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Thousands of Youth With a Passion for
Truth Will Determine 2004 Presidency

by Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.

Mr. LaRouche gave this speech to a cadre school of théive, or so-called inductive arguments, which never deviate
LaRouche Youth Movement in Pennsylvaniaon Nov. 1.  fromthis set of arbitrary, so-called “self-evident,” definitions,
axioms, and postulates.

There are going to be some very significant changes in some

of the ways we do politics. Our changes will be less, in somel’ he Question of Axiomsand Emotion

respects, than the changes we’re going to impose upon the You getthe impression, then, if you look at a mathemati-

fools who are on the other side. cian, you think, “Well, you're a mathematician. Gee, how'd
Now, the key thing here, as | said last night, is the questiorthat happen? When did you die?” Because you get from for-

of emotion: that people view what they call “logic,” whichis ~ mal mathematicians, when they’re talking mathematically, or

generally meant by them, deductive or deductive/inductivearguing mathematically about science or anything else, you

argument, as logic and as rational. It may be, but it's often have the impression that you're talking to something who's

insane. The problemliesin an area called emotion, or passiodead! Particularly in these days, when you have computers;

For example, did anyone ever say to you, something inwhich ~ and you say, “My computer is more sexy—it responds, but

you knew they were lying; you knew that what they were much more affectionately, than this creep does!”

saying was a complete lie? And saying it very assertively, So, the problem lies in this question of emotion. And

very aggressively. you have to understand the connection between definitions,
And you say, “Well, that's a lie. Where do you get that axioms, and postulates, and emotion. Now, for example:

misinformation from?” “Look, the news media run the country. We have to go by

“I get it from the press! Don't you believe in the news  the news media. If you can not influence the news media,
media?! | got it from a man who is very authoritative, very nobody’s going to accept you!” What is that saying about our
well informed. And | know he’s sincere—therefotdave to  country? If, for example, you accept the news media as the
believe hini.Even if you claim you know it's false. standard, what does that say? You taid that there was a

Did you ever have such experiences? Does that tell you real increase in the economy. How many of you people, did
something about our society and our culture? It tells you, lookyou feel that? Did you experience that? Did you look at the
for where the real problem lies. figures? Did you see how they're faked? Anyone knows

Now, take the case of the so-called Euclidean geometnthey’re faked. The European press is talking about how it was
(I don'’t think they have the “New Math” now, which is not ~ faked. The figures are faked! Even the leading press says,
worth much, and probably some of you were exposed to thatWell, the economy is growing! (Although the jobs are de-
Forget it—you didn’t learn anything;Hopeyou didn’t learn creasing.)”
anything, because it's damaging to your mind, if you did. In  I'll give you another case of this: the case of Wal-Mart.
the former time, before the end of the 1950s, when this“New  Now, Wal-Mart is not a company, it's an epidemic disease.
Math” was brought in—when they thought you weren'’t suf- Wal-Mart is one of the biggest factors in causing unemploy-
ficiently stupid—they took away geometry and they gave you ment in the United States. What Wal-Mart does: When Wal-
the New Math; and they succeeded in making a lot of peoplé/lart sets up an operation in an area, they go to all the prospec-
stupid; they say, “lhate mathematics.” Well, good! You tive vendors, whose goods are manufactured, processed, and
didn't like it, right? Good! So forget that.) But, the problem delivered to Wal-Mart to be put on the shelves—where you
was, in the old days, when the Euclidean geometry, oraver-  have this, you know, 300 Ib. person standing there with a
sion of it, was taught as an integral part of a mathematicblank stare, and you ask them, “Where is this? Where is that?”
education in secondary school, or whatyou calltoday, middle ~ “I dunno.” Right? This is called part of our employment pic-
school; atthat time, you were told that there were certain selfture: You get all the people who didn’'t know which way to
evident definitions, axioms, and postulates; and that every-  the store, and they now employ them at Wal-Mart!—But, the
thing in mathematics, or which involves the application of order was: You can not sell to Wal-Mart, unless you eliminate
mathematics, can be, and mustbe explained interms of deduaHl U.S. vendorsexcept vendors which bring in goods which
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and distribution; water management; you
look at the amount of time that people
spend travelling on highways, between
jobsand non-jobs. How many jobs do peo-
ple have, who have households? How
much commuting do they do, in the course
of the day, particularly when they travel
in high-traffic hours? And in areas where
employment exists, the density of trafficis
higher than ever before. So, peopleareout,
for an hour, hour and a half, two hours,
commuting to and from work. If they have
twojobsinthat day, they’ re probably com-
muting, again, another commuting cycle.
What chance is there to have family life
under those conditions?

So, the society is being destroyed.
Skilled employment is being wiped out.
We are now like ancient Rome under the
emperors, under the Caesars. We are a

Lyndon LaRouche addresses the cadre school in Philadelphia on Nov. 1. “The key  “pread and circuses’ society—get your

thing here is emotion. Emotion should not be treated as some irrational thing, contra
to reason, as reason is misdefined. But rather, we must look at encaitii@ally, to
define what are sane, and insane, forms of emotion, and then judge the rest of the

policy from that standpoint.”

are produced in countries which engage in cheap labor, such
as China, or other countries. So therefore, when Wal-Mart
getsabigger impact inan areatoday, employment inthat state
and region collapses pecause firms are shut down, because
Wal-Mart won't buy from them. Why? Because they’ re pro-
ducing with U.S. labor. It's one of the big factors in unem-
ployment.

If youlook at the general pattern of unemployment in the
United States, what happened to thefactoriesand farms? The
goods still comein, at least to some degree; where are they
produced? What is a General Motors car? Well, don't ask
General Motors—they don’t know! Because General Motors
assemblesits cars from components from all over the world.
They not only buy partsfrom various parts of theworld; they
buy assembliedjke arear-end assembly or some other kind
of assembly. The company that sells the assembly does not
inform General Motors, or Chrysler, or soforth, what the parts
are! Or who made them! So, when you have acar to befixed,
intheold days, youwould go and look for thepart. Y ouwould
goto apartsstore; and you had apart of thismanufacturer, or
his subcontractor. The part was listed. Y ou would get a copy
on order, within afairly short period of time. And you would
replace the part in the car, according to prescription. But,
the manufacturer doesn’t know what the part is any more!
Because the manufacturer bid, on the basis of getting the
assembly! And the specifications are designed to be attuned
to the assembly, not the component parts of which the assem-
bly is made.

You look at everything: You look at power, generation
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"¥ntertainment from your neighbor; find out
which sex he has this week, or she, what-
ever. Or the third sex, the fifth sex.

So, what we are, we' re like the ancient
Romans. where Rome conquered the
world, or much of it, particularly from the end of the Second
Punic War, before the Caesars came to power; and Rome,
which used to be a productive society, based largely on agri-
cultureand similar kindsof things, begantorely uponslavery.
And the farmers were displaced. Returning veterans of the
old Roman legions were thrown on the streets, with no place
to go—no pensions, no nothing. So, you had a mass of Ro-
mans, who were called citizens, asin the United States, who
were essentially wandering around, and living on what were
called “bread and circuses,” getting adole, ahandout, to live
on. And now, we have handouts—not so many handouts, but
you have jobs, which are handouts. Worthless jobs, which
pay almost nothing, which arehandouts. They keepyou quiet.

Then, they tell you to have pleasure, asin ancient Rome:
entertainment, bread and circuses. Well, television is sup-
posed to be that. Hollywood is supposed to be that. A rave
dance is that—the same thing. Gladiator contests. Large
sports events. There's no difference between the decadence
of ancient Rome, and the decadence which has crept up on
the United States in the past 40 years. We are a decadent,
dying culture. A decadent, dying economy.

Globalized L ooting

How dowelive?Well,in 1971-72, wecollapsed the Bret-
ton Woods monetary system, the system in which we had
reorganized and rebuilt the world somewhat in the post-war
period. Then, we used that power, increasingly over the
1970s, to dictate to other countries what the value of their
currency would be. It was done very simply: The London
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Wal-Mart is one of the biggest factorsin causing
unemployment in the United Sates, by squeezing out
competitorswith cut-rate prices, banning unions,
eiminating U.S vendors, and relying on imports
produced by virtual slave labor abroad. Left to right:
retailer Montgomery Ward closesin Michigan; the
wreckage of a factory in Buffalo, New York; and
Wal-Mart—" not a company, but an epidemic disease.”

financial market, which was specialized in thiskind of thing,
would organizearun, like aGeorge Soros-type game, agai nst
some country—the way George Soros went at, particularly,
Malaysia. They drive down the value on the international
market—the trading value—in an orchestrated money mar-
ket, like arigged casino; they drive the value of the currency
down on the international money-exchange market. Then,
authoritiesgoto the country and say, “Well, bringinthe IMF!
Bring in the World Bank, to advise you on how to deal with
thisproblem.” ThelMFwould comein, and givethe“ advice”
(or the World Bank): “Devalue your currency! Twenty, 30,
40, 50%!” Say, “ Okay, we'll do that, if that’ll work.”

“Oh, but don’t think that you’re going to pay off your
debtsin your currency! We don't let you pay off your debts
inyour currency any more! Now, you pay off in dollars. And
sinceyour currency isless, invalue, thanit was, you' regoing
to have to pay more of your currency, in order to match the
dollar requirements.”

Now, therefore, you have to have an additional debt,
which you did not incur, which isimposed upon you, through
the orders of the IMF and World Bank. And the IMF and
World Bank are doing this, under direction of the Anglo-
American interests that dominate the world.

Therefore, we converted these countries into markets of
cheap labor. We ordered them, through the IMF and World
Bank, to shut down their industries, to shut down their infra-
structure! Weturnedtheminto virtual slaves. Weturned them
into cheap labor. Now, we come in with a program—they
would come in with “tourism”: Give your body to a for-
eigner—that works when it has to—and similar kinds of
things.

And then, take the case of Mexico: Mexico used to have
infrastructure; it used to control its own petroleum industry,
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which it doesn’'t any more—so forth and so on. It lost its
railroads, lost its transportation system, generally. And what
happened?Well, the United Statesliveslargely on Mexicans.
We steal from them’ we call it employment; wecall it maqui-
ladoras; wecall it NAFTA, which was pushed through inthe
Clinton Administration, pushed through by Al Gore. Good
guy, huh? We are exploiting people to the extent, that in one
state in Mexico, the majority of the income of the state is
remittances from Mexicans who are working inside the
United States—particularly in the South and Southwest in
the United States—and, what they’ re sending home to their
families, aspart of the cheap wagesthey’ re getting asincome,
inCalifornia, Texas, and soforth, isthemajority of theincome
of theentire state, within Mexico. If the U.S. wereto collapse
further, Mexico would be adisaster area. It'salmost nothing.
That was done in Mexico in 1982, before the raid on the
Mexico peso had occurred, which | wasinvolved in fighting
against.

Livingon China

But, thisiswhat we' re doing throughout Argentina, Bra-
zil, Peru, Colombia, Central America, Bolivia, and so forth.
Thisiswhat we're doing!

Wearealsoliving onthe Chinese: Now, the Chinesehhave
alarge population. And the Chinese take the view, that they
can use up part of that popul ation—useit up!—as cheap |abor
to producethingsfor the United States. It’ snot good, in China.
| have afriend of ours, who is a European entrepreneur, who
created a high-tech firm in China, which is producing things
in Chinaof significant value, applying what are called “ nano-
technology” methods. He has a firm. He has an immediate
group of Chinese partners, who run that firm. They have an-
other group, under them, who are the key men and women of
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Judge our “ bread
and circuses’
society by how we
treat the elderly
and the sick:
“There'sno
difference between
the decadence of
ancient Rome, and
the decadence
which has crept up
on the United Sates
inthe past 40
years.”

this firm. And the people who are the partners, treat the key
people fine. But, the key people, the immediate executives
and sub-executives of the place, treat the rest of the Chinese
employeeslike shit. So, Chinaisnot really acountry of great
freedom: It's a country whose culture has not overcome a
long history of the destruction of the poor of China, who are
used up as human cattle for the benefit of those who are more
privileged, who have a better standard of life.

So, China, like Europe beforethe Renai ssance, hasagreat
culture, a great cultural tradition at the top; but you have to
look at the bottom: There are many poor. So, the Chinese are
using up part of their labor force, likeburningwoodinastove,
in order to earn money from the United States; justifying this,
on the fact that the sacrifice being made by these Chinese,
who are being thrown like cord-wood into astove, isbuilding
afuture China. In asense, that’ strue. But, if you think of the
relationship of the United Statesto China, that isthe rel ation-
ship of the United Statesto China. Chinaisadumping ground
for the United States, and China is a vast source of cheap
labor, for people like Wal-Mart.

Thisisthe ugly reality of the situation.

TheLegacy of Truman

Now we're in a destroyed society, and it'sworse: Look,
since the end of the World War 11, since that son-of-a-bitch
Truman dropped two nuclear weapons—for nomilitary, justi-
fied reason—on the civilian populations of Hiroshima and
Nagasaki, theworld haslived under nuclear terror. Now, the
nuclear terror wasinvented by aguy whowascalled, by many
idiots, a“pacifist”: Bertrand Russell. Bertrand Russell isthe
single person, most directly responsible for the creation of
nuclear warfare. He did so, stating that his purpose, and that
of hissidekick—"animal man” H.G. Wells—their statement,
of their policy, was to use forms of warfare which are so
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terrifying, that people would submit to world government—
dictated by them—in order to avoid that kind of warfare.
Bertrand Russell and Co. devel oped nuclear warfare, to create
aweapon so terrible, that the world would submit to world
government, by their design, in order to avoid that kind of
warfare.

The United States policy under Truman, from about the
time of the death of Roosevelt until the present day, but espe-
cialy up until the beginning of the 1950s—the policy was, to
launch preventive nuclear warfare against the Soviet Union,
asaway of bringingtheentireworld under world government,
as specified by Bertrand Russell. That was the policy of the
Truman Administration. That is a policy embedded in the
United Statesfromthat period. That isapolicy which existed,
which turned many of my friends, probably 90% of them in
military service, into worms, morally. They were so afraid of
the right-wing turn inaugurated by Truman, with what was
done with the so-called “ strategic bombing” against popula-
tions, and capped by nuclear weaponsbombing, against Hiro-
shimaand Nagasaki. That wasthe policy of the United States:
That was considered patriotism! “If yer not for it, buddy, you
ain’t apatriot—and maybe, yer aCommiebastard!” That was
the policy.

Then, we got rid of Truman. Why did we get rid of Tru-
man? Well, because traditionaists didn’t like Truman—in-
cluding me! | despised that fellow from before he was Presi-
dent. And, when Roosevelt died, people asked me what was
going to happen; | said, “Our fateishorrible, under thislittle
man. Thislittlecreature, not fully human. Thishaberdasher!”
| wasright.

But then, the Soviet Union developed a thermonuclear
weapon—first. At that point, the United States: “ Uh-uh! This
preventive nuclear warfare ain’t no good. They got athermo-
nuclear weapon!” So, we dumped Truman, and we brought
in Eisenhower. And, Eisenhower was opposed to this kind of
funny stuff, thisfun and games. And we had about eight years
of relative peace, under Eisenhower. It was not true peace,
becausetheevil wasstill there. But, the evil wason theunder-
side, and Eisenhower was on top.

Kennedy camein. Kennedy did not understand the story.
And you see the Kennedy family does have problems, asyou
see in Cdifornia, with this Schwarzenegger. And then, we
have Schwarzenegger in California—aHitlernegger in Cali-
fornia—and we have “Katzenjammer” in Philadelphia: the
kinds of evil we haveto get rid of.

So, we had that situation. Then, because Kennedy did not
understand the issue—and because of complications in the
Kennedy family and so forth, and in the administration—the
Democratic Party had tended to become the party of nuclear
warfare. The Republicans were not the war-party, at that
point. There wereright-wingersin the Republican Party, who
werethewar-party; but the hard core of the nuclear war-party
in the United States was the Democratic Party. And it's still
there. It' still there: They call themselves“liberal.” They kill
liberally—more people, that is.

Feature 33



So, don't have any illusions about the Democratic Party,
asaparty. The Democratic Party is an object weare going to
take over, and transform. It is not a kingdom of virtue—or
even good sentiment.

TheCurrent Strategic Crisis

We are now, therefore, in the following situation: The
fall of the Soviet system, was viewed by some people asthe
opportunity to establish an Anglo-American world govern-
ment, and the fanatics in the United States, said it’s going to
beaU.S. empire. It'scalled “globalization”: Globalizationis
imperialism. Globalization isthe enemy of the United States,
asyou seein the case of Wal-Mart. Wal-Mart isyour enemy!
When you pass that store, you know, “That's my enemy.”
It's destroying our community, it represents globalization, it
represents an institutionalization of the values which stink.
Or, George Soros is your enemy. Other institutions of this
type are your enemy. George Shultz, Bechtel, isyour enemy.
Halliburton is your enemy. Your personal enemy! Certain
financia institutions and bankers are your enemy. They're
destroying this country.

And, people say, “But they’'re powerful, therefore you
have to respect them.” Emotion, again. Passion, again. It's
like the news media, “Y ou gotta respect the news media.”
“You must respect these authorities! Y ou must respect the
Democratic Party. You must respect the Republican Party.
Y ou must respect the President.” “ No! Y ou must respect the
Vice President! Y ou're going to attack the Vice President?
You're going to take our Vice away?’ Anyway, so thisisthe
kind of situation.

Now, what are we coming to? [In 1991-92], some of the
wiser heads in the first Bush Administration, turned down
Cheney’ s proposal to go to preventive nuclear warfare. And,
the idea of the continuing the Iragi war with an invasion at
that time, was an attempt to go to global, nuclear preventive
warfare. That wasthe intention.

Cheney hashadthat intention, since 1991-1992—noll ater.
The neo-conservative faction which is controlling the Bush
Administrationisthat. Theneo-conservativesarea soamajor
factor in the Democratic Party. Marc Rich is part of that, and
Marc Rich is the guy who was pardoned by Clinton, and
Clinton got alot of money for it. It wasdropped in the coffers.
Goreispart of it; othersare part of it; Lieberman is part of it;
same thing.

All right, so, what’s the situation? We're now at a point
where we have thermonuclear arsenals on this planet. If
thermonuclear arsena sarefully deployed, inafull-scalewar,
it can destroy human civilization—wipe it out. Therefore,
the argument has been, since the end of the 1950s, that with
thermonuclear weapons and advanced methods of delivery of
those weapons, you can not have a full-scale thermonucl ear
war. This was called the doctrine of “Mutual and Assured
Destruction.” Y ou can not goto Mutual and Assured Destruc-
tion. The policy was—while the Soviet Union was till the
number-two power—the policy was, that we would manage
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the superpower conflict. And therefore, the threat of Mutual
and Assured Destruction would now be used to bring about a
certain kind of one-world government, between chiefly two
opposing powers:. the United States and the Soviet Union. In
other words, whatever they agreed to would become the fate
of al theworld.

S0, you aready had an empire, which isan empire of two
opposing forces. the U.S. forces and the Soviet forces. This
was brought together under NikitaK hrushchov, while hewas
General Secretary of the Soviet Communist Party. And, that
was negotiated by: Bertrand Russell, personally! Negotiated,
in implementation by Bertrand Russell’s fellow running-
dogs.

All right, so now, we till have that situation: Welivein
aworld, inwhich thermonuclear weapons, and related things,
define an environment of Mutual and Assured Destruction,
really. Now, what is Cheney talking about, therefore? What's
the problem we're living under? What Cheney is talking
about, and others are talking about—the neo-cons—is: Let's
have a sub-Mutual and Assured Destruction regime. Let us
conduct nuclear warfare, in such away, that we never go to
full-scalethermonuclear war, but that we use mini-nukes, and
other kinds of weapons of mass destruction, in order to find a
level between what used to be called “conventional war-
fare”—pre-nuclear warfare—and thermonuclear warfare,
generaly. Sotherefore, tofinda“ middlearea’ tofight limited
nuclear warfare, as preventive nuclear warfare: to establish
aworld empire; to eliminate all nation-states, and establish
imperial control over the planet, by this method.

Now, what this meansis—go back to another part of this
story. Now, Truman was an idiot, and Truman was of the
belief, and his administration was of the belief, that because
the United States had athreat of anuclear arsenal—wedidn’t
have many nuclear weapons, then; but they weretalking about
having them, to use. That’s why they didn’'t use them: They
didn’t have them, yet. We used up the last two nuclear weap-
ons we had in Hiroshima and Nagasaki, and the production
of further weapons of this type took some time. And, the
development of delivery systemstook sometime. So, in this
period, Truman believed that because of the United States
possession, or Anglo-American possession of nuclear weap-
ons, that they could do whatever they damn pleased, with the
Russians and Chinese, and other countries. And therefore,
Truman, in the late 1940s, began to experiment with opera-
tions against China, and also against the Soviet Union; but
specifically focused on China, but as a threat to the Soviet
Union, and China. “We have nuclear weapons; you don't.
Y ou won't have them in the near future, we will. Therefore,
you do aswetell you, or else.”

So, the Truman Administration believed that the Soviets
would be so terrified, and the Chinese so terrified, they would
do nothing about it. They would be scared into submission.
What happened is, is the Soviet Union and China made an
agreement—and North Koreaoverran South Korea. And, the
United States was pushed down into the Pusan perimeter,
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with no apparent chance of reconquering the territory. The
South Korean army was wiped out—didn’t exist. An Ameri-
can force, based in the Pusan perimeter, the tip of South Ko-
rea, was holding on, based by support from Japan.

MacArthur was brought into this thing; it was made a
United Nationsissue. MacArthur, typical of hisbeing atradi-
tionalist, flanked the situation with the so-called Inchon land-
ing, and changed the character of the process. And, things
have not changed, interms of the geography of thearea, since
that time, since the immediate effect of the Inchon landing
by MacArthur.

Now, thepoint was: The Truman Administration had mis-
calculated. They had assumed that the threat that they were
making was so powerful, that the world would submit, to the
awesome power of the United States. And, they found, and
theworld found, that China and the Soviet Union would fight
warfare, in away beyond the belief of these plannersin the
United States—then.

Asymmetric Warfare

Today, countries such as India, China, and Russia, are
prepared—under the kind of threat coming from the Cheney
crowd in the Bush Administration—are preparing to fight the
kind of warfare, which fits the kind of threat, which Cheney
and Co. represent. Therefore, we're looking in the near
term—unless we get rid of Cheney, and get rid of what he
represents; unlessweget rid of Soros, a so, and what herepre-
sents, which has taken over Bill Clinton and the Democratic
Party—unless we get rid of that, we will be, in the coming
years ahead, at some point, in thiskind of warfare! It will be
nuclear warfare; limited thermonucl ear weapons; submarines
of atype which have not existed previoudy; nuclear bombs
stuck in the mud along the Chesapeake and up the Delaware
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“Thisis not a mismanagement
problem: The United Satesis
losing thewar! And, it'slosing
that war, in the same degree
that it lost the war in Indo-
China.” Here, U.S soldiers
surround and search Abu
Ghurayb Market in Baghdad,
after a rocket-propelled
grenade attack, Nov. 2.

River and other places.

And, this will be the kind of warfare which you seein
Irag. They went into Irag. What happened in Irag? At apoint
that theU.S. killing operation—air power, use of super-weap-
ons, destroy whol eterritories—became severe, thelragi mili-
tary disappeared. It vanished! It didn’t vanish to nowhere—it
till existed. What you' re now seeing—adecision was made,
within part of the lragi population, among the military: Since
they could not defeat the strategic arsenal being deployed
against them by the United States, what they would dois, they
wouldtakealessonfrom K oreaand Vietnam. Andthey would
say, “We can't beat their weapons, but when we're close up
to them, next to them, walking the same streets, in the same
neighborhoods, and they have to deal with us man-to-man; if
we' rewilling to take the brunt of doing that, we can win that
war.” And, thelragi military isinthe process, now, of winning
thewar, against aU.S. invading force! Thisisnot amisman-
agement problem: The United Statesislosing the war! And,
it'slosing that war, in the same degree that it lost the war in
Indo-China.

Y ou see, warfare finally comes down to peopleto people.
Weapons to weapons don’t mean much. What countsin war-
fare, iswhat comesout of warfare: Who wins? Now, winning
isbased on survivors, so masskilling isnot winning warfare:
It sextermination. I1t’s madness. Winning in warfare, iswin-
ning it man to man, person to person. In the final analysis,
when you get to this area, you think about fighting war be-
tween total thermonuclear destruction, and what used to be
called “conventional warfare’—in this middle area, which
these idiots are playing with, that’s what the logic is. You
force asituation, where countries which are capable, and un-
derstand military and related problems, and populations that
are willing to fight for their sovereignty, to fight for their
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independence—you're up against the factor of humanity,
where people say, “I would rather die, than submit to this. If
dying meant that we were going to defeat these guys.”

And what you're seeing is the defeat of the United
States—a military defeat of the United States, created by the
stupidity of an American people and leadership, which failed
torecognizethelesson of eventhe past period, sincethebomb
was dropped on Hiroshimaand Nagasaki. That isthelogic of
the situation.

So, what we're dealing with, again, is a question of pas-
sion. People are saying, “But, it’ sthe United States. We have
to defend the United States.” Against what? How about de-
fense of the soldiers who are not getting medical treatment,
when they’re injured? What about the trauma cases, the
surviving trauma cases, piling up in hospitals, where they
don’t get care? What about the process of—they send these
guysin asreservists and National Guardsmen, without body
armor? They don't give them body armor! They offer to sell
it to them! For $800-900 a shot! So, some people get body
armor, others get joke-body armor—not serious body armor,
it's something that adds some weight; you get on the scale,
you weigh more. Maybethat’ simportant. But initseffective-
ness against these conditions of combat, it is not serious body
armor. A Hummer: It may make Arnie Schwarzenegger rich,
but it's not much use in thiskind of situation. What you call
a“Hummer,” is caled a “target.” And, if somebody has to
say, “What target?—" Well there’sone!”

So, that’ sthe situation we face.

A Passion for Truth

Now, overall, go back to the thing | started with, this
question about passion: The problem of passion liesin these
areas of so-called axiomatic assumptions: definitions,
axioms, and postulates. Or, generally accepted truisms; or,
generally accepted public opinion; or, believing that sincerity
istruth. In other words, if a person lies, in terms of fact, but
they’resincere, youcan'tcal italie. “Well, hemay betelling
alie, that it's not the truth, but he's sincere! Therefore, you
can not call himaliar.” Or, “He believesit, he heard it from
somebody else, whom he sincerely believesis an authority.”

“Look, he's amember of the Democratic Party. And his
leadership of his party says it's true; therefore, if you're a
member of the party, you have to accept that democratic deci-
sion, by that leadership of the party, and that has to be your
opinion; and you have to act accordingly.” “ Y ou haveto be-
lieveinfreetrade. Y ou haveto believein Adam Smith.” You
haveto believeinthesethings—otherwise, there’ ssomething
wrong with you.

Therefore, you find yourself living like a goldfish in a
goldfish bowl, surrounded by all kinds of truisms. Some are
like the truisms of definitions, and axioms, and postul ates of
mathematics. Others are these kinds of social shibboleths,
that you have to believe. And your emotions are attached to
that. So, if you are convinced—a bunch of you get together,
and you discuss something. You go through it, you do an
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investigation. Y ou are convinced that a certain thing is true.
Y ou state your evidence and state why you believeit’ s true.
And someone says, “That doesn’t make any difference. Be-
cause that’ s not the way things are going to happen. Things
will happen the way the news media believes; the way the
party machine believes; the way my uncle believes—that’s
how things are going to be! | don’t care what your evidence
is, that'swhat itis!”

Therefore, you are now faced with a situation, where you
areabouttofacesocial rejection—or lying. Becauseyou know
it'salie! But you say, “Look, I've gottago along. I’ ve got to
go aong. I've got to go aong! I’ve got to get along! Look,
that’s popular opinion! That’s popular culture! You can’'t go
against popular culture!” “1 mean, the Nazi Party’s has its
culture. You gotta go along!” “ Schwarzenegger has a cul-
ture.” (1 don't think he hasany testiclesany more—but hehas
aculture! That'swhy hewent into politics.)

Inany case, that’ swhat you' reup against. So, theproblem
of society, is the problem of emotion. People say, “Let’'s be
objective. Let’ snot beemotional.” Thepoint is, you'rebeing
controlled by emotion. What they mean is, “Don’'t defy my
emotions! If you disagree with me—."

For example, go to aprofessor of mathematics or mathe-
matical physics, and raise the question of the Gauss Funda-
mental Theorem of Algebra, the question of the complex do-
main. Y ou want to see an emotional display of fireworks? So
therefore, you have met an axiom. Y ou’ ve met an assumption.

This guy assumes—he’'saradical positivist; he assumes
certain things, which are not true, which are false. But he and
hisbuddieshave al sworn an oath to thiskind of freemasonic
code: They believe in this thing. You are questioning the
authority of Lagrange and Cauchy, in particular. What your
evidenceis, istothem, irrelevant. “Wehaveaready decided”
that thisis the way mathematics will be defined, that science
will be defined. And, when you cross them, the dignified
professor, you cross him effectively—you’ re presenting the
actual evidence; and the so-called dignified professor, who
has enough education to recognize that you’' ve pinned him
against the wall, that you've presented evidence that he
shouldn’t be able to overlook, he's got to consider it, and
respond to it—he’'s not going to respond to it at that point,
except one way: Emationally! He has afreakout: “Get out of
here! And, don't come back! You must be a Communist!”
And, things like that. And you say, “Well, weren’t you a
Communist, once?’ “ Get out of here!!”

The problem that you are up against, and that you face,
isthat.

Brainwashing of the Baby-Boomer Gener ation
Now, let’s look at another dimension of this. What are
you up against? You are up against a generation called the
“Baby-Boomer Generation,” which was so terrified by sev-
era things, that they never came back; they went away some
place, and never came back. They're still walking around;
they’ ve got bodiesmoving around there, but somethinginside
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A Baby-Boomer
proclaims, “ There
isnofuture,” inthis
New York City “ pot
parade’ in 1981.
The children of the
Boomersare,
increasingly,
unwilling to accept
the fate their
parents hedonism
has handed to them.

them, which had been living before, went away; became part
of the counterculture. The first thing, the most immediate
thing that turned adol escents or |ate adol escents, inthe 1960s,
into Baby-Boomers, was the fear of—number one: the Mis-
siles Crisis of 1962, and the effect it had on them and their
parents (they were old enough to be scared; they were not old
enough to judge the situation); the assassination of Kennedy;
and the beginning of the Indo-China War—a hopeless war,
which they had no confidencein, no belief in.

Asaresult of that, they fled into what' scalled a“ counter-
culture.” Various kinds of counterculture. Now, the people
who fled first, were university students. And, the idea was,
could your university enrollment protect you from being
drafted to be sent into Indo-China? It was abig deal; and the
wholeideology. That was where the expression was coined,
“1 don't go there” Typical Baby-Boomer expression: “I
don't—. Don't bring it up! | don’t go there!” “ Don't talk
about the economy; | don’t go there.” “ Don’t tell me about
Adam Smith; | don’t gothere.” “ Don't tell me about Cheney;
| don’'t gothere.” “ Don't tell methe Democratic Party leader-
ship is corrupt; | don’t go there!” “ | do not deal with those
issues! I'm living in my goldfish bowl, and that’ s outside my
goldfish bowl. That’s not in my water!”

So therefore, you get this kind of situation with them.
Now, what happened is, the concentration was like this prob-
lem we discussed in Sweden, where they go at castrating the
minds of the boys, and they leave the girls alone. If you can
make the mal es impotent—that was the purpose of this Gun-
nar Myrdal kind of operation, huh?

So, they concentrated on the college and entry layersin
society, to brainwash them first. What they brought in,
among the other things, very quickly, was LSD. Now, is
L SD an essentia part of your education? Can you understand
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the universe better with LSD? No? What was the slogan—
the dogan of the London Tavistock Ingtitute: “Drop in,
and drop out.” Drop in and drop out. You take LSD, with
marijuana, cheap wine—and you're on atrip! So, the idea
was to flee from society. The other thing was: “Technology
is bad. Technology created the situation: We must get rid
of technology. We must have new values. We must reject
our parents’ values.”

So therefore, you had a fear-stricken generation, which
had gone into a counterculture, a no-future society, and the
older they got—when they got through their sexual enthusi-
asms, they couldn’t do it quite as fast and often as before, so
they had to think about things, then. Before, when they had
sex, in their youth, they didn’t have to think any more; LSD
and sex would get them through the day, more or less. And
when they had to start to think about earning a living and
raising afamily, and so forth, they had to find new kinds of
entertainment, new ways of amusing themselves, of keeping
themselves happy; new kinds of socia habits, conventions,
fads, costumes, and so forth. And so, they became ano-future
generation, in and of themselves, called the Baby-Boomers.
They becamea* pleasuresociety,” a“post-industrial” culture.
They became a dead culture: Because, under the influence
which was exerted partly through them, increasingly, the
United States and Europe lost its ability to produce. The
United States and Britain, first; Australia, and so forth, first;
then other partsof theworld weredestroyed. Destroyed inthe
ability to see afuturein the society.

Today’sYouth Demand a Change

And then, you guyswere born. Y ou came out of agenera-
tion, or the effects of a generation, which went through that
experience; you went through a generation, which had gone
through the transformation, into something like Rome under
the Caesars: the “bread and circuses’ culture. It's called a
“sex and entertainment” culture, in which 80% of the family-
income bracket population of the United States is living in
desperate conditions, increasingly desperate conditions.
Somepeoplesay, “ Theeconomy isprosperous. The economy
is doing well.” What's that, but a state of insane denial? If
80% of our population is suffering, and the lower 25% of
family-income brackets is in desperate conditions; if we're
killing off older people, because we want them dead, by our
health-care policy; if we're killing off people with serious
diseases, because we don't want to care for them, we want
them dead, as soon as possible: What kind of acultureisthis?
But that is the culture which the Baby-Boomer generation
voted! Step by step, in astate of withdrawal .

Y ou come along—and you' re not preparedto die. You're
not prepared to accept no future. So, you find, again, abarrier,
an emotional barrier—with thevery emotionsinvolvedinthe
fact that they, during theearly to middle 1960s, made achoice,
akind of axiomatic choice of definitionsand so forth—social
definitions; and they have been living out those choices, of
that and subsequent times, over these periods.
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Reason and the Emotions

They have supported these kinds of changes. This has
destroyed the United States' economy. It has destroyed much
of theworld; it hasdestroyed the basisfor adecent expectation
of life. But, they are defending it. For example, you've got
Bill Clinton, who in 1996 and so forth, was running around
thecountry, talking about the Gol den Generation"— hisgen-
eration! That is the generation, which actually delivered the
disaster whichthisnationisliving through now; and he’ sstill
defending it. That’s his problem. He's one of the brightest
Presidents we' ve had, but he's still living out that delusion,
the delusion of the so-called “Golden Generation.” It was
not gold, I'm telling you. It was something you generally
flushed away.

But, this is what they’re clinging to. So therefore, when
you say, “I demand the right to a future. | demand that this
society have afuture. | demand that my life be meaningful,
that | have accessto being part of asociety whichhasafuture,”
you run up against the emation of people, who made a
choice—"Wehavechosentobelieve’: passion. So, don’tlook
for what you call “objectivity.” Don’t accept the idea, that
by arguing within the definitions, axioms, and postulates, of
assumptions, without “ getting emotional,” that you’ re going
to get anywhere. Y ou're not going to change anything. Be-
cause, aslong asyou accept these axiomatic assumptions, you
aregoingto hell, withtherest of society. Y ou have no choice.

So therefore, you have to go directly against emotions.

Now, then we come back to the question: What about
“rational” and “emotional”? Are these opposing categories?
No. They arenot. I rrational isalack of saneemotion. A person
whoisemotionlessisinsane, it’saform of schizophrenia. So
therefore, to berational, isto berational inyour emotions, not
to be unemotional.

What isthe characteristic of our speech in society, today?
What isthecharacteristic of speech, asyou seeitontelevision,
asyou seeit in terms of news broadcasting, for example? In
terms of ordinary speech in general? People-who-talk-like-
ticker-tape. Who try to talk, as either one, as unemotionally
aspossible; or, realizing that that’ sawfully stupid, they try to
color their speech by stylized methods of speaking. Sort of
like rock music, it doesn’t mean anything: Y ou can just take
and beat your head against thewall, and it achievesthe same
effect. But, you want to make it look it pretty, or something,
so you develop a style of beating your head against the wall.
Instead of saying, “ I’ m beating my head against thewall,” you
say, “I’'mdoing it with style!” We can have alittlediscussion
about humor, these days, popular humor inyour generation—
you know, beating your head against thewall, or urinating on
something, huh? Thisis called “ high-quality humor”!

So, the issue here is: People don’t even know how to
speak. We have peoplewho try to recite poetry, or singmusic.
It'shorrible! They try tosingit, withastyle, toimpresspeople
that they are masters of a style. But then, you sit back, and
you say, “Wait aminute. What idea are you communicating?
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What idea are you communicating, and what is the passion
which you areimparting, for that idea?’

Look at these actors. They can't act. Why? The function
of an actor is to present, not himself, but an idea. An actor
who istrying to sell himself on stage—get rid of him. He's
useless. An actor who's conveying an idea, is useful. And
therefore, when an actor is performing well, you don't see
the performer; you see what he's doing, you see what he's
representing. He' sableto disguise himself, in asense; to such
a degree, that he becomes the instrument of conveying an
idea. And then, you see him after the performance, and you
have the impression to go up to him and say, “ Thank you.”
Not becauseyou liked hisperformance, asaphysical perform-
ance, but you liked what he had doneto you, in the conveying
of an idea, by his performance. He was able to subordinate
hisego, as such. Hedid not present his ego—he presented an
idea. And the ideawasimportant, and you were glad you got
theidea. And thenyou say, “Hey! Hedidit!” Go up and thank
him! Because he did it. Every great performance, isthe same
thing, conveying an idea.

So, the question we have before us, is, how do we bring
passion, and what is called rationality, together? Because
without passion, rationality is insanity. Therefore, the thing
tolook at, iswhat are the assumptions which are controlling
the way we choose axioms.

Let's go back a bit—one last point on this. Go back in
history: Mankind, until Europe’s 15th Century, as far aswe
know, most humanity were kept as human cattle, not as peo-
ple. They were kept as slaves and serfs and so forth, informs
of subjugation where they were used as cattle. The guild sys-
temiscattle: “Learnyour trade! Do asyour father, and grand-
father, and great-grandfather did before you. Don't try to
change anything.” That is being an animal. Y ou were not
using that quality in you, which distinguishes you from a
beast, an animal.

The difference is, in the 15th Century, the ideas which
had accumulated about the nature of man, and in European
civilization from the time of ancient Greece, the Pythagore-
ans, Thales, Solon, Plato, and so forth: Theseideaswere sud-
denly given an expression in theform of what became known
as the nation-state, first in France under Louis X1, and in
England under Henry VII. Thelaw wasthelaw of the general
welfare, the concept of a constitution, the concept of natural
law. It isanatural law of man which isbased on the fact that
man isdifferent than any animal. Man isacreature of reason,
not of sense-perception. Man is able to see through the para-
doxes of sense-perception, as Gauss implies this with the
Fundamental Theorem of Algebra, to discover principles,
which actually run the universe; principles you can not di-
rectly “see” with your senses, but principles which you can
know, through reason, and prove experimentally, to control
the universe. Therefore, now you become a person, who has
principles; you can changetheuniverse, becausethese princi-
ples, once you discover them, you're able to change nature,
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because you have principles that control nature; you' re now
ableto control it.

Now, you have knowledge. Without these principles, you
haveno knowledge, you' reonly ananimal. Y ou’ rejust acting
likeababoon, onthebasisof your heredity, onyour hereditary
sense-perceptual powers. You play games and tricks, but
they’ reall limited to those sense-perceptual powers, likeacat
or adog, or amonkey or ababoon. And there’ sno difference
between that and thetypical liberal. There are no ideasthere.
The typical reductionist, the empiricist, is not human: They
deny the existence of universal physical principles, and say,
“What we call principles, is limited to things that we can
deduce, deductively, or inductively, from sense-perception.”
That's empiricism. That's what it is; that's what’s taught.
That’ sthe dominant culture.

The function of empiricism is to deny the existence of
humanity. To deny the thing that makes you different from a
beast, from a baboon: this ability of the human mind to see
beyond sense-perception, and to prove those discoveries,
whichyou makethrough looking at the paradoxes, theironies,
the metaphors buried in sense-perception. “Look, it doesn’t
make sense.” Discover the solution. And, as Kepler did, dis-
cover a principle, like universal gravitation. And now, the
universe makes sense, because now you know a principle
which causesthis aberrant behavior. And now, it'sno longer
an aberrant universe, an insane universe—it'saprinciple.

So, thisiswhat makes us human.

Thelssuesof the General Welfare

Now, if people become human, are they going to accept
being slaves; are they going to accept being serfs? Are they
going to accept that kind of condition of being human cattle,
who are moved out into the field, bred and culled, used up,
and thrown away? Which iswhat is pretty much done, today,
with our society. The lower 80% of our population, is essen-
tialy reduced to the category of human cattle. That’ swhy the
Democratic Party and others go out to get, and spend, big
money on mass media as away of campaigning, rather than
going out in the streets and dealing with the people. Because
the people, the rightful citizens of the United States, are
chiefly in the lower category of the 80% of lower family-
income brackets. Now, if you're organizing the lower 80%
of family-income brackets as a force, what is going to be
prominent today? The issues of the general welfare: health
care; a decent life, these kinds of things; the development
of children. So, you don’t go there. You go into the mass
mani pulation business: bread and circuses.

So, in this kind of society, the problem we have, is the
following: We have a modern nation-state, which was cre-
ated, as a form of institution, based on what humanity had
discovered about mankind over thousands of years before
then. The modern nation-state, based on the principle of gen-
era welfare, and commitment to posterity; that the state, the
nation, as an institution, must be responsible for protecting
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and promoting the general welfare; that the state, the nation,
asaninstitution, controlled by its people, must beaccountable
for the future condition of our posterity. The nation-state!
And, the condition of posterity is based on man, as man. And
man as man, is a creative creature, who discovers universal
principles, who increases the species-power in the universe,
who can fix thingsin the universe. We are a creative species:
To be man, to be human, means that these cregative powers
must be developed. They must be encouraged. They must be
utilized. That is the general welfare. Without that, there is
no future, except as for baboons—who have a questionable
future, as baboons.

So therefore, that’ stheissue. Thefirst time such asociety
came into existence, was then, in the 15th Century, with the
idea of anation-state based on natural law; ideas which were
expressed ecumenically by the Council of Florence, back then
in the 15th Century, and were expressed in the outgrowth of
that as Louis X1’s France, and Henry VII’s England.

Immediately, the forces which represented feudalism,
represented the Middle Ages, fought back, and sought to de-
stroy it. One of the products of this destruction wasto destroy
the idea of man as a creative being; of the individua as a
creative being; one capable of creating discoveries of knowl-
edge, beyond the veil of sense-perception, and using that
knowledge as principles to improve the condition of man.

Now therefore, if you create such a citizenry, what hap-
pens? Well, you get the inspiration of the United States. So,
you had peoplein the 18th Century, in particular, who |ooked
at the colonization effortsin the Americas, and looked partic-
ularly at the optionin English-speaking North America, espe-
cialy from the middle of the 18th Century around Benjamin
Franklin—from about the 1750s. And Franklin, at that point,
was supported increasingly from the greatest minds of Eu-
rope, directly, to build around Franklin a set of ideas, which
became the conception of thisrepublic. And the purpose was
of that effort, was not merely to create arepublic, autopia, in
the United States: The purpose was to set an example, in the
emergenceof an American republic, whichwouldtheninspire
Europe, which had given us these ideas—would inspire Eu-
rope, to do the samefor itself.

So, against that, to prevent that, the British East India
Company—nheaded by, at that point, actually, by Lord Shel-
burne—in 1763 moved with two stated objectives, of that
period. He was the boss. He ran Barings Bank; he was the
political boss of Barings Bank. He was the political boss of
theBritish East IndiaCompany. Heal sowasthepaymaster for
the Britishmonarchy. The British King was paid—personally
paid—Dby theBritish East IndiaCompany, through Shelburne.
Most of the members of the British Parliament were paid,
bought and sold, by the British East India Company.

So, the British East IndiaCompany, with acertain model,
set out to prevent, first of all toattempt to prevent what became
the United States from coming into existence; and to destroy
France; because, among theintelligentsiain France—typified
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by Bailly, for example, and L afayette, whowereyoung people
(Bailly was somewhat older)—these were the people who
formed a constitution for a French monarchy, which was pre-
sented in the Spring of 1789, to deal with the crisisin France.
Thisintelligentsia around Paris, which had been the leading
force in supporting the struggle to create the United States
from Europe; this intelligentsia was determined to move in
that direction, to take the American model, which was just
being established under the draft Federal Constitution. And,
to use that asamodel, to spread into Europe, beginning with
France, a system of republics—whether under monarchs or
whatnot—which would represent this new conception of
man, this new kind of society: to free man from the relics of
feudalism, so to speak; and from therelics of what the British
East India Company represented.

They were removed, immediately. It had been prepared
by Shelburne. The French Revolution was run by Shelburne.
It was run by the British East India Company. Philippe Egal-
iteé: British agent; Jacques Necker: British agent; Danton:
British agent; Marat: British agent. The entire Jacobin Terror
leadership: British agents. Napoleon: British agent.

Synarchism Against the Nation-State

So, what was set into motion, is what has been called in
recent times, in the recent century: Synarchism. It was then
called Martinism. This instrument, typified by the Jacobin
Terror and Napoleon’ styranny, has been the curse of Europe
from that timeto the present day. Every timeafinancial crisis
or athreat to this financial order occurs, these guys go into
motion. And do, asthey did in the 1920s. 1922, they created
Mussolini; they created Adolf Hitler; they created thefascists
of France; they created Franco of Spain; they created the
Synarchist movement in Mexico, the Synarchist movements
throughout the Americas. These are the people who are be-
hind, inthe United States, putting Hitler into power from here.
These are the people who were prepared to run a coup—
Morgan, DuPont, and Mellon, in 1933-34: A military coup
against the President of the United States was planned by
these guys, as reported by Smedley Butler, who had been
approached to run this coup; he was a commanding Marine
general, who had afew thingsto say about this.

These arethe guys, who went against Hitler only because
the British, and their American friends, decided they didn’t
want to be run, in aworld run by Hitler! They didn’t fight
because they were opposed to what Hitler represented. They
fought because he was a continental European. And the idea
of acontinental European power arising to dominatethe Eng-
lish-speaking world, was something they wouldn’t accept.
They would put Hitler into power to destroy Europe! But, not
to conquer them.

And, the minute that the war was virtually won, in June-
July 1944, these swine moved immediately with aright turn,
whichincluded Russell’ splanfor preventivenuclear warfare.
The conflict with the Soviet Union was created by these peo-
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ple, by this British-American influence, the same crowd,
whichhad tried to assassinate President Roosevelt; which had
then backed Roosevelt against Hitler. And then, as soon as
Hitler was defeated, moved to destroy Roosevelt’ swork, de-
stroy the tradition.

So, what we' re dealing with isalong history, which goes
back into the medieval period; along history of a struggle,
out of the aftermath of the Roman Empire and feudalism, to
develop aform of society which is committed to the welfare
and promotion of the individual human being. The United
States was the first such nation created on the basis of that
principle, in amodern form, the Constitutional principle. We
have been the victim of subversion, corruption, and so forth,
typified by the present Administration; typified by the present
leadership of the Democratic Party, who are paid by bankers
who get their money out of stealing, or running drugs, like
Soros; who control the Democratic Party; who control the
Republican Party at the top.

If you try to deal with the existing institutions at the top,
you'll get no place. Do what we do: Go to the people. Go to
two groups of people: One, the people in the lower 80% of
family-incomebrackets. They arethe oneswho areawarethat
their interest lies in a change. Go to people of conscience,
among your parents’ generation, who may not be, in asense,
of the lower brackets; go to them, and, as a matter of con-
science, engage themin theideathat we' ve got to think about
what kind of future we' re leaving for our people, and for the
world. Go, with a clear image, to these people, those who
understand some of this, of what we are looking at: We are
now looking, in the fairly medium to short term—at thiskind
of warfare, which liesbetween thermonuclear destruction and
so-called conventional warfare, whichisbeing pushed. If this
happens, within several years, there will be no civilization!

And, we' rethe only oneswho represent the opposition to
that. Yes, there are many people, who are sympathetic to
aspects of what we're trying to do; but they’re not willing
to do the job. You have to eliminate the influence of those
institutions which are responsible for getting usin this mess,
and keeping usin thismess.

And, the only way you do it; You've got to go to the
people. The poor, especially. Aswe'retrying to do in Phila
delphia. What's happening in Philadelphia on the [Mayor
John] Street case: We're trying to mobilize the people of
Philadelphia, the poor—the poor, the so-caled African-
American, the late trade unionists, and others—or peopl e of
conscience. To mobilize them as a people to exercise their
right to select their own government, to keep their own gov-
ernment accountable to certain principles, which are the gen-
era principles of our society.

There's no other force in society you can trust. None.
Individuals, yes. But, there’ sno forcein this society you can
trust politically, except those who sympathize, and are part
of, the cause of thelower 80% of our family-income brackets.
And therefore, the reason that you are effective as a youth
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movement—the key point—the potential you represent lies
inthat direction.

The key thing here is emotion. Emotion should not be
treated as someirrational thing, contrary to reason, asreason
is misdefined. But rather, we must look at emotion critically,
to define what are sane, and insane, forms of emotion, and
then judge the rest of the policy from that standpoint.

Dialogue With LaRouche

Here are excerpts from the discussion following
LaRouche's speech. Questions came from the audience in
Pennsylvania, and by telephone from a LaRouche Youth
Movement meeting in Los Angeles.

What I sRomanticism?

Q: Mr. LaRouche, | wasjust hoping you could enlighten
us on Romanticism.

LaRouche: Okay. Let’s take Romanticism as it has ex-
isted init’smodern form. Romanticism essentially takestwo
aspects: the dichotomy between passion and deduction.
That’swhereit lies.

So, let’ stake the case of Franz Liszt, or Berlioz—we call
him “belliose,” sometimes, or bellicose—or Wagner. (Now,
Wagner, forget—he's something else; but Liszt is a clear
case.) Now, Liszt wasayoung manwhowasbrought to [ Beet-
hoven] by Carl Czerny, whowashisteacher, theyoung man’s
teacher. And Czerny wished to exhibit, that thisfellow wasa
keyboard master. So, Beethoven went through the exercise
with Czerny. And, so, the people said, “What do you think of
the young boy, Liszt, Franz Liszt? And he said, “He' savery
talented young boy. But, under that bastard, Czerny, he will
come to no good.” And that was sound, absolutely sound.

If you look at some of the notes that Czerny made on
Beethoven concertos, and other things, you realize that this
guy was areal piece of work, abutcher.

Now, what’s the difference between Liszt and Classical
composers? Say, through Mozart; take Mozart, Beethoven,
Schubert, Schumann, Mendel ssohn, Brahms. What’ sthe dif-
ference? Is there a difference. Yes. There is a fundamental
difference. But thereisalso adeceptivesimilarity. Something
that’ s called “ passage work"—which isnot diarrhea, but, it's
the musical equivalent of diarrhea. You just use half-tone
progressions, chromatic progressions, and you try to scintil-
late; make ascintillating performance. It'sa parody. It'slike
adoall; or, it'slike adog dressed up as a person; or, amonkey
dressed up as a person. It's like what happened in Britain,
where they had a baboon escape from a church, and the ba-
boon was discovered running around the neighborhood in a
woman’'s dress. And he was being used in some kind of an
obscure sexual ritual by the members of one of these cults, in
Britain in the 18th Century. So, this is sort of—Liszt and
Romanticism, is the baboon in a woman’s dress trying to
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pretend to be aperson, or trying to avoid having to pretend to
be a person (in the case of the baboon).

So, the way that it happened was the following. It hap-
penedthrough demoralization. Y ou takethe Classical human-
ist movement in Europe, in its modern form, developed in
Germany around theinfluence of Abraham Kastner, who was
famous as a teacher of mathematics. [Kastner] was born in
1719, whichisthreeyearsafter thedeath of Leibniz. Hecomes
from the same city where Leibniz was born, Leipzig, and a
city associated with much of the career of Johann Sebastian
Bach, and the same city from which ayoung Efraim Lessing
came, who was actually one of the most important pupils
of Késtner.

This was the same Kastner who, in the 1750s, became
aware of the importance of Benjamin Franklin in the United
States, and—through this connection from Leipzig to Halle,
to Gottingen, which became a very influentia center, actu-
ally—made a direct intervention to bring some of the works
of Leibniz into possession of Franklin—there were two ef-
fortsinthat direction. And the concept of the American physi-
cal economy, the concept of the American Constitution, was
largely aresult of theinfluence of Leibniz, in several respects,
but notably including hisessays, the so-called New Essayson
Human Under standing, which were transmitted to Franklin
and circles from Germany from this circle of this Leipzig-
Halle-Gottingen group. In the 1760s, Franklin was aguest in
Gottingen of Kastner. Kastner had devoted his life—he was
technically ateacher of mathematics—and had devoted his
life, as he expressed it, to defending the ideas of Leibniz and
of Johann Sebastian Bach against their opponents. Sothat this
relationship between Leibniz and Bach was a characteristic
feature of what becameknown asthe Classical humanist revo-
[ution in Germany. With theinfluence of Kastner—.

For example, Shakespeare, in England, had become a
dirty word. That’ stheway it wasdone, onthe stage. Just filth;
foolish nonsense. This had started with Francis Bacon and
company, who had done everything possibleto crushand end
the career of Shakespeare. And so, Shakespeare spent the last
years of hislife—the greatest dramatist in English history—
inrelative obscurity to which hewasforced under King James
I, under theinfluence of Sir FrancisBacon and hiscircle, and
Hobbes and company. So, Shakespeare was performed as
some of the great dramatists today in Germany or the United
States: Great dramas are turned into garbage and put on the
stage. And this was done to Shakespeare. Shakespeare was
revived in the early 18th Century to some degreein England,
but in a fragmentary form, in much the way that most great
dramaisdestroyedinthe United Stateson the stagetoday, eh?

So, asaresult of Kastner' sinfluence, and the association
with Lessing, you had a rebirth of the concept of Classica
drama and poetry in Germany. This revolution in Germany
radiated throughout much of Europe and was associated with
the rise of the pro-American circles throughout Europe from
the period of about the middle of the 18th Century until 1789.
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And, thiswas the Classical movement. It was a Classical
movement in poetry, in drama, and so forth. We discussed it
yesterday in Baltimore—this question of how dramaworks,
Classical dramaworks. So thiswasthe basis of the Classical
humanist movement. It was a realization of what had been
anticipated by the best of the Classical Greeks:. the Pythagore-
ans, Socrates, Plato, and so forth. And it occurred there.

With the French Revolution—from 1789, July 14th on—
and the Reign of Terror, and thereign of Napoleon, Romanti-
cism emerged out of a reaction to awe at the terror of the
Jacobin Revolution, the Jacobin Terror, and Napoleon Bona
parte’'s empire. You had the characteristic features: Hegel.
Hegel wasamost asexual lover, intellectually, of Napoleon;
areal degenerate. Thetheory of fascism actually wascodified,
for the first time, by Hegel, with his papers on history and
philosophy, on the state of philosophy.

Kant is an example of Romanticism. Kant became ex-
tremely influential as an anti-Classical figure in the 1790s.
And the birth of Romanticism, philosophical Romanticismin
Germany, comes largely from Kant. Hegel isanother one. In
this process, even Goethe had a period of “affection” for
Napoleon.

So, the Napoleonic image, the image of the great beast
marching across Europe, subjugating all Europe, wastheim-
age. Therewasaslight changein 1812-1814, whentheresist-
ance, organized largely by Prussians who were representa-
tives of the Classical humanist tradition, joined with
Alexander |, the Tsar of Russia, to design apolicy of strategic
defense against Napoleon's invasion of Russia. Napoleon
came out of Russia without any troops. He went in with a
half-million. Thiscreated, very briefly, aperiod of great opti-
mism in Europe, until the Congress of Vienna. And, with the
travesty which was the Congress of Vienna, in which the
Anglo-Dutch interests and the Hapsburg interests, divided
power over the world, produced a great period of pessimism
and a resurgence of Romanticism. So, Romanticism, in gen-
eral, was to be understood historically, not as a category of a
fixed definition. It's simply the idea that the acceptance of
blind passion, as such, must rule. And the basisis the idea of
the person of passion—. For example, we have thistoday in
figures. Y ouhavestupidfigures,incompetent figures, di sgust-
ing figuresof art, who are faddish, like Hollywood stars, rock
stars, and so forth—they are nothing! They arejunk. They're
garbage, but once they are established as having an image of
something which isemotionally appealing, then they become
figures to reckon with; against all reason—that is Roman-
ticism.

So, Romanticism is of that form. It takes the form with
Liszt, of someone who is clever, who is well trained, who
knew how to fake it, and could fake Classical performance,
Classical forms and composition. That isoneform.

The other form isthe more extreme form, of Nazism and
similar kinds of things, or the rock-drug-sex counterculture.
Thisisanother form of Romanticism. Compl eteirrationalism,
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controlled by wild emotions—"| fedl, | fedl, | fedl, | fed.”
That's Romanticism. . . .

Passion and Compassion: The Case of Poe

Q: | appreciateall thisdiscussion about the passion, num-
ber one, I’ ve been asking you questions about this and, you
know, been trying to develop ideas on this, the whole youth
movement has been. But, a couple of weeksago, | sort of dug
into this. And I’'m looking at something else which is very
related with this passion, which is compassion. My idea of
compassion is pretty much a certain understanding that one
has towards an individual group of people, to sort of address
the issue, because we' ve been looking at alot of Poe; and it
isvery interesting to look at how Poe dealswith the situation
in“The Purloined Letter,” where you have two peopletrying
to solve amystery, and on the one hand you have the prefect.
And heislike you discussed with us—logical, deductive ob-
jectivity—who sort of imposes his view upon the situation,
rather than looking at Dupin, which actually says, well, you
haveto understand theindividual to understand how hewould
go about hiding the letter and so forth.

| looked at that and | said, “Well, how do we organize to
that effect?” Do we organize in terms of proving people
wrong, if we know a certain amount of knowledge? Or, |
mean, it is a question of compassion, if you have an under-
standing of what this person is actually going through, like
you discussed last night, when you said, these are our people.
Have a sense of what these people—what we are actually
doing; what it means to actually organize a population in
the way that we are doing. Because, you said, a couple of
conferences ago, that we're actualy giving the lives back to
our generation. So, this is something that you don’t want to
play with in terms of academia, or, you know, just sort of
organizing to get aset effect. So, can you pleasetouch onthis
guestion of compassion and touch on how we can access
this better.

L aRouche: | would takethe case of Poe, just becauseyou
used it in the context of Poe, and the answer can be best
phrased in those terms. Poe was the grandson of the Quarter-
master General of this region, for the American Revolution.
And because of that, and because his parents had died, Poe
was, in hisyouth, amember of the Society of the Cincinnati,
whichisahereditary society of officersof the American Revo-
[ution. Poe, at the age of 19, rose to the rank of what we call
sergeant major or master sergeant in the U.S. Army. He was
then sent to West Point on recommendation of, | think it was,
of Madison or Monroe, because of the Cincinnatus Society.
He left West Point in the first term because he had epilepsy,
and therefore was not able to serve adequately as a military
officer, those duties, because he was epileptic.

He then became a skilled intelligence officer, a counter-
intelligence officer, in U.S. affairs. At acertain point, hewas
sent to Paris under James Fenimore Cooper, who was also a
famousintelligence officer of the United States, and afamous

EIR November 14, 2003



Edgar Allan Poe' s deep philosophical insight shows an
indispensable quality of compassion, in examining the aberrant
behavior of the charactersin hisstories.

writer. And, in Paris, he made the acquaintance of the actual
living Dupin, who was a part of the French Ecole Politech-
nigue. And he used thisfigure of Dupin, thenameof Dupin, to
deal with certain philosophical questions. Hewasal sofamous
because he, asayoung reporter, working asareporter in New
Y ork, he actualy, from the facts of the case, solved amurder
mystery, as areporter; just aliterary exercise. He solved it.
They went and made the investigation; they found the proof.
So, he was an expert intelligence officer with very special
kinds of insight.

The usual idea of the reputation of Poe, forget it! It's not
true. And most of this reputation was supplied by a British
intelligence agent who moved in on him at the point of his
death. [Poe] was probably murdered; the evidenceis, he was
beaten savagely, in some way, and died of hisinjuriesin a
Baltimore hospital.

So, on thisDupin case; what theissue hasbeenin modern
society isthat you had apig, aBritishpig, called Arthur Conan
Doyle, sometimescalled Sir Arthur Conan Doyle—first time
agreased pig was ever called Sir, | guess. But, anyway, he
wrote thefirst Sherlock Holmes story, in which it was stated,
to eliminate the influence of Poe’ s Dupin. So, al bad investi-
gations—the FBI was practically invented by Sherlock
Holmes—all incompetent investigations come from this
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thing. Po€'s conception was a philosophical one; that is, he
had a deep philosophical insight, and his stories reflect that.
For example, “ The Goldbug,” all of these things, these show
real philosophical insight. And so the significance isthat.

Now, philosophical insight alwaysinvolves compassion.
Because, for example, when you are looking at aberrant be-
havior in a person, you should be looking at it the same way
you ook at the question of universal physical principles. You
find a paradox, something that makes no sense. So, you have
to find: What is the principle that causes this apparently irra-
tional behavior? So, therefore, the first thing you have to do;
You have to have a compassionate insight into the subject
person, whose eccentric behavior you're studying. And, if
you want to find out why he does what he does, and what he's
likely to do, you have to have insight of the same type that
Kepler showed in discovering gravitation. Y ou look into the
subject matter with insight; identify in arefined way what the
paradox is, what the contradiction is; solve it, in the same
manner you would solve a universal physical principle, dis-
covery of universal physical principle; then, on the basis of
that knowledge, proceedintwodirections. First of all, number
one, what is this person likely to do? Or, what’s this planet
likely to do? Or, this asteroid is likely to do? Secondly, how
do you change that person’s behavior? How do you use the
knowledge of their behavior to induce them to change the
way they behave. And Poe had that kind of mind. And what
you'reasking, | think, isessentially that.

You have to end this fragmentation of the relationship
between physical science and human behavior. You haveto
say that they are different in the sense that physical science
pertains to our insight as individual minds into the universe
around us; that social matters, human relations, pertain to the
way such minds, which are capable of discovering universal
principles, are dealing with the way people interact in order
toaccomplish, or not accomplish common ends. So, therefore
if you'vegot aprinciple, you want toimplement it—physical
principle—you’ ve discovered it, now you want society to
cooperate in applying that principle, for some benefit for
society.

Therefore, the same powers of insight that you use for
discovering the principle must now be applied to a different
subject matter. It's how do you implement the principle asa
form of social cooperation? So that it has to be, first of all,
task-oriented, alwaystask-oriented. Secondly, insightful,, into
theway the mind of the person you are addressing isworking,
or the minds, the interaction of minds. And then, two things:
See where things are likely to go, as | do with the economic
forecasting; and then see what the solution is, the alternative
to acatastrophe.

How Russia L ooksat the United States

Q: I’'ve been reading in the paper about the Russian oil
companies being indicted. | was wondering if you could tell
usabout that. . . .
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LaRouche: Russia has—we discussed this
somewhat indirectly, the same subject area, yes-
terday in Baltimore, as some of you may recall.
There are two nations on this planet which have
aglobal view of the planet. Chinadoesnot havea
global view of the planet; Russiadoes, the United
Statesdoes. Other nationsmay haveaglobal view
of the planet, but they don’t have an efficient
global view of the planet. That is, European na-
tions, continental European nations, do not have
aglobal view of the planet, because they are liv-
ing in the Anglo-Dutch liberal parliamentary
model, or itsinfluence today, and therefore they
do not have asense of sovereignty: Becausetheir
sovereignty iscontaminated, not only by the fact
that there are other powers which are relatively
hegemonic in respect to them in recent history;
but also because, if your government is subject to
veto by a private interest called an independent
central banking system, you don’'t have any sov-
ereignty at all.

And that’ swhy European governments go to
dictatorships under conditions of financial crisis;
because when the conflict comes between the general welfare
in a modern state, and the interest of the bankers, then the
government must choose. And governments which are con-
trolled by the central bankerswill choose against the people.
And how does the government do that? Well, it ssmply im-
poses a dictatorship. First thing it does, it overthrows the
parliament, the parliamentary government, creates a crisis,
with anews scandal or some kind of scandal. Overthrow the
government and put in a dictatorship, or put in a de facto
dictatorship, by someministerial government, whichisadict-
atorial form of government. So that European nations, your
continental European nations, do not have a true sense of
sovereignty. Andif youdon’t haveatruesenseof sovereignty,
you' reimperfect inyour ability to try to understand the planet
asawhole.

Because, the planet as a whole is a matter of different
stateswhich should be sovereign. And therefore, you haveto
look at one sovereign nation, interms of how do you relateto
the planet as a whole which is a mosaic of nations which
should be sovereign. Therefore, you have to look at what is
the common interest, the common characteristics, what isthe
driving force that is determining current history? And if you
are in a great power, which the United States is in various
respects; if Russia, which used to be agreat power, which is
implicitly still agreat power, they look differently at theworld
than do the continental Europeans generally, or China, or
other nations.

Now, therefore, that’s key to understanding the issue of
the Yukos oil question, which is what's the Khodorkovsky
case. Putin is working as an institutional person. Putin is a
former member of the Foreign Service of the KGB, the Rus-
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As a President from a ministerial—not political—background, Vladimir Putin
views Russia’ s relationship with the United States as a primary concern. While
seeking to cooperate with the United States, he also confrontsthe reality that the
world isheading toward war, unless the policy of the neo-conservativesin
Washington is changed.

sian intelligence service, a foreign service speciadist, who
spent agood deal of timein the Saxony region of Germany,
where he was associated with the high-tech industry, which
is especially electronics, based around Dresden. . . . You are
dealing with afigure, not as a political background, but as a
ministerial background. In other words, hisbackgroundisnot
as apoalitical party person, not a political campaign. Hisisa
ministerial background. Heisinteracting with variousinstitu-
tions. The country has been destroyed, largely, and looted—
chiefly by the United States, in the post-war period. It is still
Russia. It still has Russian passions, which are specifically
Eurasian, rather than European. Russiais not a European na-
tion. Itisa Eurasian nation, with dominant European charac-
teristics, but asaspecial kind.

Now, Russiawas once a superpower, and thinks of itself
as having been a great power and superpower. Therefore,
when it looks at the world and the messthe world' sin, it has
adouble opinion, adivided opinion. On the one side, Russia,
under Putin—remember, don’tlook at him asapolitical figure
inthe ordinary sense. Thisisaministerial figure, who is now
thePresident of Russia. Inother words, heisabureaucrat, who
isnow the President of the country, with a special ministerial
background. Hisonesideistoestablishat all costs, if possible,
cooperation with the United States; that’s his primary con-
cern. His second concern, his other, secondary, concerns:
China; Russia already has a good relationship with India, of
its special type; but Chinais a great concern to Russia, the
relationship to China. But the relationship with the United
States is in a sense primary from a Russian standpoint. Its
relationship with Western Europe is tertiary, but important,
extremely important.
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So, therefore, you' resitting in aposition: Onthe oneside,
he's trying to find cooperation for Russia, with the United
states, with China, maintain the relationship with India, and
develop aricher relationship with continental Europe at the
sametime. That’ sthe peaceful version.

On the other side, he's faced with the reality, which he
has expressed an understanding of publicly, that the world
is headed for a war, a world war of a type lying between
conventional warfare and thermonuclear destruction. Russia,
on the other side, like China, and so forth, is preparing for
world war of that type in the foreseeable future. AsPutinis.

Now, up to acertain point, Russia took the view, which
some people would call cynical, others opportunistic, others
whatever, that they had to tolerate the continued looting of
Russia by the United States, by financial interests—and Is-
raeli interests—called the oligarchs, the thieves. They had to
tolerate that asapolitical condition of a peaceful relationship
with the United States. So, therefore, the looting of Russia—
we' re talking about hundreds of billions of dollars of looting
directly by this method; talking about mass death of Russian
people, the destruction of alarge part of the nation and the
people, by this Anglo-American looting, which |eaves some
very deep feglingsthere.

So, therearethetwo sides. Hispolicy isabalance between
these two things.

At thispoint, | comeinto the picture; not because of Rus-
Sig, as such, but because, as you know, as|’ve said, | spend
about half my time outside the United States, and apart from
just being a candidate in the United States, | am an important
candidate of the United Statesinternationally; probably more
significant than any of the other candidates of the United
States, internationally, by far. . . .

I’ ve had a certain impact on these questions, especialy in
the past two, three years. And therefore, the way in which
countriessuch asRussi , certain countriesin Western Europe,
China, India, elsewhere, the Arabworld generally, theldlamic
world, to alarge degree, think about the United States, they
think interms of the equation, that isincluding me asafactor
inU.S. policy. And the question is: To what degree do | have
an influence in shaping U.S. policy: That's a part of their
calculation. It's not simply something that’s discussed; it's
an active part of their consideration of the way they look at
theUnited States. And Russialooksat the United States, al so,
intermsof meand my candidacy. Therefore, Russia’ sconcern
isto maintain itsrelationship with the United States, if possi-
ble—for example, I’ m afactor in that—on the other hand, to
gotowar generaly, or beforced to war in the coming period,
if that doesn’t work out.

Now, what’s my attitude about Y ukos, and these swine?
AsPresident of theUnited States, I’ d be perfectly sympathetic
to putting the whole bunch in jail and clean the whole mess
up. So, therefore, to the extent that either Putin’ scirclesthink
that they can rely on my having a greater influence in the
United States—or they don’t give a damn, that the case is
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otherwise hopeless—they’re going to proceed, and change
their government to eliminate or reduce significantly the
power of the mafia. And that’ swhat’ s happening. . . .

Takeon theHealth-Care System

Q: ... | haveaquestion from the guy that introduced me
to the organization. He's wondering what we' re going to do
about our health. Because, in his words, he says, “Knowing
what we know, and doing what we do isn't enough. We have
to outlive the bastards.” So, what are we going to do?

LaRouche: .. .Well, you know what | said the other day,
onthe22nd,*and | meant it: There' snofixedrecipefor health.
We have a health policy. Now health policy has two aspects.
First of all sanitation, that’ sthefirstissuewith health. Because
inthehistory of mankind, thegreat increaseand improvement
inlife expectancy of the population, islargely aresult, not of
medical practice as such, but improved sanitation. If food is
not rotten, if water is not polluted, if you control the insect
life around you—disease-bearing insects and so forth, keep
the mosquitoes down—if you use DDT where you should,
then people are going to live longer—without even going to
the doctor.

But, theother side, essentially, ishaving apolicy of devel-
oping health care. The best model we had, wasthe experience
we had from military medicine, which various nations devel -
oped. This goes back to the medieval period, to Ambroise
Paré, and so forth—surgery in warfare.

So that we devel oped through experience—especialy in
warfare, and effects of warfare—we developed a conception
of amedical health-care system, which waslargely based on
surgery and other things. And during the recent large wars of
the 19th and 20th Centuries, we developed amilitary system
of thetype—for example, we had 16-17 million peopleinthe
U.S,, in military service during the Second World War. We
had a very large health-care system, as part of the military,
and adjunctsto it. We used to have a Veterans Hospital sys-
tem, which doesn’t really function any more. So, we had to
carefor everything.

Now, most of the casuaties in warfare, are not combat
casuaties. They are of anature called “frictiona”: jeep driv-
ers, airplane crashes, infections, diseases. | once faced, in
Burma, where there was an epidemic of what was called
“tsutsugamushi,” Japanese bush typhus. And, people would
getitinthebushes. The Japanesehad pickedit upin Southeast
Asia, brought it into thisareain northern Burma. They depos-
ited it among the lice, and the lice, when they got ahold of a
Gl or somebody €else, would bite him, and that person would
get this tsutsugamushi —in seven days, they're dead. Now,
we can control it; we couldn’t control it then.

So, these were the kinds of problems. We had amoebic
dysentery; we had a whole epidemic of amoebic dysentery
in northern Burma. So, these kinds of problems are typical

1. Oct. 22 webcast speech in Washington—see EIR, Oct. 31, 2003.
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Battlefield medicine during World War |1 provided broad experience that
allowed the United Satesto create an effective health-care systemfor the

civilian population in peace-time.

problems. . . .

In military medicine, just to illustrate the point, we had a
broad experience of how to treat a population, not only from
wartime casualties, which appliesto—the samething as acci-
dents, so-called trauma cases; accidents on the street, emer-
gency cases—same thing.

So, we had asystem. At the end of the war, we had an act
which was put through rather quickly, the Hill-Burton Act;
which was a few pages, not some kind of Hillary Clinton
nightmare, but a few sensible pages, that worked. And we
rebuilt our health-care system around fixed-point institu-
tions—hospitals, clinics, and soforth—onthebasisof assign-
ing agoal for health care to each county of the United States.
Now, thisgoal would change every year, because the Federal
act said, “We'll havethis.” So, wewould have private hospi-
tals, public hospitals, public institutions, would all get to-
gether; they would decide how many beds of what type and
what kind of care they would provide for that entire commu-
nity, for the coming year, or for the advance year; they would
then find out how much money they would have, fromvarious
sources, and then go out and raise more, so-called “special
fundraising.”

So, they would operate on that basis, so if somebody fell
downinthe street, whether they had any money or not; some-
onesaid, “Call acop!” They’'d take him to the nearest emer-
gency ward. They’d get immediate trauma treatment; then
assigned to some permanent care, if they need it, wherever
it’ sneeded, wherever it’ savailable. And then, maybeacouple
of days later, somebody comes through, and says, “Y ou got
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any resourcesto pay for all this?” or “Who's go-
ing to pay for it?" And if they didn't have any
money, we'd pay for it anyway. Wouldn't even
bother paying for it; we didn’t call it pay. We
didn’'t have to have an individual payment sys-
tem. People would pay what they could, and we
would have aslop factor, of people who couldn’t
pay, or couldn’t pay completely, and they would
be cared for, asif they had all the money in the
world. That wasthe system.

Y ou combinethat kind of system, withwhat’s
caled a teaching hospital, where doctors and
nursesaretrained, and given education. Teaching
hospitals are generally located in the center of
population areas—usually; and they’'re places
where, in the process of teaching, as well as
practicing medicine in these hospitals, al kinds
of capabilitiesand problemsarerai sed. For exam-
ple, D.C. General Hospital wasapublic hospital,
full-service capability, research capabilities. Y ou
were lucky to get to D.C. General; if you had a
problem, you’ d be treated. They had the research
capabilities, some of the most advanced capabili-
ties in the world, in this poor, run-down insti-
tution.

So therefore, what we have is, two things: We have ad-
vanced research, advanced researchin medical care, in health
care, should be based on these kinds of institutions, including
a Public Health Service, with research institutions; defining
problems as they're arising; discovering better ways to deal
with these kinds of problems; pushing for cures, in relevant
cases, and more advanced forms of treatment.

So, what we need is a system, which isageneral welfare
system. Wearecommitted to thegeneral health of thepopula-
tion; welfare and human care. Human care, not just care of a
pieceof flesh, but human care. Andtherefore, wehaveto keep
working at it, asimproving it.

So, theonly way we' re going to deal with this, because of
the nature of the problem, is to have a health-care system,
under whichall thefacilitiesrequired areintegrated, including
research universities and so forth. Each get their relationship
to this process. So, you have a national system, in which
problems, as they arise, you can mobilize this system, to re-
spond to aproblem. And, you have to have reserve capability
built in for catastrophes, at the sametime.

That will define where we can go with health care.

For example, you have this stem-cell research business,
which is becoming actively more discussed. It's relevant. It
should be done, the research should be done. Some of the
crazy things, about making clonesand things, forget that. But,
the research about the relationship, what the stem cell nature
is, what itsrelationship isto rehabilitation of damaged tissue,
injured tissue, thisis arelevant question. How to acquire the
stem cells, from the person themselves; youwant theperson’s
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own stem cells; you want to find them in them, someplace,
and use them in the culture of those stem cells; and inject
them back in them, and hope that this somehow will be suc-
cessful. We need that research. So, that’ sthe frontier.

The other aspect of this, isour attitude toward the person.
Not just the health care of the physical person, but the attitude
toward the person. In most of these cases, there are sociologi-
cal-emotional problems, which come up, especialy with se-
vere health problems. And therefore, the care of the person as
aperson, regard for the person is sometimes as important as
the actua physical treatment of the disease. So, we need a
system that thinks that way, and functionsthat way. . . .

ToReally Win Elections, Build a M ovement

Q: I think that over the next eight months, in the course
of the Democratic primaries, we' re going to organize the ma-
jority of eligible voters to case their votes for you. Now, in
the past, where we' ve seen large numbers of people casting
their votes for you in the course of the primaries, we've run
into thingslike, evidence where maybe not all the voteswere
counted at the ballot box; and also, theinstance, most particu-
larly in Arkansas, where large numbers of Americans voted
for you, and based on backing from the Supreme Court, the
Democratic Party simply handed the votesto some other can-
didate—just refused to count them.

So, | would like to know what kind of measures do you
think we should be prepared to take as amovement, to make
sure that this kind of funny businessis not allowed to go on?

LaRouche: | would say, first of al, if you want to get
50% of thevote, try to get 70. If you get 70, you probably will
get 50. In other words, you have to go at this in a certain
way: Y ou have to mobilize, not voters; you have to mobilize
amovement.

See, people often ask the question, “How can we get a
certain percentile of thevote? What istheway to get acertain
number of individual voters, in various categories, which will
add up to a certain percentile?’ It doesn't work that way.
That's the way it's said it works; it doesn't work that way:
Because the factor is, people walk into the polls, and most
people, on the day they’re going to vote, don’t know who
they’ re going to vote for. Because they change their minds!
They will change their minds; after months of reflection,
they’ll change their minds, certainly on the day they go into
the polls. And they’ll tell you that. They do! “I wasgoing in.
| decided | was going to vote for so-and-so, but | got there;
I’d made a promise and so forth, but | just couldn’t do it.”

So, what controlsthevote?Y es, obviously, theresult will
be a number of votes cast. But what will determine the votes
cast? Well, in anything but aniirrational thing, it’ll beamove-
ment among peopl eto bring about that effect. So, what you're
out to do, is not to try to recruit individual voters, as such.
Your object is to create a movement for that result, and the
movement will recruit the voters.

The problem is, most recent campaigns have involved no
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significant movement. For example, we have onein Philadel -
phia, right now. Y ou have a case of a movement, which our
intervention intersected. You had [Mayor John] Street, and
Steve [Douglas] was talking about it earlier: The last time
you had amobilization of so-called African-American voters,
politicaly, that meant anything in Philadel phia, was against
Frank Rizzo, the police chief and mayor. This is the first
time—as Steve reported today—this is the first time you' ve
had a similar movement. But, not just this—it's more: be-
cause, it's labor, and it's other sections of the population,
who are now in arevolt, against John Ashcroft and what he
represents. And you have, suddenly, a movement in Philadel-
phia. If this Katzenjammer is defeated, it will be the move-
ment that causes his defeat, not the number of votersthat turn
out—the movement.

So therefore, if you have a general movement within the
population, where people areinteracting and saying, “We, as
amovement, haveto bring about thiseffect,” it generally can
happen. It's when it's other than a movement, the vote is
unreliable, and manipulable; and most votes recently have
beenmanipul ated votes. They arenot really movements. They
were anti-Bush movements, which got Clinton into office.
Andalso, remember, it was RossPerot, actually, who played a
big partin electing Bill Clinton, and didn’t get much gratitude
from Clinton for that—it was a big mistake on Clinton’ s part,
on NAFTA.

So, theway to control thisprocess, iscreate amass move-
ment. As| said, if you’ ve got amass movement, based in the
core of the lower 80% of the family-income brackets, we're
addressing—. What | try to do, is| have these thingswhich |
present, which are necessary; but | always think about: How
do we get those concepts into the minds of people who are
influential within the ranks of the lower 80% of family-in-
come brackets? That'swhy | did what | did on [Oct.] 22nd,
on health care. Take avery simple, clear-cut case: The first
hour I'm President, in the office, | will issue a Presidentia
order, setting into motion the immediate reestablishment of
D.C. General Hospital, under thefollowing conditions. At the
same time, | will issue to Congress a Presidential directive,
requesting the Congress to repeal HM O and restore the Hill-
Burton law.

Now, thisissomething which, intermsof itsimplications,
most people out there, in the lower 80%, who are influen-
tials—that is, thinking citizens among the lower 80%—un-
derstand immediately. The big problem, for most people in
this country, especially people who are poor, people who are
senior citizens, or affected with sickness—and that’ sover 50;
if you' reover 50, you are subject to thisproblem. Disease can
hit you, in various sudden ways—normal part of the process.
And, if you don’t have adequate health care, or a health-care
system, you can be dead, or several crippled. Therefore, do
we have a system, which is capable of delivering aresponse
by society to those threats to our citizens? And people in
the categoriesin the lower 80%, or people who have serious
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health-care problems, peoplewho are over 50, especially peo-
ple over 60, or 70, these people become increasingly aware
of this problem.

Therefore, if you want to talk to the majority of people,
you mention health care in the proper way—not just, “Well,
| got a plan for health care, you know; you can buy this
cheaply, | can giveyouagood plan.” Garbage! Areyou going
todeliver? Y ou are government: Areyou going todo what is
necessary, to make a sudden change in the situation? Y es!
What isit? Put D.C. Genera back into place; slap these guys
in the face; put Hill-Burton back into place; cancel HMO.
And take other actions of a similar nature, immediately, in
thefirst hoursl’min office: Nobig plans. Very simple, broad,
and sudden.

And that’ swhat people want to hear. And that’ sthe only
kind of action that will solve the problem.

You have the same thing on employment. People talk:
“What’ re we going to do about the jo-0-bs pro-o-blem?’

All right, look: We've got alot people who are not quali-
fied to work! Like the President of the United States, for
example. So, what do we do with thesebums?Well, if they’re
young, we' [l put them in something like the CCCs. Or, we'll
open up the military service ranks, for real training, of an
engineering-oriented training; rebuild the Corps of Engi-
neers. We're going to get the jobs immediately into works.
For what? For things that are necessary! We've got water
problems; we' ve got power problems; we've got al kinds of
problems. We have to fix them, right now. If we can create
enough jobs of this quality, fast enough, we can bring the
national income, in the states, on the state level and on the
national level, up to above breakeven, immediately: Depres-
sion isover! The effects of the depression linger on, but the
depression, asaprocess, is ended!

So, jobs. What kind of jobs? How is the government
going to provide jobs? Well, the government has to provide
jobs. How about power and distribution systems? How about
large-scale water systems? How about rebuilding the rail-
roads? How about mass transit? Y ou’ ve got all these people
spending their lifetimes, wasting them on the highways, in
parking lots called “superhighways.” Why not put in some
more mass transit? Use monorail, other kinds of things that
are mass transit, to enable people to move from the places
they work, to where they live and so forth, without having
to sit in a traffic jam, and spend their life in a traffic jam
breathing other people’ s auto fumes! And getting angry and
wanting to kill the driver in front of you. Bad passions,
bad passions.

So that’ s the way in which you can influence the voters,
isby: Stop the crap; stop the nonsense about these elaborate,
algebraic schemes, “I’'m going to make a compromise with
thisguy, and thisguy, and thisguy. We' re going to make this
compromise, and we' re going to come up with thisbill.”

And | think the American people, generaly, are sick and
tired of these damned hillsl They don't mean anything.
They're simply ways of saying, “Look, | did this! | gaveyou
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The LaRouche for ces built a movement to save D.C. General
Hospital (here, arally on March 8, 2001). “ Thefirst hour I'm
President, in the office, | will issue a Presidential order, setting
into motion the immediate re-establishment of D.C. General
Hospital. . . . At the sametime, | will issueto Congressa
Presidential directive, requesting the Congressto repeal HMO
and restore the Hill-Burton law.”

thishill! I helped you! Y ou owe me, | helped you. | voted for
this bill.” And, what'd the bill do for you? Nothing. “But it
was a good intention! | was warm-hearted! Y ou gotta give
me credit for that.” So, that’ sthe problem.

If we organize, as amovement, the other thing, the most
important thing, which you can do—which you do with your-
selves, which you do with others—is you have to make the
person you're talking to, a better person. If you can make
them a better person, or help to make them a better person,
they will be part of your movement. Because that's what
people want; that's what makes them happy, is to think of
becoming abetter person. That’ swhat the Gaussissue means:
It's a step toward becoming a better person, not wandering
aroundinafog, wondering about how all thesenumberswork!
But being a master! Understanding this thing; understanding
how it works. Being able to clarify other people’'s minds on
this. Applying the same method to understand history. | mean,
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most people don’t know any history! They think history is
something that came out of anewspaper. They discusscurrent
events: “How shall we interpret current events?’ “ Let's dis-
cusscurrent events, today, children. Let’ stakethisnewspaper
clipping. So-and-so politician says this. And, so-and-so jerk
otherwise says that. Which of these two guys do you kids
think isright?’

Nonsense, isn't it? Why not take, as a great Classical
dramatist, why not take actual history, as|’ ve described some
of this to you today—why not take actual history, and have
young people live through the experience of actual history?
What was life like in Europe, during the 13th Century? Do
you know?What changesoccurredinthe 14th Century, which
were considered a catastrophe, which provoked changes that
were madein the 15th Century? Do you know? Do you know
where the first nation-state was born? Do you know what
the ideas were, that were involved? Do you know what the
religious wars of 1511 to 1648 were al about, and who did
it? Do you know how those wars ended? Do you know what
happened in the 18th Century, how the United States came
into existence? Who wasinvolved, what theideaswere, what
were the issues? Do you know why it failed in Europe? Why
politicsfailed in Europe, after Napoleon, to the present day?
Do you know why we got into these wars? Do you know
where fascism came from? Not some cheap explanation,
where so-and-so had this bad idea, or something.

So, to have an understanding, asahuman being, of asense
of immortality, to have asensethat there’ sa sweep of human
history; that European history, in particular, modern Euro-
pean history in general, is perfectly comprehensible, in gen-
eral terms. Andif you understand it, and you understand what
the experience is of whole generations, over successive peri-
ods, you have some understanding of what hit you. As | tell
people, | remindthem: I’ m200yearsold! Becausemy culture,
even in my family culture, at the family dinner table, goes
back 200 years to a great-great-grandfather, who was born
about the same time as Abraham Lincoln. And who was a
rather notable figure, in his place and time. So, that’ s part of
your culture.

Now, you go from that, from the family culture, the fam-
ily/history culture; then you go to the broader environment.
Like peoplein the United States, for example: People, | think
some still today—more, say 20, 30 years ago—would trace
their ancestry back, Americansof African origin, wouldtrace
their ancestry back, conscioudly, to an ancestor they either
knew, or knew about, who had been a slave; and knew the
place, where this slavery had occurred. They knew it! They
knew what the transitions were. How was it fought? What
was the movement like, before then? Isn't that something
worth knowing?Becausethat’ spart of your identity, istofind
out what happened! Because, you know, in your own family;
things came down, in your own family, the family circles,
from onegeneration to the other, which have an effect onyou,
today! Are you able to understand those things, which have
an effect upon you, today, from that experience? Can you
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understand other parts of society, in the same way? So, when
you're looking at the face of somebody, do you realize that
what you' re doing face to face, you are representing a conflu-
ence of two completely difference histories, which have cer-
tain pointsof overlap. Andthat’ sall insideyou, astransmitted
from great-grandfather, to grandfather, to grandmother, to
father, to son and so forth. It's al transmitted. Cultures are
not things that simply repeat, according to mechanical laws:
Cultures are processes of development, which go through
successive generations.

Andlooking at it, only from theinternal side of European
civilization—European civilization, which was actually a
product of Egypt; Egyptian influence among the people
called the Greeks, or the People of the Sea—goes back, in
conscious historical European civilization, to about 800 B.C.
Almost 3,000 years ago. That European history, as | know
it, is a continuity, a cultural continuity, in which the experi-
ence of each generation, or each group of generations,
throughout the whole history, has had an effect on the subse-
quent generations. Each of us, who have experienced Euro-
pean civilization, are experiencing the accumulation of those
effects in us, today. The way we think, the way we react,
is determined by this accumulation, most of which we're
not conscious of .

If you understand history, then you begin to understand
yourself; because, if you understand the history that we came
from, then you’ re able to understand why you react the way
you do. And why other peoplereact theway they do. Y ou see
yourself, not asanindividual like ablob on apage of history;
but as an individual who embodies a cultural process. You
embody history.

If you know that, you have a sense of power. You havea
sense of being somebody. And you can act. And you can act
for society. Y ou can say: “L ook, what we did, in our history,
we struggled to bring something into being, something better.
We struggled to overcome bad things. We struggled to make
thingsbetter. That’ sus! We' renot going to betray that! We're
going to continue the process, of struggling to make things
better for future generations, with a sensibility of what we
went through to get here, so far! And all the struggles and
setbacks we experienced.”

When you convey that, to a population which is confused
andfrightened, befogged by circumstance; you createamove-
ment, because, when people have a sense of that kind of im-
mortality, that they’ rean expression of theimmortality which
is conveyed by this cultural transmission, they have a sense
of power; they have a sense that what they do, is important
for future generations. And they have a sense of pride, in
looking back in memory at their ancestors. “Hey! Y ou over
therel Look at what | just did.” And, it’sthat sense of pride,
that gives peopleasense of power. And you haveto take poor
people, who think they have nothing, and givethem the sense
that they are something.

And that's the way you create a movement. That's the
way you win elections—really win them.
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