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LaRouche Youth
Movement: ‘A Second
American Revolution’

The Schiller Institute and International Caucus of Labor Committees (ICLC) met
at Bad Schwalbach, Germany, on March 21-23, for a conference on “How To
Reconstruct a Bankrupt World.” Representatives attended from 45 nations, includ-
ing 120 LaRouche Youth Movement activists from across Europe, and from the
United States. What follows is a transcript of the panel given by youth organizers
on March 23; plus two speeches on education, delivered at the panel on financial
reform earlier on the same day. Some of the discussion has been translated from
German. For transcripts of the other conference panels, B April 4, 11,

and 18.

The Historic Mission of Joan of Arc

Erin Regan: The time to build a new worldwide Renaissance—it's here!

Now, the fact that all of us are gathered up here together at the same time, is
very promising. Because if you asked us what time it was, most of us probably
couldn’t tell you, because we don't wear watches! One of the many flaws our
generation has, is the problem of not wearing watches. It is a big characteristic we
had to deal with in many offices throughout the United States. One example is that
our NC [National Committee member] in Los Angeles had to go to the store and
had to buy about 15 watches for all of us, so that we would be in on time.

So I would like to say that | agree wholeheartedly with the comment that [ICLC
Executive Committee member] Will Wertz made the other day, that I've never
been more proud to be an American, and I've never been more proud to be a
human being. Thisweekend has demonstrated that justice must prevail, that Lyndon
LaRouche’s campaign will not take shape just in the streets and institutions in
America, but all over the world. Joan of Arc was handed the helmet in Schiller’s
play as a metaphor of the historic mission that she milstand the courage that
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she must accept. Lyndon LaRouche has handed us all that
same helmet. It is dedicated to create a revolution to change
the spirit of all of mankind.

How do we, inasense, get out of thefailure of the present
moment?How do we movetheworld beyond the current dark
hour? What would be the basis of a new Renaissance? That
is what was in the minds and in the hearts of all the great
republican thinkers for thousands of years, and this is what
did come to blossom in the American Revolution. We are
calling now and forever, for thistradition to become areality
in every part of the world. And this is what Lyndon
LaRouche' smovement represents. And we are gathered here
at thispanel, representativesof thefuture of what theuniverse
must look like and what shape society must take.

Once again, the fear of Lyn [Lyndon LaRouche] and his
ideas has the oligarchy quaking in their seats. They areterri-
fied. And | think they are consulting with those little green
men beneath the floorboards that Lyn refersto. And the big-
gest question ringing in their ears is: How does Lyndon
LaRoucheget all of theseyoung people?Why can’ t werecruit
the youth? Where did they come from?

Unfortunately, where we came from is why they are not
recruiting us. Now, “What’'s wrong with where we came
from?’ some of you might ask. We are the Baby Boomers
kids, “ Generation X,” the“lost generation” or, asweall know,
the “no-future generation.” Any way you say it, itisnot very
uplifting. | am sure when our parents were young, they did
not envision this as their legacy, but when they were chal-
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Members of the LaRouche
Youth Movement performan
ariafromBach's" . John's
Passion.” Left to right: Jessica
Tremblay, Matthew Ogden,
and Megan Beets.

lenged, they did very little in the face of corruption. Now
LaRouche saysthat we have the potential to become the new
Renai ssance generation. And wewere never told by anybody
but Lyn, that we should do something good for humanity, that
humanity needs us, and that we would be a part of humanity
forever. What we were told instead was never to stand out:
“Be part of the crowd!”. . .

We were aways told, “Don’t get political!” “ Join the
Army!” But then our parentssaid, “ Preferably in atimewhen
thereisnotawar.” Asyouseeonthisman’sT-shirt[indicating
atransparency being shown], thenew fashionis: “Bescared.”

Lyn often refersto the “ patchwork family” that we come
from. | can tell you from personal experience, being in this
organization for four years, that the amount of divorces, the
divorce rate that you have in the United States in particular,
isextremely high. InLosAngel es, almost everybody hasbeen
a part of the counterculture, where the most planning you
haveistheplan for thenext “rave” that you goto. Not making
ameetingintimeor goingtoschool. M ost peoplearedropping
out of school. Right now is the dark age. This culture might
not be feeding Christians to the lions, probably because they
taste like John Ashcroft. . . .

But this culture is crumbling. And the missing principle
was Lyn. The people that haven't met Lyn yet will be intro-
duced to him, when we take over the United Statesand every
country intheworld. | wouldliketointroduceto you and give
you avisual ideaof the LaRouche Y outh Movement. We are
inviting you—not checking your ID—and we want every-
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body to join this movement, because we need you, and you
need us. Thank you.

Performance by Jessica Tremblay (soprano), Matthew
Ogden (bassoon), and Megan Beets (flute) of the aria from
J.S Bach’sS. John'sPassion, “ Ichfolgedir gleichfalls. . . .”

[M egan Beetsreadsthe beginning of Friedrich Schiller’s
play, The Virgin of Orleans].

Y es, beloved neighbors! To thisday arewe

Still Frenchmen, still free citizens and masters
O' th' ancient sail, the which our fathers plowed;
Who knows, who over us commands tomorrow!
For everywhere the Englishman doth let
Hisvictory-laden banner fly, his steeds
Aretrampling on the blooming fields of France.
Paris hath him as victor now received,

And with the ancient crown of Dagobert
Adornsthe offspring of aforeign stem.

The grandchild of our King must wander round
In flight and dispossessed through his own realm,
And’gainst himfightsi’ th’ army of the foe

His closest cousin and foremost peer,

Y es, his own raven-mother it commands.
Around burn hamlets, cities. Nearer still

And nearer rolls the smoke of devastation

Into these valleys, which still rest in peace.

Anditisactualy from thisvalley, that Friedrich Schiller
has his Johanna go; and she chooses to leave this valley and
to go to these burning cities, and she chooses, as a young
shepherdess, to become awarrior for the fate of her country.
So the questionis at that point: What isthe king doing? What
isthis disposessed king doing?

Thefirst encounter wehavewith Friedrich Schiller’ sKing
Charles, heissitting in his court, surrounded by jugglers and
troubadours, and he has just received the news that his field
commander of hisarmy has just quit. And that his soldiers,
his mercenaries, are about to disperse because they have not
been paid, and the whole treasury is empty. So it is a pretty
desperate situation.

Again, the messenger comesin and he receivesthe news
that the Duke of Burgundy, who wasreferred to as his closest
cousin, hisforemost peer, who wasfighting on the side of the
English, has actualy refused King Charles’'s offer to rec-
oncile.

So here come three councilman of the city of Orleans.
They comeand fall on their knees at thefoot of theKing, and
they beg him at thelast moment to comein. To send hisarmy
in and to not let this jewel of France fal, to give them his
protection. Andin completedespair what Charlessaidtothem
is: “God shelter you, | can do no more.” And he prepares to
withdraw across the river and completely give up.

34 Feature

-1
Staiulradle B'!'LD

SCHWALBACH

Erin Regan: “ Joan of Arc was handed the helmet in Schiller’ s play
as a metaphor of the historic mission that she must will, and the
courage that she must accept. Lyndon LaRouche has handed us all
that same helmet. It is dedicated to create a revolution to change
the spirit of all of mankind.”

Now, it isat this point that we actually receive news that
the French forces have prevailed at Orleans and it’savirgin
that led them. Thisissomething worth mentioning, to perhaps
encourage you to take up Schiller’ s challengein the devel op-
ment of this play: That in a moment of death, at the end of
this play, the last line that Johanna givesto us as achallenge
is: “Kurzist der Schmerz, ewigist die Freude,” “ Brief isthe
pain, thejoy shall be eternal.”

Tina Rank: Moreover, the question is now, why have
Joan, and Schiller—as he represents Joan—why have these
two, over generations, won their battle again and again? And
how can | assert that? Thefirst timel had that play, The Virgin
of Orleans, in my hands, | thoroughly devoured it! | come
from eastern Germany. We had a revolution in 1989. Our
parents fought—but for what? What does onefight for, when
he has no route, and no destination? And what still remains
from it? We have embraced a system in which this genera-
tion—without prospects—is floating in a certain hopeless-
ness. It'snot only likethat just in eastern Germany, but really
in the whole world. We have to face the question, what is
there for our generation? Should we be stupefied, because of
the intentions of our parents, and because of this countercul-
ture? We'll leave this an open question for now.

What wasit likein Joan’stime? It really didn’t look alot
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different. Thepeoplethena so had littlehope, they had almost
a hundred years of war between nations, a total dead-end
society, where people bankrupted themselves or nursed their
egos. People are born and die. Then came a girl, a woman,
who said, “ Something hasrun off the path herel” Sherealized
that what people were doing in this dead-end society was not
somethingtoliveor diefor. Joan recognized this. She stepped
outsidethe situation, with thisunderstanding, and shefought,
she fought for France. But the difference from today was,
she wasn’t only fighting for the security or freedom of her
country; rather, she was fighting for principles. One of her
missions—beyond the liberation of Orleans—was to make
thetrueking into areal king. How are we to understand that?
Friedrich Schiller put these beautiful words on her lips:

No more shall we have monarchs of our own,
Nor shall we have amaster native born—
The King, who never dies, shall vanish from
The world—he who protects the holy plow,
Who the flock protects and fruitful makes the earth,
Who the bonded serf leadsto hisliberty,
Who the citiesjoyfully puts round histhrone,
Who standeth by the feeble and the evil scares,
Who of envy nought doth know—for he’ sthe
greatest—
Who aman isand an angel of compassion
Upon this earth so hostile.—For the throne
Of monarchs, which with gold doth shimmer, is
Thelodging of th’ abandoned ones—here stand
Both might and heartfelt charity—here quakes
The guilty one, with trust the righteous one comes
near
And jesteth with the lions round the throne!
The foreign monarch, who comes from abroad,
Whose Fathers' holy bones do not repose
Inthisancestral land, can heit love?
He who was never young among our youth,
Unto whose heart our wordswill never ring,
Can he afather beto his offspring?
(The Virgin of Orleans, Prologue, Sceneiii)

What Joan really meant by this, is, in principle, nothing
other than what Lyn is doing today. Joan intended to give a
person the strength—aking, aman, who truly approachesthe
matter of taking responsibility for hispeople, with principles,
to lay the foundation stone so that man can develop himself
further, can strive for that which is higher—and not have to
worry himself al day about where he can get something to
eat; to establish the economic and educational foundation
for this.

It isanatural law, that man is bornin order to strive for
something higher. Joanrealized, that it doesn’t work any other
way, and Schiller |ets her say that.

TheVirginof Orleanswasoneof thefirst playsthat | read,
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when | first became familiar with the organization. Schiller
allowed meto see something—me, and | am sure, othersal so,
who have read it—a brief moment of joy. He gave me an
insight, and proved to me, that there are grounds for hope:
For there is something higher! He gave me the strength, and
the power, and the incentive to continue to fight. Schiller
understands how to stimulate this potentia of man: “ Joy, joy,
beautiful divine sparks’ [“Freude, Freude schone Got-
terfunken”], isthe best example. He means, the spark which
every man carries in himself. Schiller and Joan, precisely,
were people who manifest that again and again—right up
until today, since there are so many people here. Therefore,
they havewon their battle. They took these sparks, and struck
and puffed on them so long, that they kindled afire. But best,
discover for yourself what Joan and Schiller wanted to say.
For that purpose, wehavejust alittleincitement for you, from
the Prologue, of Schiller’sVirgin of Orleans:

[M egan Beets reads Prologue, Sceneiv:
“Farewell you mountains. . . al the trumpets sound.”
Tina Rank recites the same passagein German.]

How Do We Find the Truth?

Jason Ross: I'm Jason from California, and I’ [l introduce
anew theme here, which is: How do you know what to do—
once you have the will?

As everybody knows, LaRouche has been hitting con-
stantly on Gauss' s 1799 report on his proof of the Fundamen-
tal Theorem of Algebra. Now, Gauss wrote this paper for
today, to stop this war. Because what he goes through is ex-
actly what Lynwent through on Friday [in hisopening speech
to the conference]: How do you get out of atragedy? How do
you solve, with a truthful method, a tragedy, to get yourself
out of it? The way we got into this crisis is through many
years of bad thinking.

WEe'll go back to the Greeks, to Plato: the Meno dialogue
of Socrateswith the slave-boy Meno. Socratesaskstheslave-
boy asimplequestion: “ Y ou have never beentrainedin geom-
etry, have you?’ And the boy says, “No.” And Socrates:
“Okay, hereisasguare. | want you to double that square, to
makeit twiceasbig” (Figure 1). Has anybody an idea, what
the dave-boy’s first guess is? [Someone in the audience
replies]

Okay, let’ sdouble the size of this side and that side. The
thing is, if you do that, you get a square that consists of four
of the original squares (Figure 2). So, it isalittle bit too big.

Next, he says, maybe let's just make the side one and
a half as long as the first one (Figure 3). And if you do
that, look what we've got here: You've got the origina
square on the lower left, and these two rectangles above and
to the right of it. Each of those is half a square, so with the
square and those two you aready have doubled the area.
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And this “little guy” hereis also there—you are too big. So
you are off again.

But Socrates gives him a hint: “Look at the square. It is
made up of four triangles, that the original square had two of.
Great, it istwice as big. The question is, though, how long is
that line, the length of the side, to make the square twice as
big? Does anyone know how long that lineis?1 heard: 1.4, or
1.4 and something. | don’'t know whether that would cut it
with Plato. Is anyone going to say: “The sguare root of 2"7?
Okay, but this just means. The side of a square of 2 is the
square root of 2. That's not an answer, that's just another
question.

Now, wetake the diagonal of the square: Let’slook at its
lengthintermsof the original line that we had (Figur es4-5).
How are we going to get it? It wasn’t twice as big, it wasn't
one and ahalf timesasbig. And the square of 2, does anyone
know how bigitis? Wow, it is somewhere between 1 and 2,
and there isawhole infinity of humbers between those. You
get one and one-half, one and one-third, one and one-fifth,
one and two-fifths, one and three-eighths, thereis an endless
supply of numbers there. But nobody in here, with awhole
infinity of numbers, can say what it is? Eventhoughitisright
there, plain asday in front of us, it'sjust the size of a square
right there, the diagonal ?

Something interesting. Maybe we just found something
that was beyond theinfinite. Maybe our idea of what is possi-
ble to do is not going to cut it, to solve the problem repre-
sented?

So, let’s investigate whether we can figure it out or not
(Figure 6). To find out if two numbers can be looked at in
terms of each other—I forget who came up with this—there
isthis process. See the black line onto the thick line on top,
on the left and the right. It's two quantities. See if you can
compare these two with each other. Take the shorter one and
removeit from thelonger one. And you seeif you can put the
longer into the short one again. Here it works. This new
shorter length goesinto thelength ontheleft twice. A relation-
ship of 2:3 or 1%2. Maybe we have to keep trying and spend
our whole life, looking for the size of the side of the square
(Figure?).
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Y ou kept trying it out, getting smaller and smaller pieces.
But it never quite goes away. There is something there you
just don't get.

Let'ssay wedidfigureit out, we got somefraction N over
D (N isthe numerator on the top, D isthe denominator at the
bottom). So we take that fraction, make a square out of it and
have an area of two. The top part square is twice the bottom
part square. Numbersare even or odd, right? L et’ ssay thetop
part isodd (Figure 8).

The odd part square on the top is twice something else,
and if you' ve got twice something, it is going to be even. So
you can divide it into two parts. Has anybody seen an odd
number squared that became even? Does that ever happen?
So wefailed. Maybe the numerator is even, maybethat isthe
trick. And if thedenominator isalso even, thenyou candivide
both of them by 2, and again and again, until you get one of
them to be odd. So, let’ s say the denominator isodd. An even
number times itself istwice an odd number times itself. The
thingis, if youget rid of this2infront of thetwo odd numbers,
youcutitinhalf,it’ sstill even ontheleft. And aneven number
can't be an odd number. So, wereally have found something
that we honestly can't express with our numbers. We can
find things that we can't solve by analyzing with what we
already know.

Sothispointsusinthedirection of discoveries. Now, with
these squares and lengthsyou could look at rel ations between
them. Thisiswhere algebracamefrom; it camefrom afellow
caled a-Kharizmi who was looking at sguares, cubes,
lengths, and asking, what is the relationship between these
areas? So you could pose a question, like people are tortured
with in math classes, like: x*+10x=24. Look at it in terms of
asquare. It'sx on each side, arectangle, 10 by x in an area of
24. They could pose a question which they couldn’t answer.
What if | had a negative area? x>+1 = nothing? Can you have
anegativearea? Canyou get paidto livein an apartment with
a negative floor-area? No, you can’'t. So, they were stuck.
They ran into something they couldn’t solve. And they said:
| guess there are questions that shouldn’t be asked, because
we can't answer. Too bad.

Then mathematicians came up with something absol utely
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system is collapsing. So you just invent some
derivatives, you sell weather. Enron did it, and
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it worked great, right?

Wait aminute, no, it didn’t work. If you try
tofakeit, the universeis going to know. If you
go into your own domain in math and try to
prove something that doesn’t exist, theuniverse
isgoing to tell you, it doesn’t exist. It is going
to present you with a paradox, which is good.
Becauseit givesyou something new to find out.
So, when you get this feeling in your head: “|
don'treally get this, | don’'t know what isgoing
on,” that’ sgood, be happy about it. What Gauss
did in elaborating what —1 was (I'm not going
into the detailshere, we could do that tonight or
ashomework), hefound another, an even higher

idea of number, than this one with the diagonal
of thesquare. And, thisisimportant for ustoday.

FIGURE 7 FIGURE 9

Hesaid: If youwant to know thetruth, you have
to dump your ego that wants to say it knows
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everything, and find out why the universe is
telling you that you are wrong.

This is what LaRouche said all science is
about. That’ swhat he said at the Lebedev Insti-
tute. He said what we call modern physical sci-
ence is based on taking what people believe is
the organization of the universe, and proving,
it'swrong. So | want to let Jeanne d’' Arc take
up that theme.

shocking (Figure 9). They said, wait, instead of saying this
issomething that’ snot real, let’ ssay we can useit. Let’s say,
we have the square root of -1, let’s admit that. With that we
can solve tons more equations. We can do all sorts of things
now. Itwasanincrediblediscovery. It worked great. But what
isit? Doesit have an “is’? Isit just an effect? If somebody
asked you how a car works and you say, well you push the
gas pedal and it goes forward, isthat an answer? No, you are
just telling what it does.

This is where the difference between Gauss, and Euler
and Lagrange, comesin. Euler and Lagrange were perfectly
contented to say, well it works, doesn’t it? What more do you
want? It isadiscovery, sure. We can useit to solve anumber
of equations. But for one thing, Gauss showed that it doesn’t
work. And it doesn’t give you a new principle to impact the
Noosphere with.

Itislike another great discovery inthe samevein: deriva-
tives. Let’ ssay you are running out of money. Y our financial
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Ending a Dark Age:
Joan’s Triumph

ElodieViennot: Hello, my nameisElodiefrom
France. | am going to come back to Jeanne d’' Arc indeed,
because shewasin asituation at her timevery similar towhat
we are faced with today—which is, the fate of civilization
was threatened. France was actually doomed. Everywhere
villages were being burned. You had bandits running the
countryside. It was desperate. The king was not doing any-
thing to save the nation, and the British had already invaded
most of the northern part of France.
[She shows a map of the British conquest of France.]
In 1429, specifically, thewar has been going on for 92 years.
And the French have been into a pattern of losing those
battles in most of the recent decades. And it’s getting very
dangerous—just as today. We have a war that could punch
us into the most violent dark age we have ever seen. At her
time there was one city left, called Orleans, that was holding
the British from spreading into [all of] France, spreading all
over Europe, provoking the same type of violent dark age
as the type of danger we are faced with today. So, the
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question, when you are faced with such a crisis, obviousdly,
there is something wrong with the way your civilization
is operating.

When Axioms Fail

So what Jeanne looked at: You have to find the failure.
Y ou haveto find wherewefail ed, that produced such adanger
and such horror, which is not just about what you feel, it's
about succeeding and accomplishing the change. And that’s
where Lyn has been talking all the time about the question of
axiomatics. Because you cannot go with fixed measures in
those situations. Y ou can go into Iraq right now, if you want,
but that is not going do anything. Y ou can go and sell al your
jewels; in Jeanne’ stime, you could have sold all your jewels
and given the money to the King for him to feed the troops.
That would not have changed anything, because therewas an
axiomatic error in the way people were thinking.

Now, what happened with the city of Orleans, is, there
was one hope. The British have their supplies coming: the
food, the ammunitions, some more soldiers, coming to help
the siege. The British have been besieging Orleans for seven
months. The inhabitants of Orleans are starting to be alittle
bit too desperate. They are running out of ammunition, out of
food, and out of people. Sothisisreally an extremely danger-
oustime. The British are coming with suppliesfor the siege.
This caravan, the French army knows what road it will take.
So thisisthe hope. Thisisthe hope, to break the supply line
and make sure the siege will not be able to hold much longer.
Sothey goin. The French have more soldiersthan the British,
they have cannon, artillery, while the British only have
archers. But they lose, again and again and again. No matter
how much force they have. So thereis an axiomatic problem,
itispretty clear.

What happens afterwardsis, Jeanne d’ Arc comesin. She
arrives in the city of Orleans on a white horse with a white
banner saying “Jesus—Maria.” That's a little bit different
idea of war than what we have seen before. We have feuda
lords who, besides fighting amongst each other, fought
against the British by sending their subsidized cannon fodder
onto the battlefield. Jeanne d’ Arc comesin. She had just sent
aletter to the British on her way to the city, which | am going
to quote right here because you need to understand that she
was not operating on any fancy idea here. She sent to the
British awarning of her coming:

“Jesus, Marial King of England and you Duke of Bedford,
you call yourself regent of the Kingdom of France; you, Wil-
liam delaPole, Sir Tabot, and you, Sir Thomas Skills, who
call yourself lieutenant of the aforesaid Duke of Bedford;
render your count to the King of Heaven. Surrender to the
Maid who was sent from God, the King of Heaven, the keys
to all the good cities you have taken and violated in France.
She has come here from God to proclaim theblood royal. She
is entirely ready to make peace if you are willing to settle
accounts with her, provided that you give up France and pay

38 Feature

for having occupied her. If you do not do so, | am commander
of the armies and in whatever place | shall meet your French
alies, | shall makethem leaveit. Whether they wishit or not.
And if they will not obey, | shall have them all killed. | am
sent from God, the King of Heaven, to test you out of all
friends, body for body. And if they wish to obey, | shall have
mercy on them. And believe firmly, that the King of Heaven
will send the Maid more force than you will ever know how
to achievewith al of your souls on her and on her good men-
at-arms. And in the exchange of blows we shall see who has
the better right from the King of Heaven.”

And she has not received any answer, meaning that sheis
going to attack them. So before the battle starts, she gets
everybody to swear that they are going to be profoundly
moral, that they are not going to fight out of revenge. They
arenot going in and kill like monsters. They are not goingin
and rape thewomen. She al so getsthem to swear that they are
not going to have sexual fantasies about her, because she is
dealing with an army of men who are not exactly the most
humanist people.

Thisisvery important tohaveamoral quality tothearmy.
Look at today. If we had ayouth movement without the peda-
gogica work, without keeping track of Lyn’sthinking all the
time, forget it. People are brought up in acompletely amoral
society. And you cannot win any battle like that.

So Jeanne d’ Arc gets them to swear all this. And sheis
still fighting against the people in her army. The military
commandersdon’ t want to go and fight the siegeof the British.
They really don’t. They have even ordered the mayor of the
town not to open the drawbridges, so that Jeanne d’ Arc can’t
go out and fight. So when she goes to the mayor and he ex-
plainsthisto her, she draws her sword out and says, | will cut
your head off, if you do not let me out. So he opens the
bridge. Andtheold generals, theold aristocratic commanders,
scramble behind to catch up with her. And she leads the
charge.

The first day of battle is a hard and bloody day. She is
wounded. But she goes back the next day anyway. And when
she goes back, by the end of the day, sheis about clear that
the British are ready to be defeated. Remember, the siege has
been going onfor seven months. Thenext day, thethird day of
the battle, is very challenging. The British have maneuvered
themselves into their most advantageous formation. They
have the best archers in all of Europe. They have al their
archers and longbowmen, which is another type of archers,
lined up together, facing the French Army, whichisarmed to
the teeth, ready to fight. And the British archers are hiding
behind wooden poles stuck into the ground, sharpened and
pointing towards the French, meaning you can’t attack the
British. They are going to kill the entire army, if Jeanne
launchesthe charge. Becausethe sharpened poleswill kill the
horses, the archerswill kill the men.

So what can she do? She cannot surrender. She cannot
just turn away and say, “You won.” No, because Europe is
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going to hell if she doesthis. So what does she do? What can
shedo?

If you look at the universe as a fixed world, you cannot
get out of your system, “Oh, thisisso horrible,” and then you
surrender and you give humanity what is not abig favor. She
just decidesto stay thereand look into eyes of the British. She
just stays there. Imagine, it is early in the morning. The two
armies are facing each other, and the French just stay there.
The British are ready for the French to attack. And they stay
there. For quite sometimethe British ook at this completely
confused, completely shocked. And they are so shocked, that
they end up turning around and they givethevictory to Jeanne.

Thisiswhat you call an axiomatic change. Thisis called
the Socratic method—in case you hadn’'t understood that
Plato’s dialogues in fact apply to warfare. Thisis called the
Socratic method. Y ou find theaxiomthat your fail ure depends
on, and you takeit out. That iswhat she did.

‘Takethe Responsibility!”

Then she wants the Dauphin crowned King of France,
which wasvery important, because nine years before that the
King had signed a treaty with the enemy, that any King of
England would be also be King of France. He had abdicated
the national sovereignty, abdicated his mission to the nation.
So shegetshim crowned again. AsLyn always says, shewent
to see the King, and said, ‘Y ou have to stop being a stupid
king. Y ou haveto honor the nation. Y ou have people on your
hands. Take theresponsibility!” She had to fight very hard to
get himto want to be crowned. He did not want to take | eader-
shipatal.

Then she says, “We are attacking Paris.” That is where
the King betrayed her. He refused. He signed another treaty
with the enemy. He gave the British the authorization to be
abletofortify Paris. And herefusedto givethearmy to Jeanne.
Shedid not really understand what was going on, but she kept
on. She had about 200 mercenaries with her. They went to
attack this little strategic city called Compiegne where alot
of logistics, information, weapons, food, etc., were going
through to the British troopsin Paris, and she happened to be
boxed in. Shewastoo weak, and the othersknew that shewas
going to do this, and she got caught as awar prisoner.

The British end up after months of negotiations, they buy
her for about 10,000 golden coins. They really want her, be-
cause they think they will never win thiswar if sheisalive.

So they put her on trial for five months. Every day, for
eight to nine hours, she is interrogated nonstop. Would you
hold up? If for eight or nine hours, right now, you were taken
to Guantanamo in Cuba, and you were questioned and ques-
tioned and questioned, because you are associated with Lyn-
don LaRouche? And they try to break you, by al psychol ogi-
cal meansthey can. How would you do? Would you have the
moral fitness to hold out in this fight as the meaning of your
life—and that they cannot touch you, becauseitisaameaning
that isjust not in the physical realm? They can't kill it.
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Without Joan of Arc, said Elodie Viennot, “ we wouldn’t be here
today. Without her we wouldn’t be 6 billion on the planet. Without
her we wouldn't have had the American Revolution.”

She had this sense. And when they said, we are going to
burnyou, shegot alittle scared. And she signed ashort paper,
saying she was guilty. But she signed it with a cross. And
when shewas at war, any time she would want to send afake
message, she would sign it with a cross. Soon after that she
withdrew from this position, called for the judges to come
back, saying, “1 am not signing this paper, give this back to
me, rip it up. | am not signing this paper, | am not guilty of
heresy, | am fighting for the God-given mission of thegeneral
welfare. | haveto savethisnation, | haveto savethe Kingdom.
Give me back this paper. | am not guilty.” And they burned
her alive. They burned her aive, and shedidn’t flinch at all.

So the conseguences of thiswere very big. Louis X1, the
next King to follow after this one who had betrayed her, built
thefirst nation-state. Without her we wouldn’'t be here today.
Without her we wouldn’t be 6 billion on the planet. Without
her we wouldn’t have had the American Revolution. Lots of
things would not have happened. We wouldn’t have had the
15th-Century Renai ssance. Canyou imaginethe21st Century
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without the 15th-Century Renaissance? We would be in a
feudal system. So she fought. She gave her lifefor us. To be
able to redlly create real humanity, dignified humanity. And
she succeeded. Oneof thethingsthat happenedis, the Church
was unified. Without that, you would have had the Black
Plague going on, bodies lying there because no priests are
going to bury the body, since the priestswouldn’t know what
Pope to choose.

Soonall levels, therewasadark age. And sheintervened
and succeeded. Her death got alot of peopleto think. One of
the British persons who was right there when she was burnt,
decided, as soon as he saw her burning and looking up at the
sky and yelling “Jesus,” he said: “Thiswomanisasaint.” He
wasin big psychological troublefor quite sometime, because
before he had really wanted her dead.

So thisis what areal leader is. With Lyn, who tried to
convey to uson Friday night, are you willing to put your life
on theline? Because your life might actually never dieif you
accomplish those matters.

Gaussand Joan

There are some people who don’t understand this, like
Euler, or Lagrange, or d Alembert, some of these mathemati-
cians Jason wasreferring to. They seetheworld as something
fixed and very boring. Lagrangeactually said that hecould put
all of physics into mathematical analysis, just manipulating

symbols. You could try as hard as you want to manipulate
symbols to save France or save the world today—it won't
work. But hesaid it anyway. And they tried to take the square
root of -1 and said: “Oh, we can’t redlly give it a physical
meaning. Well, it doesn't matter, we just try to make the
universe bend to the way wethink, because wereally want to
think this way.” But the biggest mistake they made, and a
lot of people make when they discriminate themselves—also
Euler discriminated himself. He denied that he had the power
to find another hypothesis, another idea that would explain
the generation of another kind of number. He denied this to
himself, he refused to see the power of the human mind.

And if you don't see that, do you really want to keep
people alive? So, that’s the big question you should wonder
about, because Gauss|ooked at those numbersand he showed
they are not fixed things. You have 1, 0, -1, you go from 1 to
-1? What is —1? Isit just a dot, a point, a thing, a counting
object? | never saw just counting objects. “ Oh, how nice”™—
what a boring world. The point is, =1 is when you make
areflection to 1. It is like a mirror. So he said: “That's a
transformation process from that standpoint, if numbers are
just like codewords, reflectionsfor areal action process, then
when you arelooking for the squareroot, you arejust looking
at the middle point, the halfway into a process of squaring,
andwhat’ sthehalfway betweenthat, fromaspecific distance?
Theoneinthemiddle. So, your number lineisright here, and
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Elodie Viennot: “ You don’t have to worry about dying, you don’t
have to worry about this ‘being not considered good,” becauseif
you know you are fighting for the good, nobody can touch you.”

there is something outside the number line.”

I’mjust giving you avery, very brief idea of what Gauss
istalking about, and obviously we can’t go through thisright
now. But the point is, if you think about numbers as fixed
counting objects—you look at the world, as through the uni-
verse as a whole, and even at the human mind as a fixed
counting object, and the peoplein the French Army, the peo-
plefrom our parents' generation, and al so peopl eof our gener-
ation, they till think that way. And you don’t see the power
of the human mind, and that’ swhy we arein such abig crisis
right now—at least one of the reasons.

Socratic M ethod

Truthisnot what you see. Look at thetrial against Jeanne,
how she was burnt. She was sanctified in the beginning of
the 20th Century, that's pretty late. How can you look at
something? Look at Lyn, “conspiracy against the IRS'—did
you believe it? When he was put on trial, did you believeit?
Or did you make the hypothesis, that hisfight was an eternal
fight for the common welfare of all people? Thisisthe ques-
tion of hypothesis—you hypothesize on theintention. Kepler
used thisword “intention” for universal physical principals.
And you should think: If the principles are not in what you
can see, what about your life? Isthe principle of your lifein
what you can see of your life? Is there a higher principle?
Something akintothe question of immortality? Becausethose
principles don’t die. So if you operate on that level, maybe
that's something different than saying: “I’'m aive, because
I’'m alive, and that’s what my purpose is—to have as much
pleasureas| can.”

Theredlity ishigher than that. So you don’t haveto worry
about dying, you don’t have to worry about this “being not
considered good,” because if you know you are fighting for
thegood, nobody can touchyou. They can't get youtoflicker.
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To get the point about life, because that is the paradox: We
die, that is the paradox of our life. I'm going to die, you are
going to die, so what do welivefor?. . .

But before that | just want to remind you of something
that Lyn said: “The sense organs of the human individua
are part of the mortal human being’s animal-like biological
organism. Sense perception does not present our mind with
direct images of the world outside our skins, but rather, as
Plato and the Christian Apostle Paul (I Corinthians: 13) warn,
our senses show us only shadows of that reality which has
tickled the human individual biological mental sense-percep-
tual apparatus. So Plato compares the experience of sense
perception to shadows caused by unseen real objects, as if
uponthewallsof adimly firelit cave. Human beingsarenone-
theless capable of discovering thereal, essentially unseeable,
immortal universe, whose included non-substantial effects
are those shadows called “ sense-perceptions.”

The Bankruptcy of ‘Classroom
Economics’

Daniel Buchmann: My nameisDaniel; | amfromBerlin
in Germany. In February, | was in America organizing and
weweredrivingin acar back from Richmond, wherewewere
organizing in Virginia, to Baltimore, and the people were
asking me, “Hey Danny, what’ s wrong with the Germans? |
mean you have al this great tradition of Schiller, you have
Brahm, Gauss, Kepler, so what’ swrong with the Germans?”’
So, it does not make any sense, that there are 7-8 million
unemployedin Germany, that’ sthecountry wheremuch Clas-
sical work comes from. Ja, | told those peoplein America—
and in school | learned, you know, Hobbes, Lockes, Adam
Smith, that’ swhat welearn in our universities and schools on
philosophy and economics, and that’ sthereasonfor thecrisis.
Soobvioudly, itisanother paradox, and wearehereto solveit.

If you really want to understand the nature of this crisis,
just go to one of the university classrooms on economics, that
isthe best way to understand the crisis. Nowhere else in this
country do you see abigger amount of dangerousfoolishness
per capitaand per sguare meter. Y ou see professors and stu-
dents, they are talking economics on the level of the Wall
Sreet Journal and the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung.
That's where those people quote from. From an empiricist
standpoint, | meanif youjust walk inthiscountry andyouvisit
different places, you could say from an empiricist standpoint,
that everybody is just too limited to solve the problems we
areinright now.

But can this satisfy us? It does not satisfy me, so that is
the reason why | am standing here and doing this work, and
that iswhy | joined this movement of Lyndon LaRouche.

What Lyn said—I mean, ook at the state of our education
systemas| just described. What hasto happen: Y oung people
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have to emerge astrue leaders, astrue thinkers. And in order
to do that, to become true leaders, we have to relive origina
discoveries. We have to study the great thinkers of the past,
and what those leaders contributed to humanity—and those
contributions last forever. We just have to study them.

One of the very interesting charactersin history is Fried-
rich List. Andthisman hasbeen mentioned quite often during
this conference. Why is Friedrich List so important? What
was so original in hislife? How did he use hislife to become
immortal and to contribute to our work today, to have peace
on this Earth and devel opment?

| began to study List with thisbook Outlines of American
Palitical Economy, and | had not been reading many pages,
maybethefirst 20 pages, and it waslike, “Wow!”: Globaliza-
tion, free trade, that has been proven wrong in the 1820s,
maybe earlier. So why are we in this mess today? And this
wasquiteashock, and | decided towork moreonthis. | mean,
it isjust ridiculous. We have to get out of this and create a
new Renaissance.

Friedrich List was born in 1789 in Reutlingen, that isin
Wirttemberg. So, he grew up in the aftermath of the French
Revolution, he saw Napoleon conquering Europe and Ger-
many. He saw the so-called continental blockade that was
under the Napoleon regime, when all British influence, for
example British goods, were not allowed to be imported to
continental Europe. So, the continental European economy
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was isolated from Britain. That was one thing that happened
in that time, and then Napol eon was defeated and we had the
Congress of Viennain 1815, and through this Congress the
Hapsburg oligarchy was restored in Europe.

And renewed British influence came to continental Eu-
rope. Andthismeant influence especially on theeconomy; the
economy wasflooded by the English dumping cheap imports.
Andironically, by that timeFriedrich List wasstudying Adam
Smith—Adam Smith’swork. And when you read this book,
at that time you see the public opinion and the opinion of all
the academics is with Adam Smith, and his book seems to
be just great and everything is right—and on the other side,
Friedrich List saw the economy collapsing in Germany, fac-
tories were shut down, farmers went bankrupt, people didn’t
have enough food to eat.

What IsReal Wealth?

So, what List did: He said, there has to be something
wrong the theory, there has to be something wrong with the
axioms. What List asked Adam Smith, not personally, but
what his question wasto Adam Smith, was; What iswesalth?
What is true wealth? Is it just money on an account, or isit
having gold and diamonds somewhere in your palace, is it
raw materials, maybe military power? Friedrich List said:
That is not true, none of them is true wealth. And he said:
Trueweathisour ability to produce, to produce wealth. That
isthe true wealth, to be able to produceit.

So, this was a big change in the axioms. Y ou may have
goods to trade with, but you use them up. So, therefore you
haveto produce. And asafirst approximation, List said: Well,
we can say, we have to produce more than we consume. And
in his 1841 book, The National System of Political Economy,
he said: The very fact that we human beings can produce
more than we have to consume for ourselves means there is
something in the universe, which says human beings want to
go to new lands, let's say new continents, let’s say to some
places where we have not been before, we want to do new
things, wewant to—I meanto usit seemslike common sense,
it seems like it is very clear, but it was not clear to Adam
Smith and it was not clear to the professors at the universities
then. And it isnot clear today to many so-called dlites.

Friedrich List had this idea—around 1820, that’'s when
he developed those ideas, and people were saying, “L ook,
this man is completely crazy, he is so enthusiastic about the
future, what we can do?’ and later, someyearslater, they said,
“He is crazy, he wants to build railroads, this is something
new, how can he do that?" So this is what people thought
about Friedrich List, and he said to the dukes and kings in
Germany: “We have to have reforms, we have to save our
country, and therefore we have to have reforms in the econ-
omy.” But peoplejust didn’t listen, they slandered him. They
even tried to throw himinjail, around 1821.

So what could he do? In his situation the best thing to do
was. He escaped. At first to other European countries, like
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France, Switzerland—and he met, for example, Lafayette—
and later he went to Americato work on his economics. He
studied the so-called American System of Political Econ-
omy—that means Mathew Carey, Alexander Hamilton, and
thisscientific environment of those people. So hedid not meet
Alexander Hamilton personally, but he could read his books,
so he could be in adialogue with him. In America he found
theright environment to work on his economics, and he said
in hisOutlines of Political Economy, almost at the beginning:

“In consequence of thisexposition | believeit to beaduty
of the General Convention in Harrisburg, (that isin Pennsyl-
vania), not only to support the interest of the wool growers
and wool manufacturers but to lay the axe to the root of the
tree by declaring the system of Adam Smith and Co. to be
erroneous, by declaringwar against it onthe part of the Ameri-
can System, by inviting literary men to uncover itserrors, and
to write popular lectures on the American System, and lastly
by requestingthegovernmentsof thedifferent statesaswell as
the general government to support the study of the American
System at the different colleges, universities, and literary in-
stitutions under their auspices. . . ."

So again, List just changed the axioms and thisunleashed
aprocess of discoveries, and he could develop a brand-new
system of political economy. And what really struck mein
thisbook The National System of Political Economy wasthat
he said: Look, maybein the future we could figure out away
to produce heat without using one of the known materials to
make fire with. So we could say he hypothesized nuclear
energy. Hedid not know anything about it, but he said: L ook,
maybe we will find something else, we will find something
new. Thisisjust great!

Who talks like that today? Who talks about production
and investment in the future and having science-driver proj-
ects?ItisLyndon LaRouche and hismovement. Herewefind
optimism and people who say: Look, let’s produce, let’'s get
things done, let’ s develop.

So, as | told you earlier, look at Germany, look at the
universities, we have Locke, Hobbes, we have Adam Smith,
we have people talking about the Wall Street Journal and
some crazy stuff like that. So, if you look at that, you see
the great importance of the work we are doing here, and |
personally don’t see anything but this movement to create a
new Renaissance, and it is our duty to do it. We have the
means, we have the intellectual means, and we just have to
doit. So, | would ask everybody here to join the movement,
to do the work, to create a Renaissance. In the end, the uni-
verse will giveit back to you.

LaRouche’s Unique Contribution

Limari Navarrette: Hello, my nameisLimari and | am
from Los Angeles. All of you might have aquestionright in
your head, what exactly are we out to accomplish? Perhaps
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there are scholars around the world who have read numerous
books on List, on Joan of Arc, who know alot, who are very
knowledgeable. Although there are millions of people out
there on the street who are as passionate as we are about
stopping this war, who realize that economic devel opment
is something needed in the world—what is the difference
between everyone el se and what we are doing?

The difference is something that Lyndon LaRouche has
been doing for most of hislife, and that isconfronting hisown
immortality. He saw the situation that the world was in, he
knew where it was headed, that this civilization would not
survive, and so, instead of running from the work that had
to be done, he confronted his own immortality to actually
intervene on the course that history wastaking.

So, how do you actually have the confidence to do that?
How do you actually know that it isworthwhileto even bother
intervening on history?Wehavejust presentedit toyoutoday.
Itiswhat Joan of Arc hasdone, it' swhat Gaussdidin disprov-
ing Euler and Lagrange, it isalsowhat Lyndon LaRouche has
been doing now for decades, andto actually haveaconfidence
of mindto go out there and to confront peoplein your country
who are supposed to be leading your country and ensuring
that you are going to have a future and say: “Look, thisis
what you need to do! The Eurasian continent must be united,
we are in an economic collapse, and you must listen to Lyn-
don LaRouche!”

So, we are confronting our peers with this. Thisis why
people are joining this movement, because they realize that
for their entire lives, they have been lied to. The generation
that has come before us, has told us: “Well, all you gonna
haveto doisgo to schoal, sit down, shut up, listen, do asyou
aretold; and you should have anice car and anice house, you
know, once you hit the age of 25.” But more and more of us
arerealizing, that thisis not the case.

There is an economic collapse happening and you see a
religiouswar being started. Y ou look back in history and you
realize that areligious war has always created adark age, in
which civilization went backwards. And so we hear
LaRouche and we hear a complete breath of fresh air. The
very firsttimel wasactually hearingwhat areal |eader sounds
like. And so he has actually brought these ideas back to life,
that we presented to you. In making the connection between
the immortality of the soul and what these ideas mean—Dbe-
cause you can just read as many books as you want; you can
holdupasign“Nobloodfor oil!”; you cando all thesethings,
but unlessyou haveanideaof using your life, whichisashort
life, to do something to ensure that the generation after youis
going to be ableto have running water, to have acomfortable
life and work on the same idea, that you are able to work on
right now. Then you must confront that question. So, we are
coming together, young people are joining this movement
from all over the world to create thefirst global Renaissance
in history.

Those of you who want to create Eurasian Land-Bridge
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must understand that although you may feel abit pessimistic,
you see a very corrupt culture today, we are your alies, to
createthe Eurasian Land-Bridge. And thisisnot asocial club
wherepeopl earegetting together and talking about niceideas.
We want to give you a sense of action, that right now we are
confronting the leadership of the United States with
LaRouche' sideas, we are changing history, and that is what
we are going to give you a sense of in just amoment.

‘LaRouche’s Campaign
Doesn’t Tap-Dance’

Timothy Vance: My name is Timothy from the West
Coadt, and I am with LaRouche in 2004. | have a question
for the audience, and | ask you to be truthful: Honestly,
how many of you guys looking up here thought you were
watching a panel on the Y outh Movement? Come on, raise
your hand! [After awhile, some handstimidly go up.] Okay,
you are being deceived! You have to redlize, if you thought
you were looking here at some nice kids, you are blocked!
| really have to be honest here, what is up here is not the
youth per sg, it is not about us—it is about LaRouche, and
if you think about it, it isreally about you. The policymakers
are in need of your help. Before | start my presentation, |
want to personally thank Mr. LaRouche and let him and
the youth in this room know, that LaRouche's Presidential
campaign doesn't tap-dance.

In dealing with questions of immortality, and economics
aswell, itisalwaysgood to refer to our modern-day Socrates,
Mr. LaRouche. But perhaps pedagogically to illustrate our
political method for intervening in the strategic global situa-
tion, | might add that the Democrati ¢ Party without the leader-
ship of LaRouche and those who are associated with him,
those Democrats who are working with him, the party has no
more moral authority to exist or to play any role in making
national policy.

So, to introduce how LaRouche’s mobilized youth are
actually taking over the Democratic Party and putting
LaRouchein aposition of executive authority, | am going to
refer to the development of a youth movement in 399 B.C.
around Athensin ancient Greece. A hell of aworld, wrecked
by cultural degeneration and a self-destructive military con-
flict known asthe Peloponnesian War. | chosefor thisPlato’s
Apology of Socrates, in which Socrates makes his defense
against accusations brought against himin court in the form
of ajury of 501 Athenians. Heis an old man, and at the age
of 70 he has been indicted on charges of corrupting the youth
and of offending the gods officially recognized by the state.

But in good fashion, of course, like Mr. LaRouche and
like hisyouth movement, Socrateswas neither defensive nor
apologetic. What do | like about this particular dialogue?
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Well, it isthe way Socrates handles political corruption, not
only within ourselves, but also in organized political form.
Also look at the way he actually holds people—not just the
jury, but the reader aswell—Ilook at how he holdsthemto the
question of immortality. If you read the dialogue, it is about
20 pages, and he holds you to this question; not throwing out
an aphorism, not some nice little one-liner—he holds you to
thisquestion for along time.

Andthisisactually what makesup amajority of thepoliti-
cal work wedo. See, LaRouchehasactually created an organi-
zation, an effectivepolitical instrument, inwhichwedwell on
this question for most of the time—I must say like righteous
gadflies, we go out there and we hold other people to this
guestion of immortality. We go to the college campuses, we
gointo the offices of government, and we go on to the streets,
globally. And we try to get people to think, what are they
going to be.

Wemake people doublethesquarein front of local super-
markets. That is actually how we are going to get anew Re-
naissance. That’ stheway wearegoing to get anew economic
system. You have to recognize this and to recognize this
within yourself, because this is crucial. And hopefully the
video that | am about to show, will give you asense of it.

[Tim showed a video about the intervention into the
Y oung Democrats event in Sacramento, commenting on it.
Faced with the dilemma of either giving up in the face of
screaming Democrats, or trying to scream louder, senselessly
escalating the situation, the LaRouche Y outh came up with a
third option—singing the spiritual “ Oh Freedom!”]

Let's go back to ancient Greece now. | would like to
read to you aquote from Socrates after he has been convicted
and given a sentence of death; Socrates says to the jury:
“Now, | want to prophesy to those who convicted me, for
| am at the point where men prophesy most, when they are
about to die. | say, gentlemen, to those who voted to kill
me, that vengeance will come upon you immediately after
my death. A vengeance much harder to bear than that which
you took in killing me.

“Youdidthisinthebelief that you would avoid giving an
account of your life. But | maintain that quite the opposite
will happen to you. There will be more people to test you
whom | now held back, but you did not notice it. They will
be more difficult to deal with, as they will be younger, and
you will resent them more.”

That iswhy | want to use, to show the end result of reject-
ing thewarningsof Mr. LaRouche, thewarnings he hasmade
in his previous Presidential campaigns, a rejection of
LaRouche and his Democratic supporters within the Demo-
cratic Party up till now. . . . Wehave been thrown out of these
meetings, right? Thiskind of insanereaction coming fromthe
Democratic Party has only successfully divided the party and
united LaRouche's supporters in an even more determined
effort.
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And that quote of Socrates can also be applied to the
global strategic situation. Look at this crazy utopian faction,
this war party, who thinks that they can stop Eurasian eco-
nomic development by launching a war in Irag. Well look,
what they did to themselves, poor guys; | have to feel sorry
for them, because what did they do? They destroyed their
alliances, and the nations of Europe and Asiaare now cooper-
ating more with each other than ever before. That's the role
of justice. Thisiswhat we are talking about.

Y ou have to look at the way Socrates actually describes
the question of death in his Apology. The opportunity and
responsibility we have been blessed with is indeed easy to
avoid. He goes on to say, that there are many ways to avoid
death, in every kind of danger. There are many waysto avoid
getting anew economic system, thereare many waysto avoid
stopping thisinsane push for perpetual warfare.

But guess what? History will hardly have thetimeto re-
cord the particular ways in which we may choose to avoid
taking responsibility for the crisis in the coming days and
weeks before us.

Like anyone who has ever worked on any of these so-
called impossible problems that the Greeks put forward, we
do alot of pedagogical work on these impossible problems,
doubling the square, for instance; also the trisecting of an
arbitrary angle—I have not even talked about doubling the
cube. Thereisalot that goesinto it. So, these problems might
seem impossible, but the solutions do indeed exist. It isjust
that many of you don’'t know the solutions yet. And | can
assure you that LaRouche knows what to do, and that the
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youth working with him have agood sense of it.

And so the only remaining question | would like to raise
with the audience would be: “What will | do, given a case of
what | now know to be true?’ But of course, for the answer
tothat question | let you bethejury.

“Oh, Freedom” is sung, and Erin Regan calls Lyndon
LaRouche up to the podium.

Lyndon LaRouche

There is something | did not include in my address on
Friday evening—because | had to shorten certain thingsin
order to get it within the physical capacity and concentration
span of thewhole audience—and that is, that in this matter of
axiomatics, | refer to some questions of axiomatics, but there
isanother sideto it and that is, to have a deep understanding
of how the human mind works. The human mind works on
the basis, not of opinions. Pigs have opinions. The human
mind is capable of rising above the level of mere opinions.
When you quote opinion, you are down there fighting for a
place in the trough. What is a human being capable of? The
human being is distinguished from the animals by the ability
to make discoveries of universal principle. That isthe nature
of the human mind. And it isonly on thelevel of knowledge
of principle and use of thisknowledge, that you are behaving
like a human being as opposed to a poor imitation of a
monkey.
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The problem is this: The principal of hypothesis, of
course, is, we generate conceptions of what possibly are the
principles beyond the scope of our senses, which control the
world which isreflected on the mirror of our senses.

But that same process of hypothesis exists in a distorted
form also, where people substitute beliefs in the existence of
principles that don’t exist. And they adopt these as axioms.
For example, let’s take the case | have mentioned, of free
trade. Thereisno basisfor freetrade, but itisthe hypothetical
assumption made by Galileo, one of the founders of empiri-
cism; made by Hobbes, made by John Locke, made by Ber-
nard Mandeville, made by Hume, made by Adam Smith,
made by Quesnay—a principle called free trade. The princi-
ple was copied from the Cathars and other earlier types, the
belief that outside the universe, underneath the floorboards,
there is something that controls the role of the dice, and that
isGod—or that isthe Invisible Hand. So thereisthe belief in
something outside the universe, which controls the sense of
the universe, but it is not an hypothesis, it is not a proven
principle, it is something like the belief in free trade, or the
equivalent, the Invisible Hand. Society is dominated by all
kinds of thingslike that.

How a Society Destroys I tself

Shibboleths, the assumption of a Cartesian geometry or a
Euclideangeometry, arefrauds. Theseare assumptionswhich
are made—and asserting them as principles, as governing
principles of the universe, which they are not.
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Lyndon LaRouche: “ We
need |eader ship, qualified
leadership, to force the
people to come to their
senses. . . . As Socrates
said, the chances of
changing society will come
from the mobilization of the
youth, who will then lead
the general process of
transforming the society, so
that society can recover its
survival.”

So therefore, the human mind is composed of an array
of things, of different kinds of hypotheses and quasi-hypoth-
eses. One, isthings that are true, principles that are proven.
Others, are principles that are not true. Now, this is the
nature of insanity. For example, a man who knows how to
get home to have dinner, but then beats his wife, because
he has to make her behave—a typical bipolar personality.
Thereisamind that isinsane. On the one hand, heis capable
of forming sane actions, but in the totality of life, he is
insane. You have the same thing in society in general; in
politicians, they say, you can’'t do that, this is inevitable,
you can't control this, you can’'t change that, you must accept
this. These are accepted as hypotheses. No, you can not
attack Euler. Why not? Because you can't. Because you are
thrown out of university if you do. You can not attack
Lagrange; you will not be considered credible if you do.
And therefore, that is the problem.

The human mind is made up largely, predominantly, of
these two types of elements. Now, from a Riemannian stand-
point, theonly truereality, theonly true physical geometry, is
onewhichisbased on no definitions, noaxioms, no postul ates,
nothing Cartesian, it's based on only principles—or false
principles. And therefore, the probleminlifeistwofold, gen-
erally, in trying to progress—first of al, we are struggling
against ignorance. The principleswe know areinsufficient to
enable us to master the problem before us. And we must
make a new discovery. On the other side, there are the false
principles, which we have adopted, which have never been
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proven, which are generally accepted or accepted by some
group of people. Thisisinsanity.

Thisistheway asociety destroysitself. That isthe nature
of tragedy: A society is destroyed because of the circum-
stancesinwhich it has developed. A society isruled by many
different kindsof principles, sometrue, somefraudulent. And
to the extent the society clings to the fraudulent principles,
sooner or later, those beliefswill causethat society asawhole
to destroy itself. As we see today in what is unfolding in a
never-ending war, which isnow ongoing in Irag. Thereisno
“after the Iraq war.” Thereis only a crushing and an ending
of that war by our intervention.

It will never end. Don't ask what you are going to do after
thewar has ended. Thereisno end after thewar. Y ou haveto
stop it, before it ends. Otherwise, there is no solution. So the
inability of peopleto recognize that they must act, according
to principlesto stop this, shows the insanity. And every part
of society that refuses to take that action, is functionaly in-
sane, andisdemonstrating the principleof tragedy. Thewhole
society will be doomed by its failure to act. Because it has
adopted afal se principle, superimposed onwhat it doesknow,
which leads it toward self-destruction. It is for that reason
that two factors in history are crucial. One, fundamentally
universal, isthe principle of leadership. Mankind has not de-
veloped to the point that you can trust popular opinion, or
democratic opinion. Because peoplewill alwaystend to have
an accumulation of resistance to knowledge of things they
could learn, that they must learn, and on the other side, the
persistence of adoption of the false principles by which they
are destroying themselves. Therefore, it is aways popular
opinion that leads any cultureto its self-destruction.

Generationsand L eader ship

Thus, you need aleader who will induce the society, in a
time of crisis, to act to purge itself of those beliefs which
prevent it from acting appropriately. And to force them to
discover the new principlesthey have not previously known,
which are required as keys to solve the crisis. That is the
first principle.

The second principle is that youth, particularly in our
modern society, between the ages of 18 and 25, is the most
sensitivetothetask of changing society. Therearetwo aspects
to it. The group of between 18 and 25 have passed out of the
state which we would call insanity, except we call it adoles-
cence. When a person is 25 and behaves like a 15-year-old,
you say, well, he' sinsane. When apersonis 15 yearsold and
behaveslike a25-year-old, you worry.

Thisislife. Itisnormal for human beings, in the process
of maturation, in reaching what is called adulthood, which is
adisease, or something which strikes you at about the age of
17 or 18, in anormal society. That is the time when you are
most open. Those are the years of life which we assign, in
modern society, to university education. The years of 18-25
are the period in which young people assume professional
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responsibility for society, or the foundations for assuming
professional responsibility. Therefore, itiswhen that genera-
tion acts, that it bestirs the younger ones and the older ones.
The older onesto cometo life again, to recover some echo of
their happier youth and to behave like they were 25 again.
Maybe not in dancing all night, but at least mentally dancing
afew hoursof theday. And solving problemsand being happy
about it. And that isthe point | want to make. We are dealing
with aninsane soci ety with two problems. Generally, wehave
resi stanceto discovering thethingswhich must bediscovered
to solve our problems; and the tenaciousness with which ab-
surd principles are adopted, the kinds of principles by which
we destroy ourselves and society.

Weneed|eadership, qualified|eadership, toforcethe peo-
ple to come to their senses. As Solon argued, in the case of
Athens, you have to understand, as Socrates said, that the
chances of changing society will come from the mobilization
of the youth, who will then lead the general process of trans-
forming the society, so that society can recover itssurvival.

And | am very happy to be with you today. Thank you.

Discussion

A Congolese man: | would like to ask our young people
what they understand under the term, “youth.” Isiit, as Mr.
LaRouche says, to be between 18 and 25 years of age? In
Africa, we al live together, with parents, grandparents. . . .
What should African or Latin American youth get from the
Eurasian Land-Bridge?

From the panel: We plan to do it al together. We are
making a revolution, and will not forget Africa or Latin
America. Wethink of al of humanity, everywhere on Earth,
and we will also go to the Moon. We want to do it al at the
sametime.

Congolese man: That isimportant, but we must first sat-
isfy elementary needsin Africaand Latin America. The Afri-
can youth first need something to eat, and an education, in
order to go further.

Ludwig Garcia: | just wanted to say something. I’ mfrom
South America, from Venezuela. Right now, aswearetaking
here, my country is disintegrating as a nation-state. | do not
know if | will be able to go back to my country, as a nation.
Aswe are gathered here, many peoplefrom Africaand Latin
Americado not know if, next year, they will still be alive, or
if their nation will exist. So, why am | here?| could say, well
| want to help my people, and then | would start up somekind
of NGO in Caracas or something. So, why am | here?

| came here, to Europe, becauseif wewant to save Africa,
if wewant to savethebeautiful, indigenouschildrenin Argen-
tinawho aredying every day, if wewant to save the beautiful
children in Africa who are dying every day, unnecessarily,
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we must understand that, as a flanking operation, we must
start from Eurasia. Period. If weunderstand this, wewill win.
If we understand the importance of the U.S. Presidency as a
flanking operation, we canwin. But any flight forward, driven
by desperation, will not work. Wehaveto, calmly, understand
what the situation is, why it is happening. And | tell you, |
refuse to go back to my country, until |1 can get there by
maglev, through the Eurasian Land-Bridge. Thank you.

Timothy Vance: Wearegoingto have, after thisseminar,
aweek of action in Berlin. | would like to invite our friend
from Berlin, and everyone elsein thisroom, to join us there,
to go onto the streets. And in the United States, the primaries
will be held in about eight months, so you should save up
some money, and fly there, to help organize with us. That's
the way to solve these problems. Everyoneisinvited.

Professor Aluko: | am Sam Aluko, fromNigeria. | would
like to ask something of our youth, particularly in America. |
am a good friend of LaRouche, | share many of his motiva-
tions, | was one of those who signed for his rehahilitation,
because his imprisonment was not just. But, | want to ask,
what effort you aremaking to mobilizethe Americanvotersto
support himin the 2004 election? | am a student of American
history, | know that gangsters control American politics.
What effort are you making as youth? In my country, the
young men do not vote, they lose interest in the system. So
how are you educating American public opinion to put
LaRouchein power in 2004?
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Inreply to a question
about how the Eurasian
Land-Bridge would
benefit Africa, a panelist
replied: “ We think of all
of humanity, everywhere
on Earth, and we will
also go to the Moon. We
want todoit all at the
sametime.” Here, an
artist'srendition of a
Moon colony.

From the panel: We are doing awholelot. Not address-
ing issues, but teaching people on the street how to think. We
show them how important itis, not only to vote, but to change
the way they are thinking. They have aresponsibility, which
iswhat we have to get acrossto these people. Then, we don’t
just send off some literature, but we actually work with these
people, we call them, and have evening sessions to read
Gauss, and so on. And thisis what will get people to break
out of the pessimism, and public opinion, and force peopleto
fight for the truth. We have to give them the confidence to
do that, because most people are unpalitical, they have no
confidence and think that nothing will change. But we are
changing that.

Jean Gahururu: | am Jean Gahururu. | would like to
interveneto respond to my friend from the Congo, so that you
do not only have the idea of Africanswho are only preoccu-
pied with eating, and with basic needs. We should not forget
that there are immaterial needs which are important: scien-
tific, Socratic, spiritual, intellectual abilities are also needs,
and we should not only talk about eating and so on; some
needs are even more important than food. Please do not take
Africans as only materially minded. We need, as LaRouche
has said, for Africans to select certain areas of scientific re-
search, in which we, Africans, will become world leaders.
Why shouldn’t Congo beaworld leader inaspecific scientific
or intellectual area?

Among the many things LaRouche has said, he said we
were never so desperate that, in spite of being so poor, we
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could not emerge asworld leaders, be significant el ements of
the devel opment of the world. Thisincludes scientific contri-
butions, and mobilizing the youth and the universities so that
our countries become world leadersin somefield. So please,
don’t take Africans as only eaters; we are also, of course,
people of ideas. And the revolution we want, is a Socratic
revolution, before amaterial revolution.

Timothy Vance: | would say on this, that the universeis
hel ping us out. Because we have to go with ideasand we need
more than our basic essentials. Buit first, this war has to be
stopped. Itisnot only going to be stopped inthe United States,
it isnot going to be stopped only in the United Nations, but it
will come from uniting Eurasia and uniting the whole world
around a higher idea of man. Right now, the way we are
recruiting, the way we are organizing in the United States, is
not to say, “ Okay, |et’ sbuild somewater projects,” and things
like that. Sure, that is a huge part of it, but it is more about,
“What isittobeahumanbeing?’ What isit they werefighting
for right now? What are we reuniting? Why do we bother
about thiswar? Who cares if human beings are dying? What
are they? Why are we in the image of God? What does that
mean?Andthat iswhereyou get tothisprincipleof discovery.

That's why you go with LaRouche, because he just is
showing you that you didn’t get it, on music, on science, on
politics, and what your life means, on art, on everything. Any
country in the world, any person in the world, has got the
ability to beinvolved in the process of ideas, and that iswhat
is going to reunite the world, but it has got to be offered,
this Eurasian Land-Bridge has got to be put forward, to turn
around thisworld.

Wilhelm Kaiser Lindemann: Hello, my name is
Wilhelm Kaiser Lindemann, | am a German composer of
Classical music. When | heard the first time about the ideas
of LaRouche | said: absolutely impossible. The Silk Road
botherstoo many countrieswho havedictators, criminal gov-
ernments. But now | have learned alot of things—I am the
first time here—that is the magic word: another axiom. That
isthefirst timethat | heard it, but | learned very much: thank
you, Mr. LaRouche. And when | see what wonderful people,
especialy the young people, especially the young peoplein
the United States, the soldiers on the front, what they do.
Then—yesterday and today—I got my hope again. Thank
you very much.

In the last years when | had studied many religions—I
have beenin India, | have been aMormon, | was educated as
aCatholic, asason of an organ player—I had many views of
lifeandreligion. And | saw, what human beingsareableto do.
Then | got the opinion: The humansare really misconstructed
designs. But it isindeed aquestion of the axioms and nothing
else. The communistic propagandistsin the’ 40sand the’ 60s,
they always taught to their young people: you can change—
everbody can change—the world with what you think. | al-
ways thought, it is a form of brainwashing. No, it is not.
Everybody who came hereand now thinksalittle, can change
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theworld.

And when | wasyoung, full of revolutionary idess, | was
one day so desperate, | went to apriest, and asked him: What
isthat crazy life, alwaysfighting, fighting, fighting? And then
he said avery good sentence: “ Only dead fish swim with the
river.” And we have a good captain, who can show us the
other way. We have him here.

Andfor methe United Stateswere and are such awonder-
ful nation, with so many possibilities, they have brought the
form of democracy. When this country now isin the desolate
situation, that—for example—80% of all adultsinthe United
States have never read a book. And now all the newspapers
in the United States are “ gleichgeschaltet” and everybody
who says any criticism against thewar in Irag, heisatraitor.
And when | see, that the United States in the last 40 years
were able to kill the best persons: Lincoln (this was long
before), Kennedy, Robert Kennedy, and Martin Luther King.
And Lyndon LaRouchewasin prison: | hopethebest for your
health and a long, long, long life. And if you will not be
the President of the United States, please be the Chancellor
of Germany.

How Can We Get Out of ThisCrisis?

Andre Kybykov: | alsowant to addressthis conference.
My nameisAndrei Kybykov and | come from Russia, where
| teach studentsat two M oscow universities and also contrib-
ute to somejournalistic work—I edit an economic analytical
monthly, Russky Predprinimatel. Whenwe published thefirst
issue of our magazine about a year and a half ago, we had
a special feature on Lyndon LaRouche, with an extensive
interview with him and an article about him titled “The Man
Who IsaTitan,”! in the Renaissance sense. And | am proud
to have been the man who did thisinterview with LaRouche.

| didn’t prepare a specia presentation or speech for this
occasion, but being an economigt, certainly, | would like to
discuss the financial and economic problems of the modern
world. It would, of course, be good to do it with concrete
figures; and | may, at some time, have an opportunity to do a
presentation of the results of my analytical work and discuss
it with you. But not today. You are al tired, and full of emo-
tions, and of ideas that were overplenty during this con-
ference.

What | want to share with you, are somewhat chaotic
thoughts and emotions | had during the conference. First of
al, we here come from very different countries, with very
different styles of life, with very different levels, but during
this conference, | have a very strong feeling that we have
many common problems, and common aims. One of these
problemsisthat of productive economy, asopposed to the so-
caled post-industrial economy, or the service economy. In
reaity, it isakind of parasitical economy today. And, as Mr.
LaRouche said, thisistotally corrupt now. The crisisisonly

1. SeeEIR, Nov. 9, 2001.
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at the beginning, We had this stock market crash, but itisstill
in the process of further crashes.

We had the derivative problem. Some years ago, nobody
wanted to know about it, even the professionals, who were
over-ignorant. Now even the famous billionaire-investor
Warren Buffett speaks about a “derivatives time-bomb.”
Thenthereisareal estate bubble, amortgage-based securities
bubble of huge proportions, in the United States and Britain
especially. Now, even Alan Greenspan, and the president of
the Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis, William Poole, speak
of acatastrophe. . . asaresult of this bubble. Some analysts
speak of a so-called Japanese scenario taking place in the
United Statesright now. But | think it will be even worse.

And the only adequate analogy that comesto my mind is
the Great Depression. So, anew Great Depressionisawaiting
us, on aglobal scale. So we must do something to reconstruct
this bankrupt world. . . .

This is a real bright spot, to see talented people, very
skilled in many different fields—politics, economics, arts—
getting together inan effort to dowhat they canto preserveour
beautiful world, to preserve the creative powers of mankind.
Becausewithout thiscreativecomponent, wearenot creatures
intheimage of God. Thisyouth movement isagreat hopefor
all of us, and | want to say how very important thisis. The
hopethat good hasits chancesin the struggle against evil. . . .

Areplyfromthepane: | would addressthat with Kepler.
This is the fun thing about how to get beyond how we are
currently looking at things, or how we get out of any crisis. If
your crisisis like with the square root of two, and your idea
of the infinite is based on generating things in one method,
you are never going to get there. And that’s why computers
can’t think. Because people get smart, and say that induction
hel psyou make discoveries, or that by looking at alot of data,
you can learn something. But you don’t.

Y ou never learn anything from data. A good example is
the case of Kepler. Copernicus gets credit for saying that the
Sun revolves around the Earth, because, before him, Ptolemy
said the Sun went around the Earth, which you could say by
seeing see the Sun going around the Earth every day. And
then Copernicus said, no, it's actually the Sun that is at the
center, and the Earth revolves around it, and today we all
know that. Except we don’t—

| mean, why doesthe Earthgo around the Sun?A principle
is dways outside the data. The way Kepler came up with
gravity, was not by analyzing a bunch of data. It came from
him always asking, “What is causing what I’m seeing?’

Now, how do we get out of thiscrisis? Some peoplethink:
How do | make money right now? Or, how do | help my
country succeed within this bankrupt world? Or how can |
live alife that gives me statusin the society right now? And
none of that works. That’s why LaRouche works with the
youth. Thisisamethod for discovering truth, and that iswhat
you absolutely needintimesof crisis. Not just someprinciples
that canfix theeconomy. It’s: “1 know how to createthem.”. . .
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Olaf Siinneke: Theproblemisnot theeducational system
whichissodestructive, but thelifethat peoplelive afterward.
They are degraded into being machines, and they stop think-
ing. Thepointistomakeanew beginning, and alsoto createan
economic system that will haveto function totally differently
than the present one.

Helmut Bottiger: | was always wondering what the dif-
ferenceis, between an old man and ayoung one. Basically, at
least there is no organic difference, there is no crazy change
in the brain, or something. The difference is very simple, |
think. If people grow up and work, they accumulate things
and take them with them, which they think are important.
Some have to care for their money, or their possessions, or
duties which have to be done. Or they have a reputation to
defend. And al theselittle businessestake away time. Thisis
the difference, | think.

Every human being has 24 hoursaday. What hedoeswith
histime, is what makes the difference. | think it’'s not based
on the brain. We must not always look for scapegoats. The
education systemisto blame; the society isto blame; thisone
or that one is to blame; the reason why | am a bad person is
alwaysthe others. That’ s not true.

Itishow we spend our time, and what isimportant. | have
a crazy example, which | use in these terms: Our society is
running along, as on a street, and there is a traffic accident.
Thecar isdamaged, and aguy islying onthe street, bleeding,
and along come some people with experience. Oneis ahair-
dresser and he seesthat the hair of thispoor victimisnot tidy,
so he correctsit. | think thisis not appropriate! And what our
friend from Congo says, of course: If I'm hungry, my senses
areconcernedwith how toget food. It’ simportant: Otherwise,
nothing functions. But then | have to ask, what is the reason
for thislack of food? If thereis somebody who is stealing the
food, then you haveto take care of him. That’ siswhat weare
discussing here. We have to do the important things first,
and it's not always so easy to know what is important, and
what not.

Erin Regan: So you'll be dancing in your mind, all day
tomorrow. Something that absol utely uplifted me, after every
speaker, was the sense of really working together. Because,
sincemost of usarrived here, wehavegonethrough onecrisis
or another, worrying about how we would sound, what we
would look like. And Jonathan Tennenbaum brought up
something interesting; he said, “Y ou have to think about the
audience.” Andthisisastruggle, because !’ m sure we know,
we come from a horrible society, which puts much pressure
on your inner self, instead of what goes on around you. . . .

The most joy you can possibly have, is not necessarily
just making thediscovery yourself. | was pushed by acollabo-
rator in Rennes, to work on science and make abreakthrough.
And the joy then comes from sitting down with somebody
whom you hardly know, and re-creating that discovery in
their mind. When you see the spark that islit from the instant
they make the discovery, it comes back to you, and you see
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Questioners asked about Martin Luther King’s nonviolent struggle during the civil rights movement. Left: Civil rights marcherstrying to
crossthe Edmund Pettus Bridge in Selma, Alabama, were brutally attacked on Bloody Sunday, March 7, 1965. Right: The Schiller Institute
honors Amelia Boynton Robinson, who was beaten and | eft for dead on Bloody Sunday, in a 1995 commemoration of the march in Selma.

what you have accomplished through them, and the joy that
you gave them. That is priceless.

Weshouldall work onthat. | saw hereareal collaboration,
which takesreally hard work.

[She then read the Declaration of Bad Schwalbach—see
EIR, April 4.]

Jeanned’Arc and thelssue of Nonviolence

Frank Surek: On the presentation on Jeanne d'Arc, |
found a paradox. In 1989, there was a revolution without
violence, and we have here a representative of the Martin
Luther King movement—Amelia—which was a nonviolent
movement. My questionis. Jeanne d’ Arc changed theworld,
but she also used violence and killed people. How can you
explain this?

Jean-Gabrid from Paris: | want to add something about
nonviolence. The real term to use is “active nonviolence.”
Wehaveaminister from India, who knew Gandhi. If youlook
at thesymbol of independencefor India, itisakind of spinning
wheel. Gandhi said, we will not kill people, but we will de-
stroy the economic system of the British Empire. To bring
independence to India, one major weapon of Gandhi was to
teach people how to makefabric, instead of importing it. This
wasvery “violent,” for the British.

Q: My nameisRobin. A question about the peace move-
ment: A girl gave a very good presentation about Joan of
Orleans. | want to ask the question: Does this mean that you
can kill aperson, and if so, when?

LaRouche: These are not absolutes. When you try to
reduce cultural morality to so-called single issues of pre-
cepts, you enter into fallacy. As in physical science, you
often have a condition which does not correspond to other
conditions. And therefore, the way the universe functions
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in that phase space is different than it functions in another
phase space.

The issue here is that it was posed in modern times in
various ways. First of all, we had the Treaty of Westphalia,
in which the great Mazarin played his part, and others. And
you see, the outcome of Mazarin was expressed by Jean
Baptiste Colbert, intermsof the devel opment of theeconomic
foundation of the modern state. It was in that context that
Leibniz went to France to work under the sponsorship of
Colbert, to devel op himself asascientist. And from that came
the conception of modern society. The first conception of
modern society, in the modern age, was in the 15th Century,
inthe Renai ssance, with the conception of the modern nation-
state, where, for thefirst time, the Christian principle of agape
was actualy incorporated as a functioning principle of the
state. That is, the sacredness of the human individual, and
that the only legitimate function of government is to ensure,
efficiently, the general welfare of all the people, for the pres-
ent and future generations. That was afirst step.

It wastheideaof LouisXl, of the state being responsible
and accountable for thewelfare of all the people, which freed
mankind from acondition in which the mgjority of humanity
has been treated as human cattle, even today. Y ou have the
privileged few who say, “We run the world and the others
will liveunder our reign, asin the United States under the law
of Locke, as property, as shareholder value, as cattle. You
will do asyou aretold, you will work when you aretold. Y ou
aretold whenyou areallowedto live, when to die.” Wewere
freed from thisevil by Louis XI, and the Renaissance.

Then we had this great period of religiouswar, wherethe
Hapsburgs and the Venetians organized religious war from
1511 to 1648. And Europe was in religious war, during all
of this period, worsening at various times. Only Henri 1V
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prevented it at one point. Hewasassassinated, and, very soon,
thereligiouswar wasunl eashed. Into thisintervened Mazarin,
who was the agent of the Pope, who was sent to France asan
agent of the Pope. He first tried to deal with the way the
Spanish were attacking the French, which was the chief war
of that period. Hewent to Franceto take over from Richelieu,
who was not the best, in order to solve this problem. And it
was Mazarin who introduced that concept at that time.

From that process, we developed the idea of strategic
defense. And the famous Lazare Carnot, in the 1770s, wrote
his“Homageto Vauban.” | had the privilege of going onceto
the place Neuf-Brissac, and saw this fortification, which is
still afunctioning city to thisday. From the standpoint of early
18th-Century artillery capability, itisavery impressivething.
The Austrians never dared to attack France on that quarter,
because of these fortifications. Then Colbert came up with
thisidea of strategic defense. Y ou don’t go to war. Y ou have
the capability to defend your nation against war. This same
idea—under the influence, in part, of Moses Mendelssohn,
who played a part in the education of Scharnhorst—was the
concept of Scharnhorst in military science, and aso, gener-
ally, by the German Prussian reformers. The principle was
applied in the case of the defense of Russiaagainst Napoleon
and for the destruction of Napoleon’s horde by the principle
of strategic defense, which was introduced by Germans who
wereunder theinfluenceof Schiller, inorder todefend Russia.
And because of the organization of strategic defense of Ger-
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Civil rights heroine
Amelia Boynton
Robinson: When people
attack you, “ tell them
the importance of your
fighting for them, and for
their children, and their
children’schildren.”

many, in these conditions, this led to the freeing of Europe
fromthebestiality of thefirst modern fascist, Napoleon Bona-
parte.

But then you had the Council at the Congress of Vienna
All was betrayed, and we went back into the pit again. The
French Revolution had already sent us back.

So, we dtill have this concept of strategic defense. Our
objectiveisto eliminate war atogether. Our objective is not
unleash any unnecessary violence, nor to provoke any avoid-
ableviolence, but to suffer much for the sake of avoidingwar.
As many people, like Martin Luther King, or Gandhi did.
Martin Luther King was influenced by the precedent of Gan-
dhi’swork in India.

So our objective isto avoid war. Our objective is not to
capitul ate to the destruction of society, willfully, but to de-
velop strategic defense, to know how to defend our society,
when we have to. But never to undertake arms unless we
absolutely haveto, first; and, secondly, unless by undertaking
arms, we have reason to believe that we can accomplish the
necessary great good.

Otherwise, wehavenorighttokill. Soitisnot anabsolute.
The point is, we have to say, we want a certain order of man-
kind. We will fight only to defend that order; we will never
do it foolishly, we will never do it as a demonstration of
protest; wewill doit only whenit’ snecessary, and also, likely
successful to secure humanity thereafter. Otherwise, never
doit.
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A Lesson From the Civil Rights M ovement

AmeliaBoynton Robinson: Theonething that wecannot
giveislife. That is one thing we cannot compensate, in the
way that we bring a person back. Consequently, as Lyn has
said, wedowant to gointo war, or anything el sethat will take
thelife of anybody.

For theyoung peoplewhowill beout theredemonstrating.
| would like to give them at least a point or two of the ways
we demonstrated.

First of all, we learned to contain our rage. We never
get angry and fight back verbally, when we are marching or
demonstrating. It is important that we do that, because you
would be surprised to know how, when we contain ourselves,
our rage, and do not fight back verbally, we can tamethe other
fellow, who seemed to be in a rage when he began to curse
us, and to be evil. We can tame them, like the lion tamer can
tamealion. And that is very important.

Another thing: Use wisdom when you go out to contact
people, or when you have the opposite[side] who will march
and demonstrateal so. Andif westick together, not oneperson
will go out when you know there is avicious crowd: Go out
inagroup, or at least more than one. And when they begin to
feud, and fuss, and curseyou, you’ll do morewhenyoutry to
tell them the importance of your fighting for them, and for
their children, and their children’s children. Because you are
trying to save them. Let them know that you are not out there
on the battlefield for yourself, but you are out there for them.
Finally, you'll find some of those same people will comein
and ask, “Well, what can | do.”

Jonathan Tennenbaum: We have a declaration here,
which was read by Erin. The formulations may change a bit,
but everybody understandsthe essence, the senseof thedecla
ration. So | think we should have an approbation of the docu-
ment, without discussing formulations. We can agree on the
essence of that matter.

[The participants voted to support the declaration.]

| would say, from my experience, that weareinasituation
right now, where this youth movement, and our movement
internationally, can grow extremely fast. We seethe potential
growing faster than you can count. In California, at the point
it was growing slowly, it was doubling every year. Now, it
candoubleevery month. Itisanunlimited, an explosivesocial
transformation that is occurring and must occur. And every-
one here has a responsibility to take that potential that was
demonstrated here, at the panel, and do it.

| once was very impressed with something Lyn said, or
something that happened, and | said to Lyn, “Boy, Lyn, your
method works!” And his answer was, “Y ou have to make it
work.” And that is a conclusion now, after this conference,
when we are going back into the world, an awful world, the
most turbulent and dangerous situation, perhaps, that man-
kind has faced. So | think we should bring our thoughts to-
gether on that point. We are going out into that world now.

We haveto transform theworld. Each one of you. Andwe
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haveto particularly throw off thebaggage. Y ou know wetend
to carry, to various degrees, different kinds of baggage, like
“1 would like to, but” or “I have this and that doubt, but, . . .
but, . . . but.” Y ou haveto throw that away joyfully, realizing
what the universe requires that you do right now.

Now, | would like to have Lyn and Helga address the
conference.

Lyndon LaRouche:
A Non-Linear Process

Helga has put me into position first. Jonathan has had a
very important role in this youth organizing, also especialy
in threatening people that they will have to master a billion
functions. He went on elliptical functions years go, back in
thelate 1970s, when hewastrying to educate acertain gentle-
man on elliptical functions, and he continued that process.
He's now assisting people on the significance of Riemann’'s
work. Thisisthenext order of magnitudefor the mathematics
and science work.

Anyway, sothisisaturning pointinhistory. It' saturning
point, because the conference occurred under very special
conditions. We are going to find that whatever seemed to be
happening two or three days ago, very soonit’ll be apparent,
asMuriel [Mirak-Weisshach] indicatedin her intervention on
the subject, that it won't be the same over the coming days.
Thisiswhat you call, crudely, anon-linear process. Thereis
no war in lrag, let me just emphasize that. Thisisathematic
point that is appropriate, as an impromptu point, to make at
this point in the events.

What has happened, as | indicated, isthat acertain force,
deployed by, actually, the slime mold of financier interests
which stand behind governments, and which interveneto de-
stroy governments and create dictatorships, whenever the
world becomes intolerable to the sensibilities of the dime
mold-and the slime mold, using various instruments like the
followers of Leo Strauss whom they created out of mud, out
of Marburg mud, this force has now embarked the world on
what it intends to be not only an imperialist campaign; not
only the intent—as was the case with Lord Shelburnein the
late 18th Century—to re-create an English-speaking version
of the Roman Empire, which would never fall; but anew kind
of Roman Empire. Not the British liberal kind of empire, of
playing one nation against another to manipulate continents,
peoples, but actually a permanent fascistic world empire, a
world government according to the design and specifications
of two of themost evil men of thelast century, Herbert George
Wellsand Bertrand Russell. Thisistheir design.

These two, Wells in 1913, in an introduction to a book,
first laid out the proposal of using, then, what he considered
radium weapons, as understood on the basis of the works of
Rutherford, to use them as weapons to make war so horrible
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that nations would give up their sovereignty to avoid such a
war, and would accept world government. At alater point, a
collaborator of H.G. Wells, Bertrand Russell, organized peo-
plefrom Hungary and el sewhere, who were scientistscast on
the waters of the world by the events of that period, such as
Leo Szilard, EugeneWigner, and so forth, and deployed them
astheinstrumentsfor creating nuclear weapons.

The nuclear weapons program in the United States at that
time, was instigated by Bertrand Russell. Now, the reaction
to what Russell and others were doing, had reactionsin Ger-
many, among some people who thought they should develop
nuclear weapons. They didn’t, and it didn’t happen, because
Hitler was stupid, among other things (sometimes to have a
dictator, you have to have a stupid man, like Hitler). Russia
was also devel oping nuclear weapons. Vernadsky, who was
the father of the nuclear policy of the Soviet Union—that
started in 1925, approximately, when he first proposed the
development of nuclear energy, asthe principal power source
of civilization, and of the Soviet Union in particular. His ge-
nius continued to the point that he created the institute which
actually, later, developed Soviet nuclear weapons.

So Russell, in this process, was the man who directed the
Anglo-American creation of nuclear weapons as weapons
terrible enough to create aworld empire, apermanent Roman
Empire of themost hideousdimensionsever imagined. It was
Russell and his crowd who dropped the bombs on Hiroshima
and Nagasaki, with no military pretext for so doing. The mili-
tary pretext wasafutureworld empire. Not World War 11; the
Japanese were completely defeated, no invasion was ever
required, or intended, of Japan. It was Russell who proposed
preventive nuclear warfarein 1945, and proposed it publicly
in 1946. It was Russell who was behind the orchestration of
the Missiles Crisis of 1962. There are people in the United
States and Great Britain, who have constantly had this ob-
sceneidea, centered around what is called the RAND Corpo-
ration. Centered around the friends of Russell, such as the
Chicago University crowd, who spawned this fascist Leo
Strauss, who isthe spiritual father, or grandfather, of most of
these clownsin the Bush Administration who are orchestrat-
ing the present war.

The policy behind these peopleis permanent war. A new
kind of Roman Empire with nuclear weapons. They intend to
use nuclear weapons. They will take the first occasion, if
allowed, to use nuclear weapons. Not because the situation
provokesthem to do so, but becausethey intend to set aprece-
dent for the use of nuclear weapons, which they will apply
anywhere. They are out for the neck.

Thereisnowar in Irag. Thereisno* after thewar” inlrag.
Anybody who talks about after the war in Irag—there is no
after the war in Irag. Y ou stop the war that is now ongoing,
or you get permanent world war. It’sobvious. Therefore, we
have cometo apoint whereitisput on our plateat thisconfer-
ence, to focus on this question. There is no way to sit back
and tolerate this. It must be stopped. Otherwise, there is no
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civilization on any part of this planet.

During this period, | went again through some of the de-
tails of the Korean problem. The complexities of the North
Korean administration, the problems that China and Russia
and othershavein dealing withtheNorth K orean government.
Thisisdeadly, considering theintention of theidiotsinWash-
ington. Thisisdeadly, considering the cowardice of the Dem-
ocratic Party leadership. Thisis monstrous. Thereisno one,
yet, on the scene, who has actually put into motion a process
which would prevent a preventive nuclear attack on North
Korea. We're looking at that possibility, and since these
clownswant to have an attack on North Korea, they probably
will do it. Now, the North Korean generals may think that
they need the bomb, as a threat to negotiate terms with the
United States. Then you have two sets of fools. The North
Korean fools are the stubbornest. They won't listen. And be-
cause they have a special socia character, which tends to
makethem imperviousand nervous. | till think that if | could
get in there, and we could find out what they want, we might
beableto changetheir mind. But they areon acollision course
with amonster. And the danger is, you can have nuclear war
in Asia, within the weeks ahead. | don’t say it will happen,
but | say it can happen. All the ingredients are there for it,
right now.

Sothereisno“after” Irag. Thelragwar isalready spread-
ing. The Turkish incursion in Northern Irag goes into the
Kurdish conflict. The whole area, the entire Caucasus region,
can go up into smoke. The Jordanian government can disap-
pear. Other governments of the Middle East can disappear.
Thelsraeli nuclear arsenal can bereleased under various con-
ditions. That ispossibleright now. Theissueswill spread. We
areinaworld depression. Thereisno after the Irag war. You
stop it now, or you’ re worthless.

Anyone who says, we are going to deal with this after the
war, isworsethan acoward, he'sacriminal, if he’ sin power.
It must be stopped now, with whatever it takes to stop it.
That was put on our plate here, implicitly, at this conference,
because it's the one place in the world where these things
were deliberated, in theform | havejust described.

Sowe haveaspecial responsibility and aspecia mission.
But also, because of the role of the youth movement in this,
as an accompanying theme, a counterpoint to the crisis. We
also arethemost optimistic forcein theworld. We know how
to change the world for the better. We just have to simply
accelerate that effort considerably, under the present circum-
stances.

Helga Zepp-LaRouche:
The Spirit of Jeanne D’Arc

| think it is no accident, or coincidence, that the theme
of Jeanne d'Arc has been such a dominant one among the
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young people. | had the fortune at one point, to talk to Indira
Gandhi about Jeanne d’Arc. As she and her father say in
their memoirs. When she was studying in France, dealing
with Jeanne d'Arc was a determining idea in her life, and
she drew a lot of her greatness, in her later life, from this
earlier occupation with the example of Jeanne d’ Arc. | want
to encourage other people to do what Elodie, and Megan,
Tina, Erin have done. And | want to encourage the men to
do the same thing, because the image of Jeanne d’Arc is
not a female occupation.

| think that if you read this drama, and you have certainly
been motivated by the beautiful presentations to go home
and read Jeanne d' Arc, and study it, and make it your own
property. But you will find that the mission which Jeanne
d’ Arc adopts, that Tina and Megan read in the first mono-
logue, it was like an innocent, “Yes, okay, | take the job.”
That was what the newer people among you have to do. |
take the job and | save the world at a point when it is as
dangerous, as Lyn was just saying. If you study the drama
further, you will see there is a middle monologue by Jeanne
d’Arc, when she has gone through an incredible fight, she
has won France, she gave the King the crown, she saved the
whole situation, but then she has self-doubts. And because of
those self-doubts, she doesn’'t do what she should do, when
she is accused, namely, to defend herself. Then, she isin
chains, and when she sees that France is threatened again,
she, with supernatural powers, sheripsthe chainsapart, goes
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Helga Zepp-LaRouche
(second fromright): “1
am absolutely, totally,
convinced and optimistic
that if anybody can
intervenein this moment
of severecrisis, and save
theworld, itisthis
organization.”

back to the battlefield and saves France once more. And
then, in her final monologue, she resumes the idea of this
original mission, but with a much deeper understanding of
what it means, that you have to have the level of the sublime
to do this job.

I think this is something you should think about. We,
as an organization—small in number still, although that is
changing rapidly, and with no fortunes—we are powerful
because peoplerespect especialy Lyn, for what he standsfor.
He has taken a sublime life and that has inspired so many
peopleall over theworld. Therefore, | am absolutely, totally,
convinced and optimisticthat if anybody caninterveneinthis
moment of severecrisis, and savetheworld, it isthis organi-
zation.

| want to thank all of you for being here, | want to thank
you for what you are doing, and ask you to take the next step,
in case you haven't done it yet. Some of you are probably
thinking about it. Take the next step, and make the level of
thesublime, thebeautiful soul of Friedrich Schiller, your daily
experience. It is quite okay if, like Jeanne d’ Arc, you have a
little relapse in between. That happens, it's human, you are
not a machine. But then go back and elevate yourself to the
level where you do not locate your identity in your physical
mortal existence. Y ou makeaholy, solemn commitment, like
Jeanne d’ Arc, to save thisworld at this point. Thisis acon-
sciousdecision and | can assure you, if you make it, you will
befree.
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