Dialogue With LaRouche

Helga Zepp-LaRouche: We will have now a half-hour for
discussions, and I assume that you are burning with things
you want to say about this speech.

Belief in Human Senses Introduces Fallacies

Q: The question I have is very much related to the topic
you went into, Lyn. My name is Karsten, from Berlin, Ger-
many, for people who don’t know me. I was thinking a lot
lately, in working on the breakthroughs of Kepler and his dis-
covery, not only about his discovery as such, but a connec-
tion between an axiomatic belief-system you have in work-
ing on science, and thinking in general, especially in the field
of social relations, or even in economy, which you have often
talked about, especially in the latest paper on “Music & State-
craft: How Space Is Organized”: How you have certain axi-
oms and beliefs governing social dynamics, certain social
processes.

And since you were just now stressing the point that we
have to get rid of all the assumptions and beliefs which we’ve
been taught, I was just wondering if that works exactly in
same way, when you make a scientific breakthrough, when
you sort of see that the axiomatic systems you believed so far,
have certain axioms which you only discover after working a
certain while, which you then overthrow and introduce a new
system. O, if there’s some fundamental difference between a
breakthrough in science, and a breakthrough of, let’s say, the
physical behavior of a society.

Lyndon LaRouche: Well, that’s what I’ ve dealt with on
this question of music and physical science: that the most
common mistake that’s made is
the assumption that the sense of
sight has one independent
thought, and the sense of hearing
has another meaning. In point of
fact, what we should have recog-
nized a long time ago, is that nei-
ther sight nor senses are anything
better than scientific instruments,
and have the same kind of fallacy
as scientific instruments. As I cit-
ed the case of Helen Keller, the
woman who as a child, lost her
sight and hearing, and how she
was able to develop a sense of
social space, physical space,
without sight or hearing. And so,
the demonstration is that the hu-
man mind is the instrument of
knowledge, not the senses! And
therefore, the dog sniffing at
something may not be best way
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to go, to follow the dog in the way you can go. You don’t rely
upon sense-certainty. It’s the human mind that’s important,
and the discovery of physical principles is an example of
that—real physical principles.

You take the case, for example—the key thing is, Galil-
eo: a fraud and a faker. And the influence of Galileo, who
was actually a sort of a high priest for Paolo Sarpi, in devel-
oping this crazy system of empiricism, uses one method. But
Kepler uses another method: Kepler’s thing, especially on
the question of his so-called “Third Law,” the harmonics,
recognizes that there is a different sense organ than either
sight or hearing, expressed in the laws of the universe: some-
thing which is neither. And that is what he wrestles with, in
dealing with this question of the organization of the Solar
System.

There are many other aspects of this: Pasteur’s work al-
ways points in that direction. Vernadsky picks up on Pasteur’s
and related work and points in that direction.

From the standpoint of Riemannian physics, as opposed
to Cartesian thinking, this is rather obvious, to one who’s been
working in the field. But the problem is, the role of sense-cer-
tainty; and it shows itself in bad taste in music. People who
like rock music are obviously incompetent as scientists, and I
think that’s what’s wrong with much of our science. Because,
if you don’t understand that the faculty of hearing is an essen-
tial scientific instrument, like an experimental instrument,
that sight and hearing are scientific instruments which come
“in the box” with our body! Hmm? But they’re just instru-
ments, of the body.

It’s the mind of man, that makes a discovery. And in the
mind of the man, there is no difference between Classical cul-
ture and science. They’re the same thing: One deals with the
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The human mind—not the senses, which are nothing more than scientific instruments—is the
instrument of knowledge. Relying on sight or hearing or smell, alone, is like the “Parable of the
Blind Leading the Blind”: We all end up in the ditch. Here, Pieter Bruegel'’s illustration of the
Parable (1568).
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aspect, which looks at it from the standpoint of social rela-
tions as such, which is art; and the other looks at it from the
standpoint of man’s relationship to the physical world on
which he acts. The dichotomy is the problem.

Balance Between Public and Private
Investment

Q: Good afternoon. I'm Michael Molberg from San Fran-
cisco. You mentioned the term proper balance between the
government investment in infrastructure, and private banking
investment or private industry. My question is: How do you
go about determining what that balance is?

LaRouche: The way [ do it, is very practically. You know,
I’ve had this war of vengeance against bad academic pro-
grams. And what I’ ve done is, by getting these teams of young
[adults], down in the “the Basement,” so to speak, who’ve
been working on various major things in science—they start-
ed out working on the Pythagoreans and Plato, and we brought
them up to taking on Kepler in two phases; and they’re now
dealing with Gauss, and Gauss is much more interesting, in a
way, than people would think. And they’ll go into a Riemann
program.

Now, what happens is, you have here individual minds,
and they’re individual. What we do in the Basement, and there
are about six or seven people directly involved in each of
these teams: In the Basement, we have them go through the
rediscovery, independent rediscovery, of the problem which
they’re assigned to. We don’t give them a textbook to read.
We tell them, get everything, get everything, and solve the
problem.

So, what you’re dealing with, is that the power of creativ-
ity, in this case, as in other cases: The power of creativity is a
power of the individual, sovereign human mind. It’s a poten-
tial—it may not be developed, but it’s a potential there. Every
human being is capable of creativity. It’s a sovereign capabil-
ity of the individual.

On the other hand, you have cooperation required to ac-
complish common tasks, common tasks including defining
policy. So these teams have exhibited that. They each are
working, and I do not interfere in it, unless I think it’s abso-
lutely necessary to prevent a catastrophe. They do the work
themselves, and all the work that they’ve published, they did.
I didn’t do it. I set up the framework for them to work; they
solve the problem. And they’ve made me very happy, because
I’ve been convinced all my life that this is the way to educate
people, not the so-called “classroom method,” but this thing
of taking a great challenge, of somebody’s great work from
before, and really trying to master it! Master how they discov-
ered this. What did they discover? Not how’d they get the
“right answer”? But, how did they discover a principle? And
it works!

The same thing is true in the economy: You have certain
things that are necessary, as in infrastructure, in order to pro-
vide a context in which human individuals in society can

26 Feature

make their contribution. Including contribution of personal
leadership, one’s own initiative. Therefore, we want to maxi-
mize the role of individual initiative, particularly as it pertains
to the idea of principle; and applying principles, to solve prob-
lems that other people didn’t solve.

So therefore, you want a premium on this power of in-
novation, of leadership in innovation. But at the same time,
you want to provide a structure, which is a social structure,
appropriate for this individual action. What we call infra-
structure, is essentially the area of society, where the struc-
ture provides the optimal opportunity for the expression of
the individual initiative. Wherever possible, we want the in-
dividual initiative to be made number one, number-one pri-
ority. But! In order for it to be a number-one priority, we
must first deal with the problem of providing the infrastruc-
ture for it.

And, look at the history of mankind, the history of the sci-
ence of mankind, history of other things—it’s always been
that way!

The problem is, creativity is not understood: But individ-
ual creativity is a sovereign quality of an individual. That I can
prove. I’ve proven it myself. But, what people don’t under-
stand—they try to find a mathematical formula, or something
like that, by which they can come up with a formula, whether
as a mathematical formula, or a rule of behavior, to contain
people’s behavior in a fixed framework.

Now, in this universe—I agree with God on this, you
know—in this universe, the universe is always developing.
So anything you already know, is not the answer to some-
thing. There’s something you have yet to know, that’s not
given to you by fixed structures. Therefore, you need the in-
dividual activity, which is making the changes in knowl-
edge, in insight, which is not built into the system. So that a
good system, is one which provides something which is not
built into it. It’s another way of saying that von Neumann
and Russell were idiots, because the idea that they could
have a fixed system—there is no fixed system that’s good!
The universe is not a fixed system. Clausius was a fraud;
Grassmann was a bigger fraud. The British science—Max-
well was a hoaxster—all these fellows who talked about the
Second Law of Thermodynamics, they’re all liars or fools!
There is no Second Law of Thermodynamics in the uni-
verse! It doesn’t exist. So, if you want to be in conformity
with the universe, you want a good system to work from, as
a platform, but you want the optimal creativity, individual
creativity, applied, to improving the platform, and to ex-
panding it.

So therefore, the key thing here is, understand that’s the
rule (which is my role, hmm?), but at the same time, try to cre-
ate the circumstances in which a greater percentile of the peo-
ple in society do that.

I saw this, you know. The large corporation is often too
large. You will need, sometimes, large corporations or enter-
prises, to take on a certain task, as a required task. But, what
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happens is, the large corporation tends to become bureaucra-
tized, and stultified, so that you take people out of these cor-
porations sometimes, and put them into smaller businesses,
and they will do more creativity! Whereas in the large corpo-
ration, it’1l get killed.

So, you need this balance. There’s no formal answer to it.
It’s, wherever you can find people who are more creative, try
to turn them loose, and try to find a reason why they should be
turned loose. You know, you see somebody on a job, you say,
“This guy’s too creative to be doing that. Can’t we find some-
thing else for him, that will bring out his potential?” You see a
potential in the guy, and you find that what he’s doing, he’s not
going to go anyplace, with his potential, in that job. So you try
to find another job for him, one that is more likely to bring
forth his potential.

And to believe that in humanity around us, that you find in
society, there are always people out there, that you can always
find among the individuals you know, someone has really got
a talent, for creativity. And you try to think about, how can we
find a way to get them to express that?

That’s what free enterprise should be.

The United States Is Not an Empire
Q: Is the U.S. now an empire like the British Empire?
LaRouche: No, see, it’s the wrong sense of empire. The
Romantic version of empire is actually false. All empires, that
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I know of, are actually based on
oligarchies. It’s not controlled by
an organized state. An empire is
not a responsible state. It’s based
on the rule of an oligarchy. As a
matter of fact, all empires are
based on what was called the Per-
sian model—known to the ancient
Greeks as the Persian model.

For example, the Pelopon-
nesian War was a product of this
kind of thing. The formation of
the Roman Empire was of that
form. Actually, if you go back to
the Cult of Delphi, which ante-
dates the emergence of Greek civ-
ilization in its civilized form, you
find that it was always run by fi-
nancier groups. Because you’ll
find around the Cult of Delphi,
you have these little shrines,
which are called the depositories,
the treasuries. And then you take
the highway from the Cult of Del-
phi, down to the coast, to the sea-
port, and you find, what was hap-
pening, is you had these ships
going out, practicing usury
throughout the entire Mediterranean region. And one of these
probes went up the mouth of the Tiber, in Italy, in the middle
of the Etruscan culture, and found a fortress on a hill. And run-
ning short of women, they captured them and raped them,
from the nearby tribes. And eventually took over the Etruscan
empire and destroyed it—and destroyed all possible traces of
the Etruscan empire, to conceal this fact!

But Rome was nothing but a creation of the Cult of Del-
phi, by this kind of method. And who ran it? It was run on the
basis of usury! Financial usury! What was Venice? The Vene-
tian empire was the same thing.

What’s the British Empire? It’s nothing but an echo—the
British Empire was not created by the British! Or by the Brit-
ish population or by the English population. It was created as
the Anglo-Dutch Liberal system, of Paolo Sarpi. And after the
fall of Venice, or the collapse of Venice, the Venetian bankers
moved up, took over the Netherlands, and then moved in and
took over England, with William of Orange! The British Em-
pire was never an empire in the sense of an empire of a nation.
The people of empires were never treated as people. They
were treated as subjects—mnot citizens, as subjects! And they
were run by an empire, who told them that the bosses knew
what was good for them.

For example, my ancestors, my English ancestors, came
from the British Isles, the first of them, during the early part of
the 17th Century. Another branch came, of course, by way of
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France. And then later, I had the Scottish and Irish com-
ing in, in the latter part of the 19th Century. Why did
they come to the United States? To get out of there! And
those who didn’t get out of there, were stuck with being
there, and being captives of an empire.

The empire is not a representative of a people. It’s
something which has put them in cages. And if you
break the walls of the cage, as immigrants did into the
United States, then it’s no longer an entity. The animals
have fled.

Find Out Who Rabelais Really Was

Q: Hello. I'm Theodore from Lyon in France. I
have read a lot on Rabelais, who is a French humanist
from the 16th Century. He took the culture of his time,
the stories about chivalry which people were reading a
lot, which was a very poor culture. But he took the cul-
ture of his time to elevate it. And now we have the same
problem in the culture of today, with things like rap
music. So, I wanted to do the same as Rabelais, by
writing some poems, to try to elevate the culture in this
way.

LaRouche: Rabelais, of course, was one of my he-
roes many years ago, decades ago, actually. But you
have to think of him in the tradition of other great sati-
rists. And you look at Rabelais, and he’s really very in-
teresting, because he’s one of the most learned and most
able minds of his time—as a physician, and he went
through various religious orders, and these sorts of
things. And he had an insight into what was wrong with
the educational system in Paris at that time—which he
had a lot of fights with.

So, I think the difficulty people have sometimes
with Rabelais, is they have to step back and look at him,
in the same way you look at Cervantes. Cervantes was less
developed in some respects as a writer, but this is the same
thing. Then you go back to ancient Italy, with Boccaccio, sit-
ting there watching from across the [Arno] river to the scenes
in Florence, and imagining the scenes that he describes in
Decameron; the scenes that Boccaccio describes from a time
of the great Black Death. If you can look down, where I was
sitting, into the streets, and treat that as a stage, and then place
the things that he’s describing on that stage, then you see what
he’s doing: He’s showing you the disgusting characteristics of
the population of Florence, which had led into the antecedents
of the great Black Death—under the reign, of course, of the
Lombard bankers, of that time.

Rabelais, in France, fleeing from one place to the other for
his life, as a great thinker of his time, wrote in the same way
as you find in the Decameron of Boccaccio—the same kind of
thing.

You see this attempt to do the same thing: You have Spain.
Spain is a horror-show under the Habsburgs. It’s an evil em-
pire, destroying itself. So Don Quixote is written—on what?
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The great French satirist Frangois Rabelais was one of the most learned
and able minds of his time. His Renaissance masterpiece, Gargantua and
Pantagruel (ca. 1490-ca. 1553), ridicules the oligarchy and its sycophants,
especially the Aristotelian scholastics. This illustration of Rabelais by
Gustave Doré, is entitled, “The German astrologer Trippa predicts that if
Panurge marries, he will be cuckholded.”

The king is a fool, Don Quixote; and the rest of Spain are a
bunch of dumb peasants, Sancho Panza. And the whole thing
is a farce. But here you have a man, who’s a very serious per-
son, Cervantes: Cervantes is a veteran of wars, he’s a wound-
ed person, he’s a skilled playwright. But what does he write?
He writes this! It seems ridiculous: It is ridiculous! It’s intend-
ed to be ridiculous! Rabelais intended to be ridiculous! And so
we have with the Decameron, Boccaccio—he’s intentionally
ridiculous.

You’ll find moments like that, something like that also in
others, but those are the paradigms. So, enjoy Rabelais, but try
to find out who he really was, and what were his times, what
were the conditions, and what is he reacting to and how? And
then, you can sit back—and you can laugh! You can laugh in
the right way, not at the stories as such, but what fools they
were!

When you think about the France of Jeanne d’Arc, you
think about the France of Louis XI, you think of the great mis-
sion, which actually established the first modern nation-state
in Europe. Oh, it’s based on the principles of the Council of
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Florence—but, it was the first modern nation-state. And the
second modern nation-state, or commonwealth, was that es-
tablished in England under the inspiration provided by Louis
XI. Then you see what happened to France afterward: You see
a great nation, which had been a leader in culture in that peri-
od, is suddenly degraded into these horrible circumstances of
crisis through misleadership and corruption, which were go-
ing on.

And then you can laugh, properly. Because your laughter
has a higher quality. It’s a sense of “this is only silliness, this
is only stupidity.” And it has happened to a great people and a
great nation, this stupidity. This criminality, this degradation.

And that’s the highest sense of humor: It’s a comédie hu-
maine, hmm? In the best sense. Rather than a Balzac.

How Can the Democratic Party Be Changed?

Q: I'm from the Schiller Institute in Copenhagen. One
thing I don’t understand, is that you’re always talking about
how it’s important to change the Democratic Party. But how
should it be done? I think, isn’t it actually more important to
change the Republican Party? Because the Republican Party
has been taken over, by the so-called neo-conservatives.

LaRouche: Well, the point is, see, when you operate in
politics, you have to accept your fate, as I do. I don’t accept
fate in the sense of submitting to it. But I’'m realistic about
what the situation is.

Now, the truth does not necessarily lie in your immediate
experience. This is the thing that many people have difficulty
in learning, and understanding, and it’s especially difficult in
these times, these times of cultural degeneracy.

But from my time on, I understand cultures, because I
think of culture in terms of thousands of years, particularly
about 3,000 years of European history. That’s my culture.

Now, I know how ideas are transmitted, developed and
transmitted in European civilization. I’ve seen it go down, by
reliving those things. For example, you had, at the point of the
development of the Pythagoreans, a great development; the
immediate followers of the Pythagoreans, and collaborators, a
great development. Then—a great degeneracy! The disgust-
ing took over!

But, did it die? Did the good die?

No, the good lived. The good was a thread which came up,
again and again, in European civilization. Often over a long
period. What is it? It’s the connection. What’s the connection?
The connection lies in ideas, in ideas of experience. And when
a people has, in its past, a certain experience which is trans-
mitted in the culture, even through the subtleties of the spoken
language, the musicality, stick to it.

The American culture—the American culture, my cul-
ture—comes from people who landed in Massachusetts in
the early 17th Century. And they began the process which
became the United States. Then you had great figures, like
Benjamin Franklin and others, who built a nation: the first
true republic on this planet. A commonwealth, also, but a
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republic. With a commonwealth constitution—take the
Constitution. The Constitution comes from the common-
wealth produced by the authors of the Council of Florence.
It is reflected in the great Treaty of Westphalia, the great
Peace of Westphalia: That’s the commonwealth, to under-
stand it. That’s what we believed in Massachusetts, in that
period.

That’s the great struggle of those who stayed with the
cause of the independent United States, as opposed to those
traitors who went over to the British East India Company, the
Tories, the so-called American Tories.

You take Franklin Roosevelt: Roosevelt was a descen-
dant of Isaac Roosevelt, a banker, who worked in New
York City with Alexander Hamilton, against pigs. Franklin
Roosevelt, in his graduation proceedings from Harvard
University, wrote a paper in commemoration of the work
of this ancestor, on the American System. Roosevelt was
not some guy who stumbled into office, but someone who
found himself in an historic situation, and he took that
knowledge, and people who shared it with him—and he
saved civilization!

In the Democratic Party today, that tradition still exists as
aliving tradition. And what we have, in the Democratic Party,
in the mass base, is an ability to respond to that tradition! We
have people who are cowards, who are cheats, who are trai-
tors, and everything else in the Democratic Party. All parties
tend to have those afflictions. But they re in the party, and you
take the response that I get on this legislation, on housing and
banks, the response in the people is strong. The response at the
top of the Democratic Party is weak. At the very top, some
people agree with me totally, and are willing to act. They’re a
little bit frightened. But in the base of the party, the base of the
people: They’re with me.

And they are with me, because that tradition exists within
them, within their culture, from earlier generations. It was
transmitted.

Ideas are the most important thing in history. And real
politics is based on ideas, not current opinion. And what
you’re doing, if you’re a missionary, or if you’re a politi-
cian of the type I am, you are reaching out to what you know
lies in people, within them, to bring it forth. You don’t limit
yourself to what you think they’re showing as their tenden-
cy now. If you try to reform a drunk, it’s the same thing: You
try to hope there’s something human in there, that you can
reach. It’s the same thing: Can you look into your popula-
tion, which is behaving like pigs, can you take those pigs
and turn them back into human beings? Is there something
in them, a streak of patriotism perhaps, which often comes
out as an expression of patriotism, can you evoke a patrio-
tism within them, which will bring this quality which is em-
bedded in them as part of their culture, forward, and take
over?

So, that’s what I do. And I’m doing a fair to good job at it!
And we just have to do a better one, that’s all.
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Conference Program

Saturday, Sept. 15, 2007

Sunday, Sept. 16, 2007

Music

Introduction: Helga Zepp-LaRouche

Keynote: Lyndon LaRouche, “This Present World
Financial Crisis”

Discussion

Russia—Eurasia’s Keystone Nation

LaRouche Youth Movement: Johann Sebastian Bach,
“Jesu, meine Freude”

Prof. Stanislav Menshikov, “Industrial Policy and
Political Climate in Russia for the Land-Bridge
Project”

Victor Razbegin, Deputy Chairman of the Council for
the Study of Productive Forces (SOPS) of the
Russian Federation Ministry of Economic
Development and Trade and the Russian Academy of
Sciences, “The Eurasia-North America Multimodal
Intercontinental Connection: Key Link in the World
Transport System” (speech delivered on his behalf)

Dr. Sergei Cherkasov and Academician Dmitri
Rundqvist, Vernadsky State Geological Museum,
Russian Academy of Sciences, “Infrastructure
Corridors in Russia—Pros and Cons: A Raw
Materials Approach”

Svobodny Cosmodrome, “Potential Space Industry
Cluster and Development Corridor in Russia’s Amur
Region.” Author: Yuri Krupnov, Director of the
Institute for Demography, Migration and Regional
Development; presented by Ilnur Batyrshin, World
Development Network Youth Chapter, Kazan, Russia

Discussion

Projects for the Eurasian Land-Bridge

Hal Cooper, consulting engineer, Cooper Engineering,
“The Worldwide Strategic Importance of the
Intercontinental Rail Corridor Connections between
the Eurasian and North American Land-Bridges”

Dr. Markku Heiskanen, Senior Fellow at the Nordic
Institute for Asian Studies, former Deputy Director of
Planning of the Foreign Ministry of Finland,
“Scandinavia and the Eurasian Land-Bridge”

Dr. Nino Galloni, economist, Italy, “The Sicily-Tunisia
Tunnel and the Extension of the Eurasian Land-
Bridge into Africa”

LaRouche Youth Movement: Wolfgang Amadeus
Mozart, “Ave verum corpus”

Keynote: Helga Zepp-LaRouche, “The New Cultural
Renaissance in the Coming Age of Reason”

Technologies To Reconstruct the World

Prof. Pirouz Moitahed-Zadeh, Department of Political
Geography, Tehran University, and chairman,
Urozevic Foundation, London, “The Iranian Nuclear
Program”

Dr. Stephen Dean, Fusion Power Associates, “Fusion
Power” (this video will be available as part of the
conference proceedings)

Prof. Ahmed Kedidi, Doha University, Qatar, “The
Development of the Gulf and Maghreb Countries”

Dr. Holger Beckmann, Ruhr-Universitit Bochum,
“Automatischer Giiterverkehr im Untergrund, ein
verkehrstechnisches Zukunftsszenario” (“‘Automated
Underground Goods Transport, a Transportation
Technology Scenario for the Future”)

Pierre Chiquet, founder of the space centers of Betrigny,
Toulouse and the rocket launching platform of
Kourou: “Great Projects and High Technology:
Rediscovering the Voluntarism of the Postwar
Reconstruction Period”

Rebuilding Civilization

Amelia Boynton Robinson, “Civil Rights for All People
of the Planet”

Jacques Cheminade, “Beyond the Eurasian Land-
Bridge: The Cultural Paradigm of the Millennium to
Come”

Report on the work of the LaRouche Youth Movement
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