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The Kennedy Assassination,

Kennedy’s Presidency,

Thisround-table discussion of the crucial points of history of
John F. Kennedy' sPresidency, took placeon“ TheLaRouche
Show” Internet radio broadcast on Nov. 22, the40th anniver-
sary of thefateful shock to thenationandtheworl|d, whichwas
the killing of America’s 35th President. Participants were
Jeffrey and Michele Seinberg, EIR Counterintelligence Edi-
tors; EIR White House correspondent William Jones; Tech-
nology editor Marsha Freeman; and members of the
LaRouche Youth Movement over the Internet. The questions
and discussion are excer pted.

Michele Steinberg: We are discussing the Kennedy assassi-
nation, his Presidency, and our mission to bring this nation
backtoits real reason for existence—the benefit of the general
welfare of all humanity, beginning with our own republic.

In a discussion this week [at a campaign meeting in St.
Louis], Lyndon LaRouche, who is on the campaign trail for

the Presidency, said of the Kennedy assassination: It makes

very clear how important the position of the American Presi-
dency is. In the brief time of the Kennedy Presidency, the
microcosm of the very crises that we face today in the charac-
ter of Vice President Dick Cheney and the resurgence of the
Synarchist international—the threat to use nuclear war as an
instrument of empire, and to turn the American republic into
the opposite of what it represents, into an instrument of evil—
likewise with the Truman Vice Presidency, the Kennedy kill-
ing underlines the importance of the American President.
Harry Truman never should have been the Vice-Presidential
candidate in 1944. That was an operation by powerful inter-
ests, to putin a Vice Presidentwho would, as President, do the
unthinkable, use nuclear weapons against innocent civilians.
And in the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, Harry Tru-

man and the people around him who made that decision set

the conditions for the Cuban Missiles crisis 16 years later.
John Kennedy did not go to war over Cuba. And in that
successful resolution of the Missiles Crisis, were the seeds of
the assassination of JFK.
We owe an obligation to history, as LaRouche has often
said, to make of our lives something that makes the past more

and Our Mission

We observe today not a victory of party, but a celebra-
tion of freedom; symbolizing an end, as well as a begin-
ning; signifying renewal, as well as change. For | have
sworn before you and Almighty God the same solemn
oath ourforebears prescribed nearly a century and three
quarters ago.
The world is very different now. For man holds in
his mortal hands the power to abolish all forms of hu-
man poverty, and all forms of human life. And yet the
same revolutionary beliefs for which our forebears
fought are still at issue around the globe—the belief
that the rights of man come not from the generosity of
the state, but from the hand of God.
We dare not forget today that we are the heirs of
that first revolution. Let the word go forth from this
time and place, to friend and foe alike, that the torch
has been passed to a hew generation of Americans—
born in this century, tempered by war, disciplined by a
hard and bitter peace, proud of our ancient heritage, and
unwilling to witness or permitthe slow undoing of those
humanrightsto which this Nation has always been com-
mitted, and to which we are committed today at home
and around the world.
Let every nation know, whether it wishes us well or
ill, that we shall pay any price, bear any burden, meet
any hardship, support any friend, oppose any foe, in
order to assure the survival and the success of liberty.
This much we pledge, and more. . . .
To those old allies whose cultural and spiritual ori-
gins we share, we pledge the loyalty of faithful friends.
United, there is little we cannot do in a host of coopera-
tive ventures. Divided, there is little we can do; for we
dare not meet a powerful challenge at odds and split
asunder. To those new States whom we welcome to the
ranks of the free, we pledge our word that one form of
colonial control shall not have passed away merely to
be replaced by a far more iron tyranny. . . .
To those peoples in the huts and villages across the
globe struggling to break the bonds of mass misery, we

importantthanitwas, because ofthe sacrifices that were made pledge our best efforts to help them help themselves,

to bring us to the position we’re in—the good from them. We
owe something to the future, to give them a legacy that is
profound and in the image of God.
That'swhatthe Presidency of the United States should be.
Let that introduce the inaugural speech of John F. Ken-
nedy, January 21, 1961:
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for whatever period is required—not because the Com-
munists may be doing it, not because we seek their
votes, but because it is right. If a free society cannot
help the many who are poor, it cannot save the few who
are rich.
To our sister republics south of our border, we offer
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“Thetorch is passed to a new generation of Americans. . .” President Eisenhower beginsto
pass the Presidency to John F. Kennedy, December 1960. Eisenhower’ s military command
experience helped him understand and keep down the military and Pentagon utopians, after
the Truman-period disasters of the nuclear bombing of Japan, and McCarthyism. Kennedy
had much less preparation for hismortal Presidential struggle against the Synarchists.

a specia pledge to convert our good words into good
deedsin anew alliance for progress; to assist free men
and free governmentsin casting off the chains of pov-
erty. But this peaceful revolution of hope cannot be-
come the prey of hostile powers. Let all our neighbors
know that we shall join with them to oppose aggression
or subversion anywhereinthe Americas. And let every
other power know that this Hemisphere intends to re-
main the master of its own house.

With that, I’ d like to start with Bill Jones; welcome.

The‘Utopians and the Cuban Crises

Jones. Let mejust tell you alittle bit about the lead-up to
the Cuban Missiles Crisis.

When Kennedy was elected President, he was not un-
aware of what we call, today, the utopian faction. Hehad seen
some of this among some of the naval leadership in World
War |1, of which he was highly critical asajunior officer, as
which heserved. But heal so knew thewarningsthat President
Eisenhower gave, as Kennedy was about to be sworn into
office, on Jan. 17, 1961, when [Eisenhower] gave afarewell
speech, in which he warned about “the military-industrial
complex,” and the awareness of “a disastrous rise of mis-
placed power.”

So Kennedy was aware that there were people within,
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aso, the apparatus of his own Ad-
ministration, who represented this
utopian view—the“ war-hawks,” the
ones who had been responsible for
Hiroshima. And so in one sense, he
was on hisguard. But hedidn’t real-
izethefull nature of thisgroup, until
the Bay of Pigs—until he had been
convinced, or had been misinformed,
about an operation that had been set
into motion under the Eisenhower
Administration, to invade Cuba on
the pretext that this would lead to a
national uprising and the overthrow
of Fidel Castro. As we know, that
was a miserable failure, and was the
first real blot on the Kennedy Presi-
dency; in which he came out of it
looking very, very bad, andfelt, him-
self, that he had weakened hisinitial
phase as President of the United
States.

Shortly after that, in June 1961,
Kennedy had his first meeting with
[Soviet leader Nikita] Khrushchev;
and there were a lot of issues to be
discussed, in particular, the question
of Berlin, which wasalready becom-
ingamagjor critical area. Khrushchev
had drawn the lessons of the Bay of Pigs, and considered the
young—Yyoungest ever el ected—President John Kennedy as
being somewhat of a weakling; so he went into Vienna to
test his mettle. And there were also stories that he actualy
physically assaulted the President at one point. Whatever the
case may be, it was certainly apsychological assault on him;
and Kennedy remarked to somebody afterwards, that that was
really one of theworst timesthat he had ever had.

Khrushchev did not go in to talk or to negotiate; he was
really going in to test. Coming out of the meeting, he obvi-
oudly drew the conclusionthat thisfellow isreally apushover,
and | can throw my weight around.

Thisled into acrisis over Berlin, in which Kennedy did
show himself as not being a pushover; this was when the
Russiansbuilt the Wall that divided the city of Berlin, but did
not move into West Berlin, because Kennedy had made it
clear that, according to the post-War agreements, we have a
right to be there; our troops have aright to be there; we have
to have accessto that. Khrushchev backed down on that; he
did not move any Russian troopsinto Berlin, but he did build
theWall. And weall know the consequencesof that, until just
recent history.

The second thing that Khrushchev did, wasthat he started
to play avery provocative role in his relationship with Fidel
Castroin Cuba. In April 1962, Khrushchev assured K ennedy
that the Soviets were not going to build bases in Cuba. He
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asked the President that U-2 flights be stopped, on this agree-
ment. Kennedy went into that agreement. And thenin August
1962, the CIA discovered that there was alot of Soviet mili-
tary equipment going into Cuba.

War Avoidancein an Existential Crisis

For aperiod of about amonth, therewasageneral outcry.
The Joint Chiefs of Staff; the utopians in Kennedy’'s own
Administration—qguys like Curtis LeMay, who was repre-
sented in thefamous Dr. Strangel ove as Gen. Jack Ripper; he
wanted to bomb, bomb the bases, invade Cuba. There was
amost a general consensus about this. And Kennedy said,
“No deal. We haveto find out what' s going on.”

U-2 flights were made over Cuba. It was confirmed by
October that there were medium-range and intermediate-
range ballistic missiles being set up in Cuba. The medium-
range missiles could reach through most of the Southeastern
United States, including Washington, D.C. TheIRBMscould
reach anywhere in the United States. So this was a serious
problem. The Joint Chiefs of Staff, as well as the Congres-
sional leaders, were calling for immediate military action.
Kennedy held them off. Kennedy had to fight every step of
theway, in order to gain sometimeto discover if Khrushchev,
indeed, was really provocative enough to go to war over this
issue; or if therewasaway of finding anegotiable solution, a
war-avoidance solution.

Khrushchev simply kept denying that any of the weapons
going into Cuba were of an offensive nature. Kennedy inter-
preted thisas Khrushchev trying to find a possible way out of
thecrisis, by not making itinto aconfrontation over theactual
weapons that were going in; he was saying that they were
something that they were not. Asthat was exposed, of course
Khrushchev would have away out. But it wasvery uncertain.
Nobody really knew what was going on.

By Oct. 22, Kennedy had pushed through a policy of ini-
tiating a quarantine or blockade of Cuba; that the U.S. Navy
would surround theisland, and any Soviet shipsentering into
Cubanwaterswould besearched to seeif they had any of these
forbidden missiles. Thewarning wasgivento the Soviets; and
on Oct. 22, Kennedy himself gave a speech to the nation. For
thefirst timein the course of this crisis—which had been the
object of press speculation for some time—he said that there
were missiles there that threatened the United States; that he
was initiating a quarantine; and that he called on Chairman
Khrushchev to remove the missiles.

Kennedy ChangestheRules

That speech, of course, had the biggest audiencethat ever
watched a Presidential address. Y ou can imagine the climate
in the country, as people were seeing this. They didn’t know
if they were going to get bombed the next day. AsLaRouche
has said, they were running from wherever they were, into
the churches which they probably hadn't visited for a long
time. It was areal existentia crisisin the nation as awhole.
And Kennedy was also able, in establishing this quarantine,
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to bring around the Organization of American States; so it
was not seen as some kind of unilateral action. When people
confronted him and demanded he launch an air attack against
Cuba, hesaid, “We'renot goingto do aPearl Harbor. There's
got to be a different way out.” He was seeking a war-avoid-
ance policy.

Finally, when Khrushchev realized that Kennedy was not
going to back down on this, he put out the feelers saying that
he wanted to talk.

In the meantime, the old utopian warriors, Bertrand Rus-
sell and Leo Szilard, had tried to contact Khrushchev to utilize
thiscrisisin the same way that they had set up the Hiroshima
bombing—to create a situation in which they could create
their utopian world government, and mediate this crisis, and
bring both the nation-states of Russia and the United States
under some kind of international control. Khrushchev, of
course, was playing this to the hilt. He was always telling
Russdll, “Y es, thisiscrazy; Kennedy’ sgoingtoofar, wecan't
allow this.” Russell wrote to Kennedy that there was no con-
ceivable justification for the quarantine. Kennedy rejected
these approaches, and merely said that Russell’s interests
should be more directed toward the burglar rather than those
who'’ d caught him. So he wasn’t going along with this.

But he had awar-avoidance policy.

Khrushchev indicated, finaly, by Oct. 26, in a letter to
the President, that he was willing to come to an agreement
which involved a commitment from the United States not
toinvade Cuba—which Kennedy, of course, had nointention
of doing in the first place, after the Bay of Pigs fiasco—in
return, they would dismantle the missiles, and Castro would
pledge never to place offensive missiles on Cuba. There was
another agreement in which the United States would also
agree, over time, to get rid of the Jupiter missilesin Turkey,
aimed against the Soviet Union. This was not part of the
formal agreement.

That essentially ended thecrisis. Kennedy faced down his
military leadership, the utopians in his own Cabinet, as well
asthe Congressional opposition to this, in pushing forward a
policy which really changed the face of politicsin the United
States. Kennedy emerged from this as the real hero. He had
accomplished in a very difficult situation, what nobody
thought could actually be done.

So he utilized this to try to change the rules governing
politics, especially the politics between the United Statesand
Russia, and the Soviet Union.

‘The Best Speech Made Since Roosevelt’

Six months later, he gave the speech at the [1963] com-
mencement of American University, inwhich hecaled for a
new relationship between the United States and the Soviet
Union, really for the establishment of some kind of “commu-
nity of principle.” He was moving in this direction. He said,
we have our differences, but we also have common interests.
He appealed to Americans to begin to rethink many of the
attitudes of the Cold War, and to try to understand the Soviet
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Unionasanation, whichwastrying, initsownway, tosurvive
andto develop—and onthat basis, creating anew relationship
between the two, and therefore, a new relationship in the
world asawhole.

This was something that had been last done by Franklin
Delano Roosevelt. Between Roosevelt, and the Kennedy
speech, there may not even have been a possibility for an
American President to make that kind of statement. But after
the Cuban Missiles Crisis, because of Kennedy’s handling
of it, he was able to make that, and to change the rules of
the game.

Khrushchev admitted that inadvertently. Russians heard
this speech as it was being broadcast. For the first time, they
said VOA—Voice of America, whose broadcasts were al-
ways jammed—can broadcast this speech, and can trandate
it into Russian. Khrushchev said, that’ s the “ best speech that
has been made since Roosevelt.”

And these same characters who had tried to create war
with Cuba, and had succeeded in getting Truman to drop the
bomb—thiswasthe biggest threat that they saw, becausethis
would really change the game entirely, making them incapa-
ble of conducting thesekinds of crazy operations. And | think
that also played arolein the assassination.

Michele Steinber g: Bill, thank you. | want to hear more
about the policies of the Kennedy Administration from Mar-
sha Freeman; and then ask Francisco Medina and Allyson
Grimm [organizers of the LaRouche Youth Movement] to
ask the questions on these issues.

Economic and War Challenges JFK Saw
Freeman: To start, asyou did, with President Kennedy’ s
inaugural addressin January of 1961: He used it as an occa
sion to lay out what he saw as the state of the nation. He
described the situation in thefollowing way: He reported that
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Air Force Gen. Curtis LeMay (left)
represented the utopian faction’s
demand to turn the 1962 Missiles
Crisisinto war—immediate air attack
on Cuba. Kennedy faced almost a
military and Congressional consensus
for invasion—but rejected it. Gen.
Lyman Lemnitzer (right), NATO
commander after Kennedy's
assassination, wasinvolved in
utopian military schemes earlier in
1962—" Operation Northwoods—to
stage bombings of the United States
itself (1) in order to trigger aU.S.
invasion of Cuba.

businessbankruptcieswereat thehighest level sincethe Great
Depression; that 5.5 million people were unemployed; and
that the citiesin the United States were becoming engulfedin
squalor. He said that the classroomsin this country contained
2 million more children than they could properly have room
for; and that the chil dren werebeing taught by 90,000 unquali-
fied teachers. He said that the United States lacked the quali-
fied scientists and engineers that our world obligations re-
quire; and that al of the medica wonders that had been
created were out of the reach of the poor and the aged; and
that there was aterrible lack of hospital beds, nursing homes,
and doctors.

But Kennedy said that al of these domestic problems
paled beside the challenges of the Cold War.

Starting, really, within daysof hisinaugural speech, Ken-
nedy began to move on his domestic agenda. On Feb. 9, he
gave a specia message to Congress on health and hospital
care, laying out what needed to be upgraded in that area. Two
weeks later, on Feb. 20, a special message to Congress on
education; and he motivated his educational program by say-
ing, “ Thehuman mindisour fundamental resource.” OnApril
20, he outlined histax incentive and tax system program; and
thiswasthevery well-known investment tax credit. President
Kennedy proposed that therebean 8% investment tax creditto
companies that invest in new capital equipment, machinery,
expansion of existing factories and capital equipment; and
said that thiswould be the major way to create jobs.

In the meantime, while he was moving on the fronts of
this domestic agenda, as Bill was just describing, there were
many crisesdevelopingintheworld. Intheearly part of May,
you had the Bay of Pigs. The President saw this as a very
dramatic defeat for his Administration, and said he needed to
take responsibility for that. Then something happened in the
beginning of April, that was going to reshape history. That
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was the flight of Yuri Gagarin, the first human being to orbit
the Earth.

Thiswasatremendous challenge—as President Kennedy
said, as significant as the 1957 challenge of Sputnik. And on
May 25, he made a speech before Congress, discussing what
he called “urgent national needs.” Clearly, the most famous
sentence from that speech was, “I believe that this nation
should commit itself to achieving the goal, beforethisdecade
isout, of landingaman onthe Moon, and returning him safely
to Earth.”

TheApollo Project

Hehad aninkling of what thiswouldrequire. First, |leader-
ship. There was no one in the President’s Cabinet who sup-
ported this program—not in the military, not his Science Ad-
visor. Basically no one, except his Vice President, Lyndon
Johnson. This required the President taking personal |eader-
ship to push through this effort.

Heknew that it would require creating awholegeneration
of scientists and engineers, which really did not exist at that

time. He knew that it would require the greatest peacetime
mobilization of human scientific and industrial resources in
this nation’s history. And he was willing to make a commit-
ment that all of these resources would be mobilized.

What did the Apollo program create? In Lyndon
LaRouche'sterm, it created a* science driver” for the whole
U.S. economy. It created 20 years of real economic growth
for the country, and technological spinoffs into every sector
of the economy—transportation, agriculture, advancesin nu-
clear energy, medicine, machine tools; and there was one
study that said that in overall terms, for every dollar invested
inthe space program, ten dollarscameback to theeconomy in
new goods, new industrial processing, and overall economic
growth. It created this generation of scientists and engineers
that the President knew was needed, and they went into every
sector of the economy.

Most important, it created a cultural paradigm-shift out
of the stagnation and complacency of the 1950s. This was
truenot only inthiscountry; it becameaprogramvery closely
watched by developing nations all over the world, many of

The American
University Speech

In the June 10, 1965 mold-breaking speech in which he
halted U.S. nuclear testing and offered the Soviet Union
a peace based on common principles of mankind—only
months after the Cuban Missiles Crisis—President Ken-
nedy included these statements.

| have, therefore, chosen thistime and this placeto discuss
atopic onwhichignorancetoo often aboundsand thetruth
istoo rarely perceived—yet it is the most important topic
on Earth: world peace.

What kind of peace do | mean? What kind of peace do
we seek? Not a Pax Americana enforced on the world by
American weapons of war. Not the peace of the grave or
the security of thedlave. | am talking about genuine peace,
thekind of peacethat makeslife on Earth worthliving, the
kind that enables men and nationsto grow and to hope and
to build a better life for their children—not merely peace
for Americans but peace for al men and women—not
merely peace in our time but peace for al time. | speak of
peace because of the new face of war. Total war makesno
sense in an age when great powers can maintain large
and relatively invulnerable nuclear forces and refuse to
surrender without resort to those forces. . . .

| speak of peace, therefore, as the necessary rational

end of rational men. | realize that the pursuit of peaceis
not as dramatic as the pursuit of war—and frequently the
wordsof the pursuer fall on deaf ears. But wehavenomore
urgent task.

Some say that it is useless to speak of world peace
or world law or world disarmament—and that it will be
useless until the leaders of the Soviet Union adopt amore
enlightened attitude. | hope they do. | believe we can help
them do it. But | also believe that we must re-examine
our own attitude—as individual s and as a nation—for our
attitudeisasessential astheirs. And every graduate of this
schooal, every thoughtful citizen who despairs of war and
wishes to bring peace, should begin by looking inward—
by examining his own attitude toward the possibilities of
peace, toward the Soviet Union, toward the course of the
Cold War, and toward freedom and peace here at home.

Let us examine our attitude toward peace itself. Too
many of usthink itisimpossible. Too many think it unreal.
But that is a dangerous, defeatist belief. It leads to the
conclusionthat war isinevitable; that mankindis doomed;
that we are gripped by forces we cannot control. We need
not accept that view. Our problems are man-made—there-
fore, they can be solved by man. And man can beashig as
he wants. No problem of human destiny isbeyond human
beings. Man's reason and spirit have often solved the
seemingly unsolvable—and we believe they can do it
again. . ..

No government or social systemisso evil that its peo-
plemust be considered aslacking invirtue. ASAmericans,
we find communism profoundly repugnant as a negation
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whom started their own rocket societies and carefully fol-
lowed dl of the progressin the Apollo program.

TheApollo program contributed very importantly to Ken-
nedy’ sstrategic program, of both reaching technological par-
ity with the Soviet Union military, and very importantly, asa
war-avoidance policy, based on the idea that this program
could be a basis for this community of principle of nations,
working on projectsthat Edward Teller described later asfor
“the common aims of mankind.”

On Sept. 20, 1963, less than a year after the Cuban Mis-
silesCrisis, Kennedy made avery dramatic speech beforethe
United Nations, in which he said that even though there were
very serious differences between the United States and the
Soviet Union, there was room for new cooperation in space.
He said, “I include among these possibilities, ajoint expedi-
tion to the Moon.” Thisisreally quite remarkable, when you
think about what the strategic situation was.

Kennedy’ svisionfor what the space program could prom-
ise, was cut short because his life was; and unfortunately,
under Lyndon Johnson, Vietnam War spending realy pre-

cluded a continuation of the visionary space program that

President Kennedy started. So | think it really fallsto us, as

our job today, to fulfill that vision and to move forward one

of thegreatest of thegreat projects—the exploration of space.
Michele Steinber g: Marsha, thank you.

Bertrand Russell, Pre-Emptive
Nuclear Warrior

Francisco Medina: Bertrand Russell’s name popped in
there—I| wonder if Bill could discuss the tradition he was
coming from, in contrast to what John F. Kennedy was doing,
and the United Statesasawhole. HeisBritish; recently inthe
LaRouche Y outh Movement in Los Angeles, we have been
reading alot of H.G. Wellsand Bertrand Russell.

Jones: Russell was a part of the crowd with H.G. Wells;
they had their differences on someissues, but they werebasi-
cally of the same faction. Their idea was—from about the
1920s—an attempt to create a world government in which
nation-stateswould give away their ownrights, and agovern-
ment would be created with an elitewhich woul d steer things,

§ [ . R

President Kennedy’ s June 1963 American University speech
was a dramatic turn which “ threatened” to end the Cold War,
only months after resolving the Missiles Crisis.

of personal freedom and dignity. But we can still hail the
Russian people for their many achievements—in science
and space, in economic and industrial growth, in culture
and in acts of courage.

Among themany traitsthe peoplesof our two countries
have in common, noneis stronger than our mutual abhor-

renceof war. Almost unique, among themajor world pow-
ers, we have never been at war with each other. And no
nation in the history of battle ever suffered more than the
Soviet Union suffered in the course of the Second World
War. Atleast 20 millionlost their lives. Countlessmillions
of homes and farms were burned or sacked. A third of
the nation’s territory, including nearly two-thirds of its
industrial base, wasturned into awastel and—al oss equiv-
alent to the devastation of this country east of Chicago.
Today, shouldtotal war ever break out again—no mat-
ter how—our two countries would become the primary
targets. Itisanironic but accurate fact that the two strong-
est powers are the two in the most danger of devastation.

In short, both the United States and its allies, and the
Soviet Union and its allies, have a mutually deep interest
in ajust and genuine peace and in halting the arms race.
Agreements to this end are in the interests of the Soviet
Union as well as ours—and even the most hostile nations
can berelied upon to accept and keep those treaty obliga-
tions, and only those treaty obligations, which arein their
own interest.

So, let us not be blind to our differences—but let us
also direct attention to our common interests and to the
means by which those differences can be resolved. And if
we cannot end now our differences, at least we can help
maketheworld safefor diversity. For, inthefinal analysis,
our most basiccommon link isthat weall inhabit thissmall
planet. We al breathe the same air. We all cherish our
children’sfuture. And we are all mortal.
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British “ peacenik” Bertrand Russell and his partner in world government, H.G. Wells,
crafted the utopian war doctrine Kennedy confronted and defeated in resolving the
Missiles Crisis. When only the United States had nuclear bombs, Russell had wanted them
used, pre-emptively, against Japan—and then the Soviet Union.

so that you would have the utopian world that they said would
be the best for everybody. But they had a problem: They had
to get rid of the nation-state; and they had to establish within
the populationitself, somekind of willingnessto giveup their
own rights as citizens of nation-states.

At the point that nuclear weapons were developed, the
same crowd—L eo Szilard is one of the key people, and also
Russell—proposed the devel opment of these weaponsin the
United States during World War I1. Y ou were at the point in
science where nuclear energy was going to becomeaforce, it
was within the purview of devel opment—but they wanted to
develop theseweaponsfor aspecificreason. AsWellspointed
out most clearly: Tothe extent that thereisthis overall threat
to mankind as a whole from these new weapons, mankind
will be willing to give up rights and freedoms in order to
accept aworld government which would prevent these weap-
onsfrom being used.

Russell made this clear in a statement in 1946, when the
atomic bomb had been devel oped and used: Hesaidweshould
begin immediately threatening a pre-emptive strike against
the Soviet Union. It was clear to him, asto most people, that
after the United States had devel oped this bomb, the Soviets
also had the capabilities, and were interested in developing
them for their own defensive purposes. But if two partieshad
these weapons, they could no longer be used inthe sameway,
asaforce controlled by one power to imposeitswill over the
entireworld.

At that point, Russell became—from awarmonger, a dif-
ferent kind of warmonger—he became a so-called peacenik.
Hewasavery chameleon-like person. His attitude was: Now
that two parties have these weapons, the only way we can get
world government, isby using negotiationson theseweapons,
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to impose this world government on
both. What Russell tried to do with the
Russians, wastoinsert himself asame-
diator; if it ever cameto aconflict like
the Cuban Missiles Crisis, he and his
colleagues could then say, “You see
now, we need this world government;
we need this world control of nuclear
weaponsin order to avoid awar.” And
that seemed to be exactly the way he
was dealing with Khrushchev. And
Kennedy really rejectedthat. Hewasn't
going to play that game.

Michele Steinberg: Do you think
that the call that Bertie Russell made
for a pre-emptive strike, was to repro-
duce Hiroshimaand Nagasaki sothat it
would really sink in? Or was there a
military objective?

Jones. He wanted to prevent the
Soviet Union from developing wesp-
ons. Russell was very anti-American,
as Wells as well. However, he swallowed the fact that, by
the end of World War 11, the United States was effectively
the greatest power on the Earth. He swallowed his anti-
Americanism, and he admitted that in the public statement
he made in the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, where he
said that the United States could become the sole possessor
of these weapons; but then the United States would have to
develop a policy of realy controlling the world. He said,
“I’m not sure they’re willing to do it; but if they were, then
| could accept that.”

So | think that what he wanted to destroy, more than
anything else, was the Soviet Union from devel oping atomic
weapons. He knew, and other people knew—nhisfriend Niels
Bohr and others, through their contacts with Russian scien-
tists—that the Russians were also capable of doing that.

The*Shock Trauma’ of JFK’s Assassination

Allyson Grimm: By listening to what Kennedy seemed
to have done in a short amount of time, and comparing that
with FDR: They made significant stepsin terms of talking to
the American popul ation and getting peopleto really moveon
thissenseof agape. | wantedtoknow if thereisany correlation
between Martin Luther King and JFK ?—and wasthe assassi-
nation of Kennedy to psychologically scare the population,
or was it more that he was so dangerous that [the utopians]
must take him out? Or, both?

Jeffrey Steinberg: The answer isboth.

L et me go back to the speech that Kennedy gave at Ameri-
can University on June 10, 1963. AsBill said earlier, thiswas
about 6-7 months after the Cuban Missiles Crisis. . . . Inthat
6-month period—from solving the Missiles Crisis to the de-
livery of the American University speech—Kennedy madea
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number of profound decisions. Number one: He decided, on
theadviceof Gen. DouglasMacArthur . . . that theU.S. would
not go further with the war in Indochina, and began issuing
ordersfor the withdrawal of American troops.

Second: He decided to end the Cold War. And in that
speech at American University, he announced a unilateral
U.S. ban on atmospheric testing of nuclear weapons. He an-
nounced a peace conference with Khrushchev and [Harold]
Macmillan, the Prime Minister of Britain, to work on acom-
prehensive test ban and nuclear disarmament treaty. He said
the world has reached the point of insanity, where total war
will blow up the planet. In order words: Everything that Rus-
sell was using as blackmail against the nation-state system,
Kennedy decided to trump.

So he made a profound decision. It was, as Allyson said,
aself-consciousnotion of agape. I’ [l read youjust two senten-
ces or so from that June 10 speech: “Our problems are
manmade. Therefore, they can be solved by man. And man
can be as big as he wants. No problem of human destiny is
beyond human beings. Man's reason and spirit have often
solved the seemingly unsolvable, and we believe they can do
it again.” Now, in a sense, what Kennedy declared in that
speech, and in his decision on stopping the war in Indochina,
wasthat he completely rejected the beast-man” policy of the
Anglo-American oligarchy and their alies in other places
around the world.

So there were two dimensions to the Kennedy assassina-
tion. He had to be stopped because what he threatened was
the permanent defeat of the Bertrand Russell global tyranny
notion. So one aspect of the assassination was specific to
Kennedy, and to making sure that the legacy of Kennedy
was not allowed to go forward. And of course, you had the
assassination of Robert Kennedy just five yearslater, and the
assassination of Martin Luther King, and that of Malcolm X.
But therewasanother dimension, studied and written about by
some of the leading British imperia psychological-warfare
specialistsbefore Kennedy waseven President. Back in 1957,
a British Tavistock Ingtitute psychiatrist named William
Sargent wrote abook called Battle for the Mind, in which he
talked about how you can break the human spirit. What he
said, was that particularly because of the advent of the mass
media, you can havecertain eventsoccur that will affect socie-
tiesasawhole. He said that the way you can destroy human
beings’ ability to think, is by putting people through “ collec-
tive shock trauma.”

The events of the 1960s were precisely that. The Cuban
Missiles Crisis itself was a terrifying moment. But the fears
induced by it were healed by the fact Kennedy exerted
leadership, and then moved to end, permanently, the threat of
thermonuclear extermination. So aone, the Cuban Missiles
Crisis wasn't enough. But the Kennedy assassination; the
brutal coverup; the assassination of Malcolm X; the decision
by Johnson that hewas a*“dead man” if he didn’t go forward
with the Vietnam War; the riots in urban America; and
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then the assassinations of Martin Luther King and Robert
Kennedy—within that six-year period, the Baby-Boomer
generation, with no exception, were put through exactly
that kind of shock trauma. So this notion of agape through
politics, that Kennedy personally embodied, was ripped out
of al of us. It was as if you had your soul ripped out. And
the alternative was readily available—drugs, rock, sex; the
whole counterculture was served up through the mass media
beginning in the mid-'60s, in the immediate aftermath of
the Kennedy assassination.

The sense of optimism, of problem solving, that the
“human spirit knew no bounds and had no problems beyond
the basis for solution"—that idea was, at least, temporarily
destroyed. And instead, awhol e generation basically adopted
irrational ideas; ideasthat were provably fraudsfrom ascien-
tific standpoint—the biggest being the idea that human be-
ings cannot change the world, cannot solve problems, but
exist to enjoy minute-to-minute pleasures and to avoid
pan. ...

So the Baby-Boomer generation was destroyed through
this process of shock trauma. These kinds of experiences
are curable; but as LaRouche has been saying, it's going to
take the intervention of the LaRouche Y outh Movement to
do that.

‘Not a Pax Americana’

A final point: We're now facing, in the Bush—I should
say, the Cheney—Administration, the realization of many
elements of what Bertrand Russell was peddling: the idea
of a globa one-world tyranny, this time under the mantle
of what has been referred to as “the American Empire’—
using nuclear weapons at free will, through the building of
mini-nuclear weapons. This was Bertrand Russell’s wet
dream.

Now, in that June 10 [1963] speech by Kennedy, where
he announced this fundamental shift in U.S. policy, to bring
the Cold War toavery rapidend, hesaid, “What kind of peace
do | mean, and what kind of peace do we seek? Not a Pax
Americana, enforced on the world by American weapons of
war; nor the peace of the grave, or the security of the slave. |
am talking about genuine peace; the kind of peace that makes
life on Earth worth living; and the kind that enables men and
nations to grow and to hope, and build a better life for their
children. Not merely peace for Americans, but peace for all
men and women; not merely peace in our time, but peacein
all times.”

So that was what was killed with the Kennedy assassina-
tion. And the wilfull intent was to defeat what Kennedy was
trying to do; but also to crush the human spirit in the larger
sense. Andinthat regard, the King assassination, Robert Ken-
nedy, all these events of the 1960s, were part of one single
strategy that, sadly, had a profound and decisively negative
effect on an entire generation that is now in the leadership of
world affairstoday, and hasto be cured of that disease.
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