us to know that the
universe, asawhole, isknowable?

LaRouche: Just one question?

Okay. It'samatter of knowledge. Y ou haveto start from
knowledge. Y ou can't start from outside knowledge. All you
have outside knowledge is contradiction. The first thing is:
What’ s a contradiction?

Either you have a chaotic universe, or one that makes
sense. Now, if it snot chaotic, and makes sense, thefirst thing
about auniverseis, it must beauniverse. Whichmeansthere's
nothing before, after, or outsideit. And never was. Right?

Secondly, that the principlethat you adduce, must always
exist in that universe, throughout that universe. If you deny
either of those things, you don’'t know anything. That is, if
youdeny theuniverse' sexistence, if you definetherestriction,
“What do you mean by universe?’ if there’s nothing in it,
outside it, or before it, or after it. Number one. That to be
universal, aprinciple must be always-existent, efficiently, in
the universe. There's nothing outside, no condition outside,
before or after, in which that is not true.

That’ sthe question of scientific method.

Therefore, theinverseis, thatif you’ vevalidated adiscov-
ery, thenitisauniversal principle. Thenyouget thequalifica
tion. . .butit'snotall! Thisgetsintothe question of Riemann.

Now, Gauss, under the influence of Kastner, wasthefirst
modern figure to pose explicitly the question of what is a
principle of physical space-time. What Gauss identified es-
sentialy, inhis1799 paper, which | keep emphasizing, isthat
there's nothing that exists outside the principle of universa
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physical space-time. There are no definitions, there are no
axioms, there are no postulates, which presume, which pre-
exist prior to physical principles.

Therefore, the universeis composed of only theinterrela-
tion of universal physical principles, which I’ vejust said ear-
lier. There arethree types—the Vernadsky types:. the abiotic,
theliving, andthe spiritual. No other physical principlesexist.
They’ re not known. No one has ever found one.

Therefore, the universe is composed to those universal
physical principles, whichfill out thesecategories. All of these
principles are interactive, or, asis said, multiply-connected.
So, therefore, thegeometry of theuniverseistheseprinciples.
We don't know all of these principles. Life is the discovery
of additional principles. But thesignificanceis, theprinciples
weknow, arethe principleswecan act upon. Thereforeman’s
action on the universe, is defined by the interaction of all
those principles which we know, which we're utilizing to act
onthe universe.

We don’t know what we don’'t know. But the difference
is this: What we know of the principles of the universe, are
principles which existed before we exist. They were always
there. By our adopting these principles, these principlescome
in our power of practice. Therefore, what we know is our
ability to change the universe! And we don’t know anything
more. All we know is, there’ smore to discover.

So, therefore, in a Riemannian geometry, the number of
known principles, universal principles, is the only physical
geometry whichisalowed. That doesnot mean that theseare
the only principles that exist; we have more yet to discover.
Gauss reduced this question to a question of curvature: that
aswe add new principles, asefficiently considered, in respect
to the universe, the curvature of the universe of our action,
is changed. So, what you can measure is the curvature of
the universe.

For example, when weintroduce new physical principles,
to change the environment—that is, to change the infrastruc-
ture of society—even if we don't change the productivity
in any factory as such, within the factory, or farm, we've
increased the productive powers of labor in all factories and
al farms, by making transportation moreefficient, by improv-
ing the power available for production, by improving water
supplies, by improving health care, by improving education.
Without doing anything inside any factory, just by adding
these changes in infrastructure, we change the curvature in
which the action in the individual plant, theindividual farm,
occurred. Which means there’ s more power. Your action is
more powerful, even if you didn’t do anything to change it
otherwise, by changing the environment.

So, by adding new principlesto our repertoire of practice
in the universe, we change the curvature, or the effective
curvature, of our action on the universe, and that’s the way
weget againin productivity.

These are things we can know, we can demonstrate. By
being able to demonstrate them, we a so know what the area
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is, that we don’t know. And we know that the way to solve
many of our problems, is to look for those new principles,
which we' ve not yet discovered.

TheInfluence of M ohandas Gandhi

Q: | have aton of questions | wanted to ask you, but |
have to reduceit to one. | wanted to know of your influence
by Gandhi when you werein Indig, inthe region; if you were
influenced by the works of Gandhi, Mohandas Gandhi; and
in terms of leadership and strategy, and if this could be used,
and how it could be used, with our youth movement now?

L aRouche: Well, not too much, actually. But acouple of
important things.

Naturally, | was very interested in Gandhi. | thought that
most people’s appreciation of him, as | knew it at the time,
was wrong. But Gandhi was a contradictory character, who
went through a development. His key development was in-
fluenced by another person, Tilak. And you can’t understand
what Gandhi did, or what the CongressParty did | ater, without
the impact of Tilak on the Congress Party, and on Gandhi
himself.

Gandhi came out of that experience realizing that he had
aproblem: How could thelndian people, especially thelndian
poor people, struggle effectively against the British Raj? That
was his problem. Therefore, he recognized that there was a
limitation. . . . So, he recognized that his tactic of struggle,
and leadership of the average Indian person, in this struggle,
had to be adapted to the capabilities of the people he was
leading. And therefore he did things, which from one stand-
point, would seem ridiculous, but from another standpoint,
were not.

Therefore, he became more and more effective in under-
standing the Indian people, especially the poor, and under-
standing their limitations, and their ability to struggle. And
therefore, utilize their ability to struggle, optimally. And he
almost won; he did in one sense win. So, in observing the
Indian people, and coming to understand them better, particu-
larly when | was in India after the war, when | came back
from Burma into the Kanchrapara-Calcutta area, and was
dealing with the movement at that time, in Bengal, and trying
to get to meet Gandhi on one occasion there—actually, two
occasions.

Oncel wasgoing over inatrain from Bombay to Cal cutta,
onmy way into Burma, and Gandhi wasin atrain on the other
side, and | was a U.S. soldier in this crazy train, with poor
tracks. | mean, these were very poor living conditions. We
would say in Germany, Holzklappe. Really tough! And |
wanted to get across there to meet with Gandhi, and | was
going to get the whole train of Glswith me. “Hey, you want
to meet Gandhi! There's Gandhi. Let’'s go talk to him about
this, what he’ sdoing.”

And then again, when | was in Calcutta, at the end of the
war, | tried to get up—he was up in Dumdum. outside of
Calcutta, and | wanted to meet with him, because | was very
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seriously considering doing some funny things at that time.
(You know, what | do all thetime!) And so therefore, at that
point, | wasin aperiod of meeting the Indian people, seeing
the Indian poor and so forth, to get a keener appreciation of
what Gandhi was faced with, asaleader, intrying to lead the
very poor people, against the British Raj, which was a very
cruel set of bastards. The British had nothing to learn form
the Nazis, they’ d already developed it themselves.

But that’ swhat | learned from him: essentially that. It'sa
keener appreciation of—look at the weaknesses of the people
you're trying to lead out of the desert, and to understand
what they’re capable of doing, and not to overestimate their
capability, but to try to find away that will work within their
capabilitiesfor struggle.

ThePrinciple of the General Welfare

Q: I'mfrom Australia. Got abit of aquestion here. While
we build amovement to improve the opportunities, and gen-
eral living standards, of peoplein the future, how do welook
after the homel ess, and peoplein ghettoes today, giving them
asensethat they’ re not forgotten, and that they matter?

LaRouche: You look at the homelessness, as you see it
inthestreets of Washington, D.C., and you raisethe question,
“What isthe morality of our government?”’

Again, it's a question of the limitation of the homeless.
They’ renot really much of afightingforce. They’ readefeated
force. There are cases of people who are homeless, who are
not defeated. They sometimes get rather resourceful and
clever, and maintain their dignity; but alot of the homeless
have lost their sense of personal dignity, in the degradation
of their condition.

What we have to do with the homeless thing, is, rather
than trying to treat this as a single-issue approach, isto strike
the conscience of the nation asawhole.

Now, everybody in asenseissuffering, or most peoplein
the United States today are suffering, conditions which are
related to the condition of the homeless. Homelessnessis an
aspect of amuch larger problem. Let’ stake the case of senior
citizenswithMedicare, Medicaid. Let’ stakeMedicareingen-
eral. Let’'stake health insurance. Let’ s take the massive col-
lapse of the hospital system in the United States. Let’'s take
thecollapseof doctors, who arebeing driven out of theprofes-
sion, and peopledeprived of care. Taketheregul ation of phar-
maceuticals. Take the question which | seem to have kicked
George Bush into taking some attention to: the question of
AIDS in Africa, and the availability of pharmaceuticals as
generics, to help the Africans, who desperately need at |least
this minimal protection, which we could afford by these
drugs. Which now they seem to know how to administer, even
though it’s not a success.

So, by our expression of onething, theideaof theprinciple
of the general welfare, as a fundamental moral principle,
which is mandatory upon the United States by virtue of the
Preamble of its Congtitution. And to get peopleto find out in
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their own experience of life what homelessness means, in
terms of other problems. By people losing their jobs, with no
hope for re-employment. People losing everything. Losing
health. Seeing their relatives die, because the health care's
not there; it’ s been taken away. Seeing these kinds of condi-
tions. To get the people of the United Statesto recogni ze that
the fight for the principle of the genera welfare, is a fight
which can not be compromised.

Then, under those conditions, we' Il say: “Homelessness?
Weendit. Weend it!”

The problem today is, you can't do anything if you can't
get the American people—you can do very little, and you'll
be very ineffective. It's a losing war. Unless you can get
the American people to reject this so-called system which
we have now, and to go back to the idea of the genera
welfare. Government is not legitimate if it is not efficiently
committed to the defense of the general welfare, of al the
living, and even more important, more important than the
living, are the unborn, posterity. If they will not accept that
principle, this nation is doomed. And therefore, if you're
dealing with any specific problem like homelessness, you
have to start from that, and make it apparent to anybody,
because he'll say, “I don't want to look at that. | can’t be
involved with that. Look, I've got to think about my own
family to care about. | got to worry about my health care.
| got to worry about my job. | got to worry about this!”
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He'll say, “I got my own problems, buddy! | got to take
care of of me, my community, and my family! | can not be
bothered with that thing out there!”

So, peoplecut their losses, and cut their morality, by disas-
sociating themselves from something like homelessness, to
the degree they can. And the reason they do that, is because
we do not have amoral standard, accepted by the population
in general, which equips usto cope with this problem. People
would rather not look at the problem, and say, “I hope they
don’t camp in my neighborhood.” And even the poor and
suffering will say that. That's what | run into. They don’t
care. Because they say, “I can not afford to care, I've got
too many problems of my own to worry about them.” And
therefore, as long as we have that attitude, there’s nothing
much we can do.

But, | think, ontheother hand, that if wewant to get really
aggressive about this, we can make the issue of the genera
welfare stick, by going through all the issues, or at least a
typificiation of all the issues. “What about this? What about
this? Do you believe in the general welfare principle, or not?
If you don't, then what are you complaining about?’

A Senseof the Sublime

Q: ... Ingetting more younger people around the office,
we've decided to read Plato, every week, read it out loud. A
lot of us hadn’t really read Plato seriously, and my question
is actually about the Crito. There's something that | don’t
think | fully have resolved yet. And that is. Why doesn’'t
Socrates escape?

Now, he makes his argument to Crito, basically saying
what this culture, Athens and everything else, has provided
for me, from birth. He makesit from the point of view of the
culture itself, of the lawmakers, you know. And basically
saying, “We provided for you and gave you so much, why
would you look to destroy us by breaking our laws?’

Now, | don’'t really understand that concept. Society is
looking, even though it provided for Socrates, it’slooking to
do him the greatest harm, by killing him. Although in the
Apology he does say, “I know you guys want to do me the
greatest harm; how wrong you are!”

But, for a counter-example, what about the American
Revolution?Y ou had peoplewithinthe British system, upper-
middle income, who were provided by the British system—
education, food, everything else. Yet they still chose, pur-
posefully, to act upon and destroy and underminethat system,
through revolution and violence.

| know that when you were condemned tojail, therewere
probably alot of “Critos,” probably giving you the opportu-
nity to live, either in Europe, continue your life’ swork com-
fortably—and | guessmy question s, relative to my problem
with the Crito: Why isit that you chose to go to jail, rather
than to maybe live somewhere el se, and continue your work?

LaRouche: Well, that's a good question. Well, it was
obvious, | had no choice. | had no moral choice.
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You see, it's like a soldier in war. If you don’t like the
war, you think you' re going to get killed, you don't goinand
say, “I’'mgoingtoleavehereand gofight another war.” That's
number one.

Y ou also havetolook at the Phaedo, and you haveto look
at the question of the sublime. | had peoplewith mewho were
being indicted, and so forth, and their cowardice stuck out.
And what you would haveis, lawyers typically would come
to them, and say, “L ook, you're going to lose. Y ou’ ve got to
cut adeal with the enemy. If you cut adeal, they won't betoo
hard on you, and you will liveto fight another day.”

That argument was made to me, and | kicked it in the
head. And at thetimewewerein Alexandria, and it came up,
and my associates didn’t tell me what they were planning to
do, because they knew | had said no, and they knew | would
reject it.

So, | came back to the States after a trip to Europe, and
I’d been sold down theriver, by my associates. Because they
had accepted the argument, they were so frightened, they’'d
accepted the argument of making a compromise, to live to
fight another day. And from that compromise, some of them
never came back.

When you're a soldier in war, and you have a mission,
you haveto think like Jeanned’ Arc. Y ou haveto haveasense
of the sublime. A person who walks away, as | refused to,
would not be morally fit to lead the United States today. Be-
cause | did not walk away, | am morally qualified to lead
the United States today. If | had walked away, | would not
be qualified.

And that's what is said by Plato, and probably said by
Socrates himself. It's the same principle, the principle of the
sublime. Y ou have onelife, and, asit’ ssaid inthe New Testa-
ment, in the idea of the talent, you have only one mortal life.
It' sfinite, and you don’'t get another. . . . So, all you'vegotis
the choice of how you spend that mortal life. And you spend
it inaway, without fear of immortality. And | can spend life
without fear of immortality, whichistheprimary qualification
of aleadership of this nation, under these conditions.

The reason I’m unique, above al, is not the fact that |
know more than most of these, al these other politicians put
together, in terms of what needs to be done now. Thefact is,
I'm morally qualified, because all of them are Hamlet, and
none of them, has the ability to face the question of immor-
tality.

And, the point is, when you think of the effect of that, and
you look later in the 18th Century, when M oses Mendel ssohn
wrote the Phaedon, which is his commentary and exposition
on the Phaedo of Plato, which deals with the same thing—
the question of the soul—and he answered the question
properly. But for Plato, that idea would never have been
understood. Without Plato’s expositions on the questions
surrounding the death of Socrates, this would never have
been understood. Christianity would not be possible without
this. The implication of Christianity is exactly this: Why did
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Christ die? The exemplary act of the sublime. The expendi-
ture of the talent of mortal life, for immortal purpose. And
there are such things asimmortal purposes, and | know that.
And | understand the weakness of the people who do not
have that sense of immortality. If you don’t haveit, you can
not lead.

That's why | spoke about Martin Luther King earlier.
Martin was an exceptional leader, precisely because he was
unique among those, and had this sense of immortality. He
was a real preacher! Most of the preachers | wouldn’t trust
with aBible. They treat it as aweapon against Christianity.

Scientific Farming vs. Environmentalism

Q: I'm from Southern California, and I'm an organic
farmer by trade, and an environmentalist. My question today
is, what role does organic farming play in producing quality
foodfor theworld, and clean water, and rebuilding our supply
of topsoil, and ensuring quality land for our future genera-
tions?

Also, Mr. LaRouche, if you could touch on the non-food
petroleum-based products, such asartificia colorsandflavors
and preservatives, which are currently tainting our food sup-
ply, it would be greatly appreciated.

LaRouche: Well, if you'reagood farmer, you' reagood
farmer, period. That's principle number one.

This hype about organic farming—I know how this got
started—it’ sreally not true. Y ou had some horrible practices
in terms of industrial farming, and aso in marketing. The
problems of agriculture, and distortions of agriculture, are
largely a destruction of the policy of infrastructure develop-
ment, in the United States.

We never devel oped the control of the northern branches
of the Mississippi, or the Missouri. Wenever didit. Wenever
developed the system. We also broke down everything we
did to develop the farmer. I’ m talking about the real farmer,
thefarmer who devel opstheland area, developsbetter quality
crops, who engaged in scientific investigation of how to de-
velop better crops, the kind of farmer who is ahead of the
various resources of the government, and the agricultural in-
stitutions, ahead of them, in terms of successful innovations
in farm production. We destroyed the American farmer, who
was doing an excellent job in quality of food.

And the so-called additives and so forth, that’ sreally not
that. . . . Neglect isagreater problem than anything else. Not
enough food is the greater problem than anything else.

Now, thiswas part of this brainwashing of the American
public, which came from about 1964, which started with this
terriblewoman, thisliar, thisdegenerate, Rachel Carson, with
her Slent Spring. And everything that was said from that
point, by that faction, was a crock, an absolute crock.

But I'd say, agood farmer is a good farmer; produces a
good quality food. Why should anybody bother him? He' san
asset. | don't care if he wants to be organic or not, it makes
no difference. Let the other guy do it the other way, too.
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And there is no danger. If we have a competent Agriculture
Department, and proceed on science—not the phony science
which has taken over in the name of environmentalism, as
in the case of the banning of DDT, a completely fraudulent
operation—if we have competent agriculture, and a compe-
tent institution, wewill devel op good food, because the farm-
erswill doit.

| want to put the farmer back in, the family farm, or
the multi-family closely held farm of 200 to 400 acres, or
somewhat larger, or the ranch of a couple thousand acres, in
some cases, | want theindependent farmer back in business. |
want him protected by our government—just the same way
| want the entrepreneur protected. | don’t want the giant
corporations running everything. Because they don’t run the
economy for the benefit of the nation! The honest entrepre-
neur runs his operation on the basis of pride, pride in what
he's doing. Whether he's an entrepreneur, a manufacturer,
amachine-tool operator, or afarmer—hetakes pride in what
he's doing! The farmers | knew, the independent farmers,
took pridein what they were doing. They were good people.
They may have had some problems here and there, but
who doesn’t?

The problem here is, our national policy should be to
promotequality agriculture, with scientific backing. Get these
frauds out! If somebody wants to be an organic farmer, let
them be an organic farmer. If they produce a good product,
it'sfine. No quarrel with me. And more power to them.

Canada and theldea of the Nation-State

Q: I'm from Montreal in Canada. | was reading some
speechesabout L ouis Joseph Papineau, whowasan old politi-
cian in the 1830s. | don't really know him alot, but he was
saying that he really understood what the British effort was,
to really ruin what was going on in the United States. And
Papineau was really conscious of that, and at one point, he
said that the only way that the United Statescanreally achieve
their goal, is by getting Canada to really scrap the British
influence, and to become a nation-state; because he talked a
lot about how the parliamentary system is crap.

So, I’ veworked on thisidea of what anation-state should
be, but the definitionsthat | got from different politicians, like
Daniel Johnson, who received Charles de Gaulle—for me it
sounds alot more like dividing, than really uniting a nation.
It'sreally likeasociological study; therearesomefaultsthere.
So | would just like you to comment on what is a nation-
state, exactly?

LaRouche: Well, we're talking about a modern nation-
state, and a modern nation-state has two phases. First of all,
the first modern nation-state was developed out of Italy, out
of the Renaissance. But the first one wasin France, actually,
under Louis XI, and this was the work from the efforts of
Jeanned’ Arc; and then Jacques Coeur, who played akey role
in developing the Dauphin, who became Louis XI, and that
wasthe first modern nation-state. That isthe first state which
was constituted on the basis of the principle of the genera

40 Feature

welfare: that government has no legitimacy, except asit is
dedicated, as a sovereign, to the promotion of the general
welfare of present and future generations of the population as
awhole.

In other words, if agovernment doesn’'t do that, itisnot a
legitimate government.

The second was, of course, England. That was copied by
Henry V11, and the philosophy of Thomas Moreisexemplary
of that tradition.

Now then, in 1511 through 1648, Europe went through
a holocaust, in which the idea of the nation-state was not
obliterated entirely, but effectively waseliminated. What hap-
pened is, the Venetians, largely with the Hapsburg religious
war—where Spain and England had been allied with France,
and so forth, in trying to crush the Venetian influence, the
Hapsburg influence—the Venetians won and therefore
drowned Europe in recurring religious war, from 1511,
through 1648.

In 1648, Jules Cardinal Mazarin had succeeded in orches-
trating the Treaty of Westphalia, which ended the religious
warsof that period. Hisprotégé and associate was, especially,
Jean-Baptiste Colbert. Colbert founded the first—after this
period of religiouswar—founded thefirst design of amodern
nation-state, and in France today, one can still see the works
that were done during this administration of Jean-Baptiste
Colbert, which illustrate how that was being done.

Then you had Louis X1V, who was a piece of work, who
was actually a predecessor, in intent, of Napoleon Bona-
parte—and that was destroyed.

The result, the ideas of Colbert and the work of Colbert,
was embodied in the continued influence of Leibniz, with his
development of the modern conceptions of economy, from
1671 through hisdeathin 1716. And it wasthe L eibniz model
which became the modern nation-state.

Now, on the other side, asthe Hapsburgs were being con-
tested, also by Venetians, there devel oped around the Nether-
lands and England, in particular, and parts of Switzerland,
the Burgundian part of Switzerland, there developed what
became the Anglo-Dutch liberal model, or the empiricist
model, exemplifiedin England by FrancisBaconand Thomas
Hobbes, and as an Anglo-Dutch model specifically, by John
Locke and Mandeville, and people like Hume, Adam Smith,
and so forth. So this model was a model which is not atrue
nation-state, and the problem in Europe, and the problem in
Canada also, spilled over from the British monarchy, is, that
thesearenot truly nation-states. Because, asl’ veemphasized,
asagainthispast week, aslong asaslimemold calledacentral
banking system, operatesindependently of agovernment, and
imposes conditions upon government, thereisno sovereignty
for that nation. If the banking system, and financial system,
and monetary system of a nation, is not controlled by the
government, exclusively, without any alien influence, you
don’t have anation-state.

Now, the problem of Canadawasawaysjust exactly that.
Y ou had two things. The devel opment of Quebec was started
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actually by Colbert, in the colonization of Quebec, where he
took whole families, including my ancestors, and dumped
them in Quebec, from villages in France. That's the way it
was done. And so, from the beginning there was a current in
Quebec, into the middle of the 19th Century, in particular,
which was alwaysfor thismodel of nation-state, the freedom
from England, which took various forms, various expres-
sions. And which tended to an alliance, during that period,
with the United States, or at |east some portion of the United
States.

So, it's a legitimate question that comes up again. My
approach to it today, of course, isthat we don’t have to fight
awar about this, to achieve the result. If the United States
were to come under my Presidency right now, | could solve
the problem very quickly. And sometimes there’ s more than
oneway to skin acat, asthey say. And that is, if we create a
system, a globa system, through renegotiation of the bank-
rupt present monetary system and financial system, through
bankruptcy reorganization, of an international community of
principle, among respectively sovereign nation-state repub-
lics: Under those conditions, then wewould havein the West-
ern Hemisphere, a partnership of the type proposed by John
Quincy Adams, apartnership among nation-states, largely, at
that point, on the basis of large-scale cooperation.

For example, the development of NAWAPA. In northern
Canada, we have atremendous amount of water, fresh water,
which is flowing into the Arctic Ocean, which doesn’'t do

much good up there. If we move that south, we change the
character of the Northern Hemisphere, because we now, with
the water from the south of Mexico, from the high-level area,
moving north, you then create anew system of water manage-
ment, like the NAWAPA project, and this becomes abasi s of
|arge-scale cooperation on energy, water management, trans-
portation, and devel opment generally.

So, then we would have areconstruction of the sovereign
nation-states of South, Central, and North America, under
which you could have, in effect, the influence of the United
Stateswould be sufficient, such that Canada would automati-
cally orient itself toward its primary role, which is that of
participation in this great project for the Americas.

So, therefore, at thistime, we don't need to fight, essen-
tialy, awar, or arevolution, to get the independence of Can-
ada. There's another way to skin that cat. And that is, if the
crisis itself forces us to create a great reform, globally, be-
cause of this financial-monetary-economic crisis, the very
means which are required to effect that reform, would create
the context in which naturally, you would have an evolution
in that direction, and the question would then be, the con-
sciousness among Canadians, of the advantage of that ar-
rangement, and then you could realize the resullt.

But you have to create the situation where the Canadians
themselves would understand and accept that idea, asan im-
portant idea. And with support from the United States, and
from the Americas, of that type, | think they’d joinit.
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