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Lyndon LaRouche gave this webcast address on March 13, 2010, in North-
ern Virginia. It was hosted by LaRouche’s national spokeswoman Debra 
Freeman. During the discussion period, LaRouche’s Western States spoke-
man Harley Schlanger introduced Kesha Rogers, the LaRouche Democrat 
whose landslide victory March 2, in the Texas 22nd Congressional District, 
continues to resonate nationally and internationally. (The webcast is ar-
chived at archive.larouchepac.com/webcasts/20100313.html.)

Debra Freeman: Good afternoon.
As people know, today’s event has been referred to with the title “The 

Ides of March.” And I think that that is very apt, not only because we’re a 
couple of days before the Ides of March, but because of what the Ides of 
March, in fact, represents. And I think that, as most people know, until the 
year 44 B.C., the Ides of March simply represented the 15th of the month 
of March on the Roman calendar. But when we talk about it, it represents 
something a little bit different, because it was the day that Julius Caesar 
was murdered.

According to Plutarch’s Parallel Lives, Caesar had been warned to be 
on guard against a “great peril” that was to strike him on the 15th of March. 
Now, Caesar, who obviously generally utilized soothsayers and seers, we 
can presume, believed in them. Yet, despite what he was told, he made a 
decision to ignore the warning. The fact is, that had he stayed home on that 
fateful day, he could have avoided what was his ultimate fate, in the Roman 
Senate. But he chose to go anyway. And according to Plutarch, and also ac-
cording to popular legend, it’s said that he encountered that soothsayer, for 
the last time, just before he entered the Theater of Pompeii, where he would 
ultimately be assassinated. And Caesar, who was an arrogant fellow, looked 
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over  to  the  soothsayer,  and  said,  “Well!  The  Ides  of 
March have come.” And  the  seer  looked at him, and 
replied, “Aye, they have come, Caesar, but they are not 
yet gone.”

Obviously,  this  meeting  is  dramatized  most  fa-
mously  in  Shakespeare’s  play,  when  Caesar  is  once 
again warned, to “beware the Ides of March.” It’s also 
noted that there was another incident that occurred on 
the Ides of March, in 1917: When Nicholas II of Russia 
abdicated.

And here we are, again, coming up upon the Ides of 
March. And the question before us, is whether or not, 
this time around, the warning will be heeded.

Ladies  and  Gentlemen,  without  any  further  intro-
duction,  I’d  like  to  introduce  to  you,  Lyndon  La-
Rouche.

Lyndon LaRouche: Thank you, young lady.
This is an unusual occasion. And I shall treat it as 

such. We’re now on the verge of not the loss, but the 
replacement of an incumbent President. Some people 
are  talking  about  “2012.”  “2012”  is  codeword  for 
“2010.” And 2010 does not mean December. Because 
the pace of developments is such, today, that it’s doubt-
ful that this President will still be President, in April.

These kinds of things are not precisely predictable. 

What  is  forecastable  and  what  is 
predictable  are  two  different 
things. You  can  forecast  a  crisis; 
you can forecast  the approximate 
timing of a crisis, but you can not 
forecast  precisely  the  reaction  to 
the crisis, or the way it will come 
about. What you can forecast, and 
forecast precisely, as I have done 
many times—. But I warn people, 
you can not forecast a date, a given, 
fixed  date  for  anything.  Because 
human  beings  aren’t  like  that. 
Human  society  is  not  like  that. 
There’s always the element of the 
unexpected,  but  the  unexpected 
event will be absorbed, within the 
expected  crisis.  That  is,  you  can 
try to change the date of a battle, 
but you may not be able to change 
the date of the losing of a war.

So, we can not predict the date 
that certain things will happen, as 

date  certain,  but  we  can  predict  that  we’re  in  a  very 
narrow area,  in which  this President’s candidacy and 
Presidency  is  doomed!  Nothing  will  save  this  Presi-
dency, in the present form: And the sooner he’s gone, 
the better. Every day of delay of his departure, is a ca-
tastrophe in itself. The mere fact that he’s still President 
on any given day, is a catastrophe, which will mean ca-
tastrophes that people suffer.

Now, I shall take an unusual procedure in these re-
marks, because of the nature of the subject matter, and 
the nature of the situation. I’ll do three parts. I’ll do, in 
the first part, a more or less prepared prologue, to situ-
ate the discussion. Then I shall discuss the crucial fac-
tors which we have to consider globally, strategically, 
to understand  the  situation. Then  I  shall  come  to  the 
concrete situation.

The Prologue
I  suggest  to  you,  that  you  walk  with  me,  in  your 

imagination and mine, as I walk the streets of Manhat-
tan, going to an appointment on Sunday morning, mid-
morning, toward late morning, on the famous Dec. 7, 
1941: The streets were quiet at that time, but the silence 
had an aura about it. And I walked to my appointment, 
which took place in a hotel  toward Eighth Avenue in 
Manhattan,  from across Broadway.  I walked  into  the 

Despite warnings that it would be dangerous for him to go to the Senate on the Ides of 
March, Julius Caesar brushed them aside, and met his fate that day. As with Caesar, time 
is running out for Barack Obama—and for the Anglo-Dutch imperial financial system. 
Shown: painting (detail), “The Death of Caesar,” by Vincenzo Camuccini (1798).
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hotel room. There was an awesome 
kind  of  silence.  I  couldn’t  under-
stand it. And then, I heard the voice: 
The  Japanese  had  attacked  Pearl 
Harbor.

At  that  point,  everything 
changed. There are few people still 
living  today,  from  my  generation, 
relative to then, of the people who 
went  through  that  experience  in 
1941 and the two decades or so later. 
So most people living today, really 
have no understanding, or they don’t 
have  a  reference  block,  a  bench-
mark in history, to look at the events 
which led into Dec. 7, 1941, and to 
understand the events that followed, 
in light of that event. Because after 
that date, Dec. 7, 1941, there was no 
turning back: History had changed. 
And  it  was  about  to  change  radi-
cally,  soon,  within  a  few  years, 
again,  with  the  death  of  Franklin 
Roosevelt.

A few hours after  that moment 
of  silence over  the  streets,  on  that 
Sunday morning, suddenly by after-
noon, there was tumult, rising tumult, throughout Man-
hattan:  People were  rushing  to  the  recruiting  offices, 
trying to find the military recruiting offices at which to 
volunteer. And that was the beginning of a new era.

We  have  such  a  day,  as  that,  really,  today’s  date: 
Why?  Because  I  have  announced  something,  or  am 
about to announce something to date, in which I shall 
reveal things which are not actually secrets, but they are 
secrets which  are  not  known  to  a  number of  leading 
people in Russia, who were then in power in the Soviet 
Union, not known to many people in the United States. 
What I will tell you, is, most politicians and most mili-
tary leaders of the United States have no present knowl-
edge of  this, except maybe a handful of people, who 
were involved with me at that time.

So,  that’s  the nature of  the present  situation. And 
what I’m going to tell you today, will shock the world: 
It’s not unknown facts, but it’s largely ignored or over-
looked facts, but facts which have shaped the history in 
which you live! Facts without which you don’t know, 
why you’re in the situation you’re in today! Events of 
the 1970s and 1980s, in which I was a leading figure, in 

which there was a fight against me on a global scale on 
this issue, have shaped history up to the present time. 
And most of you out there have no actual knowledge of 
these  facts, which,  from  the  top, were shaping world 
history in that period. But I’ll get to that, in due course.

The History That Has Shaped Today
So.  Go  back  to  1971:  At  that  point,  a  guy  who 

shouldn’t  have  been  President  of  the  United  States, 
Richard Nixon, was President of the United States. And 
on that date, as a result of events which had happened 
since 1968, since the end of February 1968; in 1968, the 
beginning of the end, for the United States, had come. 
And it had come in the form of the decision imposed 
upon President Johnson, in February, and March 1 of 
1968, to sink the dollar. The orders for sinking the dollar 
had  been  organized  by  Britain,  by  the  present  prime 
minister of Britain, who had run a Schumpeter kind of 
operation  inside  the British Empire  itself,  to sink  the 
British pound.

The way this thing happened was, you had a Presi-
dent of the United States, beforehand, President John F. 

FDR Library

Kennedy came into the Presidency largely through the efforts of Eleanor Roosevelt. 
Under her influence, he adopted the intention of following the policies of Franklin 
Roosevelt. Shown: Eleanor Roosevelt with President Kennedy, at the White House, 
March 1, 1961, just weeks after he took office.
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Kennedy.  Kennedy  had  made  two  fateful  decisions, 
which led foreign circles, including those of Britain, to 
have him assassinated. There was no such  thing as a 
lone assassin—he wasn’t making loans on that day.

So, you had two offenses: First of all, you have to 
remember  that John F. Kennedy, despite  the negative 
sides of his family background, had come into the Pres-
idency largely through Eleanor Roosevelt, who was his 
keystone backer for his nomination and election. And 
under that influence, he adopted the policy of following 
the image of the policies of Franklin Roosevelt.

The first clear manifestation of  this,  in his career, 
was when he took on the steel bosses, which was really 
Wall Street. Already, at that time, the policy of London, 
and of Wall Street, was to sink the U.S. economy, by 
tearing down our heavy industry, high-technology ca-
pability. The first target of this was the Pittsburgh area, 
to shut down the steel industry in Pennsylvania, and its 
auxiliaries throughout Pennsylvania, as a part of tearing 
down the U.S. economy, as a part of the process of de-
stroying the U.S. economy!

At that point, Kennedy stood up. He stood up to the 
steel bosses, for which they never forgave him. But that 
was not the reason they killed him.

The reason they killed him, on orders from London, 
were quite different: The reason they killed him, is be-
cause he was confronted with the prospect of going into 
a land war in Asia, in Indo-China. There was absolutely 
no need for that land war; there was no need for ever 
going into Indo-China with U.S. military forces! Never! 
Or you might have had a few special operations, run-
ning loose, but not military forces. And President Ken-
nedy consulted on this matter, with former General of 
the Armies Douglas MacArthur, and with the support of 
other leading military figures, who in concert agreed, 
and told the President, that the United States must never 
be engaged in a protracted land-war in Asia. At  that 
point, Kennedy stood up, against his own administra-
tion,  his  own  defense  secretary  and  others,  and  said, 
“No U.S. protracted land-war in Asia!” And  he  was 
going to stick to it.

So they shot him!
And they conducted, with the complicity of a Su-

preme Court Justice, the Chief Justice of the Supreme 
Court, a session, where they terrorized the country, that 
the same thing could happen to anyone who got in the 
way of this policy of going into a protracted land-war in 
Asia.

Now, the effect of that land-war in Asia was obvi-

ous: By going into that war, which was conducted for 
approximately  ten  years,  before  we  got  out  of  Indo-
China—by going into that war, we enabled the British 
to destroy the United States. By 1967-68,  the United 
States was in negative economic growth, and has been, 
actually,  ever  since  that  time. Because our  industries 
were being destroyed; a demoralization, a brainwash-
ing of college students, which turned them into raving 
idiots, like something out of a Dionysian cult, changed 
the character of the situation.

This destroyed the Democratic Party, and led to the 
inauguration of Nixon. And Nixon proceeded dutifully, 
to do what his masters  told him to do,  to destroy  the 
United States: that is, to go along with orders from Brit-
ain, on destroying the U.S. economy. At the very time 
that Nixon was obliged to support the launching of the 
Moon landing, he was already destroying the capability 
on which the Moon landing was based.

Our Collapsing Economy
From 1967-68, there has been a net collapse of the 

basic economic infrastructure of the United States, and 
that has been deliberate. There has been a destruction of 
our ability to function as a nation. We’ve become more 
and more, a puppet of the British, from whose sources, 
from whose monarchy, came the policies, by which we 
have been destroyed. So the sinking of the dollar, or-
chestrated by the British, through the role of a British 
prime minister, was the beginning of the collapse of the 
U.S. economy and the dollar, as a net collapse.

And through a series of steps, that collapse has con-
tinued to the present day. Our net infrastructure, that is, 
our net investment in active infrastructure, since 1968, 
has been negative! All the way! That is, we have put up 
new  things  in  infrastructure,  but  we’ve  taken  down 
more, either by depletion or taking them down, deliber-
ately.

For example, in the long term, the destruction of the 
national  railway system was a key step  in destroying 
the economy. By going to automobiles, presumably to 
build up Detroit, and by destroying the national trans-
portation system, we lowered the productive powers of 
labor of the economy, and that was done deliberately. 
Because one of the greatest achievements of the United 
States in shaping history, was the development of the 
United States—from early in its existence, even before 
it became a sovereign nation—in the development of 
canals,  and  then,  later,  railways.  And  John  Quincy 
Adams, who, as Secretary of State, as President, and 
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later as a key figure in the Congress, orches-
trated the policy, in a leading way, to build 
up, not a railway system, but a  transconti-
nental railway system, to unite the territory 
of the United States, as a process, from the 
Atlantic  to  the Pacific, and  from  the Canadian  to  the 
Mexican border.

That was achieved, shortly after  the death of Lin-
coln, with the completion of the transcontinental rail-
way system. That  transcontinental railway system, as 
already implied in the intention of John Quincy Adams 
as Secretary of State, committed the United States  to 
continuing to be a process, going away from Europe, to 
the eastern coastline of the United States, deeper and 
deeper beyond the Ohio Territory, beyond the Missis-
sippi, and to the Pacific; to continue, that the destiny of 
the United States  is  located across  the Pacific,  in our 
relations  to  developing  nations  across  the  Pacific,  in 
Asia, and on the Indian Ocean coast of Africa.

That has been, and should remain, the primary, in-
ternational, economic orientation of the economic de-
velopment of the United States: To engage the peoples 
of Asia, in their self-development, to reach into south 
Asia, and to Africa, and to take our tradition, of techno-
logical and other policy, as a way of creating a world 
composed of perfectly sovereign nation-states. No em-
pires,  no  euros,  none  of  these  things,  but  sovereign 
nation-states, whose individual cultures, of individual 
peoples,  in  individual  nations  and  cultures,  are  pro-
moted.

Because people are not potato chips. You just don’t 
batch them up. People are based on their culture, but not 
just the culture, but the development of their culture as 
their culture; to reach into the depths of the population, 
to develop the minds and ambitions of young people in 
the population, in terms of their own language, in terms 
of their own poetry! Or their powers of poetic composi-
tion,  their  powers  of  creativity!  Down  to  the  lowest 
state, of condition of the population. And to transform 
their language, into a language of a vehicle of a higher 
state of intellectual development and culture. And for 
that, we need sovereign nation-states, based on sover-
eign national cultures.

But the cultures should have the same ultimate ob-
jective, and should be oriented to methods of coopera-
tion among different cultures, to cooperate to a common 
end: for the common aims of mankind.

And that’s what’s been destroyed. That’s what we in 
the United States, except for some of the bums we have 
among us, have always wanted: Is to have the United 
States be a lighthouse, from which the radiation of the 
common aims of mankind is broadcast, and the United 
States to be a keystone, of reference, for nations which 
are trying to develop, in order to create a better man-
kind. And that’s been our mission.

White House/Pete Souza

When Richard Nixon was taken aside by his 
advisors, and told, in no uncertain terms, that he 
would be impeached, if he didn’t resign, he made the 
right decision. Now, it’s Obama’s turn to wave good-
bye.

Shown: Nixon’s departure after resigning, August 
1974; Obama in Ohio, March 2010.
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The Nixon ‘Impeachment’. . .
Nixon went the other way. He was  the other way, 

already! And  one  day,  when  he  thought  that  he  was 
going to resist impeachment—he never was impeached. 
Wonderful! And  that’s  a  lesson  for  today: We’re  not 
going to eliminate Obama from the Presidency by im-
peachment. He’s going to walk away from it, or be car-
ried screaming, away from it.

What happened? Well, Nixon got the word, that the 
Senate vote was ready; there was a Senate vote to im-
peach him. He got the word from his advisors, and took 
this unpleasant news, not happily, but thought maybe 
his neck required him to take that  into consideration. 
So, he volunteered to walk away.

And now, we’ve come to a point, where we have a 
President who’s the worst President  in American his-
tory, the most despised President in all American his-
tory, most despised by the people of the United States, 
except for the non-people who like him. And he’s going 
to walk away, because if he does not, if he’s allowed to 
retain  the powers of  the Presidency,  even  in  residual 
form, he will bring about the destruction of the United 
States.

We’re now at a crucial point in our history, where 
that destruction is pending: Every day he’s in office is a 
tragedy for our United States. And for its people, who 
are in worsening conditions of life, as each day passes. 
For  whom  there’s  no  remedy—there’s  fear,  there’s 
anger, there’s rage. There’s no hope of the future.

In the meantime, centered on Brazil, there’s a loom-
ing danger of an explosion of the Brazil currency. That 
explosion, which is now pending, would mean, a gen-
eral breakdown crisis, for the entire planet.

The power of the British system lies in this Nixon 
thing. What happened?

At the point, in August of 1971, that Nixon moved, 
under, of course, puppet strings which moved him, to 
sink the fixed-exchange-rate system agreement, which 
was a residue of Roosevelt’s policy, the United States 
was going to Hell. At that point, the British organized 
a financial cabal, centered around a figure called Lord 
Jacob Rothschild. This cabal is called “the Inter-Alpha 
Group”  (Figure 1).  Now,  the  Inter-Alpha  Group, 
today, which  is based  largely on  speculation among 
Spanish people you wouldn’t like to know, into Brazil, 
around  the  Banco  Santander,  but  the  Inter-Alpha 
Group as a whole, is the greatest swindle on this planet. 
And  the  British  economy,  entirely,  financially,  de-
pends upon this swindle, whose base of operations is 

now, principally, in Brazil.
Brazil is bankrupt, totally bankrupt, but it’s an oli-

garchical state, in which you have a small part of the 
population which is wealthy and powerful, and is able 
to control things; and the larger part of the population, 
which hates the smaller part of the population, living in 
other areas,  in a  state of constant  conflict.  It  is not  a 
stable nation—you wouldn’t call it a democratic nation 
by  any  choice.  It’s  a  dictatorship. And  it  has  certain 
wealth and certain power in it

But! It has a financial system which is a swindle, and 
the financial  system  is  this  Inter-Alpha Group, based 
operationally  in London, and  the chief vehicle of  the 
British Empire. Among its other crimes, as I’ll explain 
a  little  later,  it  controls much of  the Russian govern-
ment today.

Now, with Western Europe absolutely in a hopeless 
situation,  under  the  present  regime,  and  with  Russia 
controlled, to a large degree, by the British, who control 
much of Russia’s policy and destiny, for reasons I shall 
explain,  we  are  almost  isolated  in  the  United  States, 
isolated by having a President like this, and isolated by 
the  fact  that  Europe,  continental  Europe,  no  longer 
functions; it can be brought back to function, as a col-
lection of sovereign nation-states, but now it  is not a 
collection of sovereign nation-states! It is a collection 
of  non-sovereign  nation-states! These  nations  do  not 
have the power, to define their own system of credit! 
They are captives of the British Empire! Captives of the 
same empire that runs Brazil. And Brazil represents a 
gambling center,  in world currencies, which  is bank-
rupt, and ready to blow!

If any part of this system blows—and it can blow at 
any time—the entire, present world monetary-financial 
system  will  not  collapse,  it will disintegrate!—in  a 
fashion much like the great dark age of Europe’s 14th 
Century. So therefore, time is running out. The issue is 
not  a  difference  of  opinion  on  policy. The  issue  is  a 
choice of policy, between one under which we can sur-
vive, and one under which we’re doomed! And time is 
running out! Hence, the Ides of March.

. . . And, Obama’s
The President of the United States, the current one, 

is nothing but a fly, a fly floating on somebody’s soup. 
He’s of no importance in himself. He’s nasty, like a fly 
in the soup is nasty. But he is not the problem in and of 
himself. He’s the problem in the fact that he’s there; that 
he’s not fit to be President. That he’s controlled by for-
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eign  influences  which  are  our 
enemy. He does not have the intel-
lect, or morals, to stop doing what 
he’s doing. Therefore, his presence 
in  the White House  is destroying 
the United States! Not because he 
has any clear intention—he doesn’t 
have a clear intention! The man is 
a mental case. But if we don’t get 
him out of office, soon, we’re not 
going to have a United States!

And  that,  of  course,  is  in  my 
view,  the  greatest  reason,  not  to 
have him  in  that office: His very 
presence, in the White House, is a 
threat to the existence of the United 
States! We can probably find some 
mental hospital, someplace in the 
world, where he can be kept safely, 
or something like that. Or maybe 
his mental illness is cured. But he 
must go! That’s why he must be im-
peached!

We  won’t  actually  impeach  him: We’ll  get  to  the 
point, where he has  to be  impeached. And  then,  one 
ominous day, some gentlemen, known or unknown to 
you, will be walking down a corridor, on their way to 
have a meeting with a certain figure of the United States. 
And when that meeting is ended, he’s going to walk, 
like Richard Nixon. We’re not going to wait for 2012. 
We’re not going  to wait  for  later  in 2010. We’re not 
going to wait beyond Spring. We’re now in the time that 
he must go. Because, if he does not go, the United States 
will disintegrate, and that is the best of all reasons, for 
impeaching a President.

And the way you impeach a President, is not by a 
vote. You impeach a President by a mass action: a mood 
throughout the population, as the majority of our citi-
zens today, “He must go!” And when the people, with 
just  reason,  think  that  this  President  “must go!”,  he 
must go! And the way that’s done: People who take the 
role of Erinyes, the dark angels of ancient Greece, the 
dark women, who come swarming down from the skies, 
to take the reprobate away, will move. And that is ex-
actly what is about to happen. It must happen.

And I’m calling upon the dark angels, to descend. I’m 
waiting for the moment, that they walk down that corri-
dor,  silent-faced,  grim,  determined,  a  group  of  people 
who could convince this President, that he must go!

And a moment of silence, and he will go, as Nixon 
went. Not quietly, as Nixon went. Screaming, shriek-
ing, so forth, like a banshee, but he will go. And that’s 
the way the impeachment is done.

Now,  people  will  talk  about  2012,  or  they’ll  talk 
about  a  formal  impeachment  proceeding  toward  the 
end of  this year, but  that’s not  the  reality! That’s  the 
“talk”! You see, people don’t want to say, “I’m going to 
impeach this guy, next week”—they get frightened! I 
mean,  terrified! But they say, “Well, he’s going to be 
impeached,  it’ll  take  time,  yes,”  but  they’re  talking 
about impeachment! They’re talking about getting him 
out of there! They’re being cowardly about it, they’re 
being sneaky about it, but that’s their intention: And at 
a certain point, that intention, however weak, mild, dis-
gusting, will crystallize. And they will find themselves 
having done the things that cause him to go, peacefully.  
Not on his part, but we’ll have caretakers who medicate 
him, and make sure he doesn’t do any damage to him-
self.

So that’s exactly where we are at this point.
Because, as I said, what is about to descend on this 

planet now, is the greatest crisis in all known history 
of  European  civilization.  It’s  coming  on  now!  The 
fatal illness is in this nation! It has a disease called the 
President, who’s only a symptom of the disease, and 

“When the people, with just reason, think that this President ‘must go!’, he must go!” 
And the way that’s done: People who take the role of the Erinyes, the dark angels of 
ancient Greece, who come swarming down from the skies, will come to take the 
reprobate away. Shown: the Erinyes defeat a giant, in a frieze from the Altar of Zeus at 
Pergamon, Asia Minor, 2nd Century B.C.
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that disease will kill us if we don’t get cured of it! And 
60-70% of the American people agree with what I just 
said—in their own way. They want him out! And they 
especially,  with  a  special  vengefulness,  want out, 
every member of the Congress who they think is cover-
ing for this operation! The American people do not 
hate Obama, as much as they have contempt for him. 
What they hate, is the members of the Congress, who 
have betrayed them, and betrayed this nation, on the 
basis of orders from this President. And therefore, he 
must go.

British Policy: The Inter-Alpha Group
Now, I referred to the Inter-Alpha Group (Figure  1), 

and now I’m going to get nasty. First of all, what led to 
the  creation  of  the  BRIC  [Brazil,  Russia,  India,  and 
China], was part of the same thing that caused the Ken-
nedy assassination.

Remember, the way in which the British Empire has 
operated, is always by wars. And they take people’s pa-
triotism, and pervert it, into getting them to fight wars 
they shouldn’t fight.

The  best  example  of  what  policy  should  be,  was 
Louis XI of France, back in the 15th Century. And Louis 
was faced with enemies all around him, in Burgundy, 
from London, the Norman influences in London, from 
Spain and so forth. And what he did, is, he avoided war, 
because they would try to get to war, by demanding this 
and so forth from him, concessions, bribes, and so forth. 
So he would bribe them. But the bribes didn’t cost him 
much,  certainly  not  as 
much as a war would cost.

And so, by the end of 
his term as King of France, 
he had more than doubled 
the  national  income  of 
France,  more  than  dou-
bled  the  income  level  of 
the people of France, and 
made  France  the  leading 
nation  in  Europe!  The 
leading  role  for  France 
since  Charlemagne,  for 
example.

And  he  not  only  did 
that,  but  his  example  in-
spired  a  prince  of  Eng-
land, who became Henry 
VII, to get rid of Richard 

III, and to bring the lessons of the French experience 
under Louis XI into operation in England. And so the 
history of an English reform, leading toward what hap-
pened in the United States, came out of the France of 
Louis XI, through Henry VII.

So they took this sex pervert, Henry VIII, and used 
him to change the policy of England, and that led to a 
whole different kind of history. But that’s the way things 
happen.

So,  we  went  into,  as  a  result  of  this  process,  this 
change,  at  the  same  time  Columbus  was  coming  to 
America, we went into a period of warfare, from 1492 
to 1648. There were a very few short intervals, in which 
there was not general, genocide warfare. As it was once 
described by Friedrich Schiller, in describing the Neth-
erlands War, “men killed men, not as men, but as beasts, 
beast against beast.” This was the character of warfare. 
This destroyed Europe! The Peace of Westphalia, cre-
ated a period of peace.

But then, the same forces came back, in the begin-
ning of the 18th Century, under the influence of Gott-
fried Leibniz, who was then a key factor for the struggle 
for  a  reform  in  England.  Leibniz  was  defeated,  and 
England went to Hell, and became an empire of a cer-
tain kind.

So then, in 1763, at the time the British Empire was 
first established by a treaty in Paris, in February 1763, 
there was a split in what became the United States, into 
two groups: One group which was  tied  to  the British 
East India Company, which we call today, Wall Street; 

FIGURE 1

Graphic by Chance McGee/LPAC
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and the other group was  the group which created  the 
United  States.  We  didn’t,  as  Benjamin  Franklin  in-
tended, throw these guys out! They want to be Brits? 
They want to be part of an enemy force? Let them go 
there! Get on a boat—git, man! Skedaddle! But it wasn’t 
done.

So, within us, we’ve had a sneaky, dirty thing, called 
Wall Street, and things like that. Which has been a pow-
erful force, always an arm of the British influence, the 
British Empire inside the affairs of the United States.

Now, the British Empire is not a territorial empire as 
such. The British Empire is an empire of usury. It’s a 
system of financial usury, which controls the nations of 
the world, and that’s what it is today. The British Empire 
is running the world: The British Empire created this 
President  we  have!  Through  international,  financial 
power;  imperial,  financial  power,  the  control  of  the 
system, through the breaking of our system—and also 
through wars, as they did with the Kennedy case, with 
the 1968 events, and so forth.

We have been destroyed by these forces, partly be-
cause  we  were  foolish,  or  simply  because  we  were 
small-minded. And always, again and again, we have 
been deceived into going into needless wars! Nobody 
wanted to go into this war in Iraq. The British arranged 
it! And they’ve been out to kill me ever since, because I 
intervened into British affairs  in saying, we must not 
have an Iraq war. But Tony Blair, my enemy, my per-
sonal enemy, by aid of the death of a British intelligence 
officer, succeeded in getting that war in Iraq going, a 
mess which has not yet been cleaned up, and will not be 
cleaned up for generations to come!

We’re now going into an Afghanistan war! There’s 
no  reason  for  us  to be  in  an Afghanistan war! There 
never was a reason for us to be in a war in Asia, a long 
war in Asia! No reason at all. But we, like fools, do it. 
We call ourselves “patriots,” and we behave like fools! 
I don’t think being disgusting is being patriotic, particu-
larly if you’re also being stupid at the same time. I don’t 
think they should be leaders in government.

So, we had Carter, the same thing. First of all, we had 
Nixon, then we got Carter. Well, Carter was nothing but 
a puppet. He was owned by David Rockefeller and Co. 
He was part of the British faction. And Carter ruined the 
United States, not because he knew what he was doing, 
but because he knew how to do what he was told. He 
destroyed the United States. We never got back.

Then came along something in this period: And this 
is the point which I’ll start to make some extended ref-

erence  to,  which  is  what  I  referred  to:  Some  things 
which are considered secret, really are not secret to me. 
Not secret, because I was informed of these things, but 
because I was an active figure in causing some of these 
things.

The Genesis of the SDI
In 1975-76, in particular, while I was running a cam-

paign for the Presidency, I had delivered into my hands 
a carbon copy of a  letter written by a member of  the 
Carter candidacy team, the Brzezinski crowd. And what 
this  letter  said,  is,  the  plan  for  a  threatened  nuclear 
attack on the Soviet Union, to be carried out under the 
Carter Administration.

Now, some of you who are old enough, may remem-
ber, that I devoted the hot phase, the concluding phase, 
of my Presidential campaign in 1976, to this issue. I an-
nounced that this was the intention, of the people behind 
the  incoming  Carter  Administration,  Brzezinski  and 
Co.: to pull an operation, modeled upon what had been 
done, by the British behind Bertrand Russell, in launch-
ing the original plan for a preventive nuclear attack on 
the Soviet Union, of a plan which was launched, offi-
cially in 1976, in September 1976.

So, what I did, in this context, in 1976, is, I went to 
circles, and discussed, what can we do in a certain di-
rection? Now, when you get into a posture of warfare, 
that is, you’ve declared who the enemy is, and you’re 
arming to have a war with this enemy, whom you have 
declared to be your enemy, you can not, by simple di-
plomacy, get rid of that kind of a problem. You can not 
have  just  diplomats  going  in  and  talking  with  each 
other, and suddenly coming away, because you’ve got a 
whole military establishment. A whole military-strate-
gic establishment has been mobilized on either side—in 
this case, major powers—which organized on the exis-
tential intent, of some time, sooner or later, going to war 
with each other! In this case, it was nuclear war.

So therefore, you have to find an intermediate ap-
proach, which takes into account the military factor. In 
other words, your negotiation of peace, if it’s going to 
be effective, must be a negotiation of an intent to peace, 
among the factors which are the controllers of the mili-
tary establishment, involved. So that’s the approach I 
took.

I went to people who are in the U.S. military line of 
command, and to people whose views I shared, from 
my experience, during World War II overseas. And we, 
with our discussions, by 1979, had developed a plan, 
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which I was preparing to have presented, both to lead-
ing circles in our own country, and in the Soviet Union. 
And by that time I knew the Soviet Union was about to 
disintegrate. Not in the short term, but the process was 
there. And the war posture, and war burden, the military 
burden on the Soviet system, was one of  the impedi-
ments for the Soviet economy. So therefore, if we could 
define a military-based policy, which would be a policy 
of  cooperation,  or  intent  to  have  cooperation,  rather 
than a conflict, we could,  in  that way, get out of  that 
mess! That’s what we did.

Now, at a somewhat later point, at  the time that a 
new President, Reagan, had been elected, and was not 
yet President, I carried this further into actually where 
people were coming  into what was  to be  the Reagan 
Administration,  but  in  the  intelligence  community—
not in the administration otherwise, but through the in-
telligence  community—and  they  agreed  with  my  ef-
forts. I said, “I want to go to the Soviets, and propose 
that we do this.” And there were all kinds of scientific 
considerations involved in what I proposed.

So, a leading section of this, including the head of 
the national security intelligence at that time, the head 
of the CIA at that time, after Reagan had been elected, 

agreed. Some of these were people who had shared the 
same opinions I had back in World War II. I didn’t know 
them then, but while I was in World War II, and they 
were in World War II, we actually had converging views 
about the interests of the United States, and how to deal 
with these things.

So this became known as a baby I designed. I was 
involved in organizing leading forces in the French and 
other military—in France, in Italy, in Germany, in Ar-
gentina,  and  so  forth.  So  I  organized  what  became 
known as the SDI. The Reagan Administration put on 
the name “SDI,” but I was the center, the intellectual 
architect, of what became known as the SDI, and the 
pusher of the policy. And a lot of things that happened 
to me can be explained in terms of exactly that issue. 
So, we went for the program. Significant parts of the 
Soviet apparatus were engaged in discussions with rep-
resentatives of  the United States,  and  similar  circles, 
during  this  period,  including  a  famous  conference, 
which occurred on the tip of Sicily, at Erice.

Now, everything seemed fine. Then, again, in 1983, 
President Reagan went on  the horn, unexpectedly,  to 
some  people,  but  known  to  the  intelligence  commu-
nity—and  known  to  me!—went  on  the  horn,  and  he 

In 1975-76, LaRouche reported, he was informed of a plan by the 
Brzezinski crowd in the Carter Administration, for a threatened nuclear 
attack on the Soviet Union, and took immediate action to stop it, in a 
process that later led to his role in developing the SDI. Shown: President 
Carter with National Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski, in the White 
House, 1977; a rally in New York City, October 1976, with LaRouche’s 
campaign poster.

EIRNS/Chris Strunck
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gave a  speech, which  is  this  famous SDI  speech. He 
proposed to the Soviet Union, nothing different than I 
had  proposed,  and  had  been  the  policy  of  the  effort 
which I had been making, since 1975. I organized it.

The British School of Treason
Now,  why  didn’t  it  work?  Two  factors:  Principal 

factor—the British. The British killed it. But how did 
they kill  it? Why did Andropov, Yuri Andropov, who 
had British antecedents in terms of influence, why did 
he, summarily, without discussion, publicly repudiate 
any discussion with President Reagan? Because he was 
controlled by British agents.

Now, the core of this, which became nastier and nas-
tier, was associated with a successor to Andropov: Gor-
bachov. Who, from my standpoint, from my standpoint 
of objective knowledge, objective judgment, was a trai-

tor to the Soviet Union. And his 
actions can not be explained in 
any other terms.

Here’s the Soviet Union, on 
the  road  to  destruction;  the 
United States is committed, in 
terms of the President, to a pro-
gram  which  I’ve  designed, 
which  has  vast  support  in  the 
military in France, in Germany, 
in  other  countries,  to  go  to 
work, and work our way out of 
a nuclear adversarial condition, 
by a science-driver program, to 
go into new technologies which 
will eliminate the danger from 
such a military technology. And 

this guy, summarily, Andropov, summarily, rejects that? 
When large sections of the Soviet apparatus have un-
derstood it and agreed with it?! Yes.

In the middle of the 1980s, it became clearer: There 
were people who technically would be qualified as trai-
tors to the Soviet Union and to Russia, who are, today, 
powerful figures  inside Russia. They don’t  represent, 
necessarily,  the  top  level  in Russia. They  represent a 
very important factor—which is allied to Britain. Most 
of the offices were trained in Britain. From the middle 
of  the  1980s  on,  the  leading  forces  in  Russia,  today, 
were trained and directed by British intelligence circles, 
largely  inside  London  itself!  Those  people  are,  in  a 
sense, controlling key positions  in Russia,  today, and 
are the key impediment to saving Russia, from the de-
struction which threatens to hit Russia, today, when the 
Brazil crisis explodes, as it will.

Courtesy of the Reagan Museum, Eureka, Calif.

LaRouche discussed his idea for what 
became the SDI, with Reagan, at a 
campaign event in New Hampshire in 1980 
(top); in March 1983, President Reagan 
announced the policy as his own. What 
happened? British agents in the Soviet 
Union, such as Mikhail Gorbachov, 
succeeded in convincing the Russians to 
reject the SDI (Reagan and Gorbachov 
shown here in Geneva, November 1985).
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In other words, the way this crisis is going now, the 
general financial crisis in the world today, is on the way 
to a breakdown crisis, not a depression, a breakdown 
crisis: There never will be a recovery of the economy, in 
the world, anywhere, as long as this danger exists! If we 
don’t eliminate Wall Street, today, or what is the equiv-
alent of Wall Street today, the United States is not going 
to exist, and we’re going to have a crisis, from which no 
nation will exist as a nation; we’ll be in decay.

So, these characters—like Chubais, not only Gorba-
chov, but Chubais and others, who are part of the Brit-
ish school of  treason, from a Russian patriotic stand-
point, or Soviet patriotic standpoint, British school of 
treason—are behind the major problem we have today. 
And  it’s  the alliance of  that with  the British Empire, 
through this group—you got this creature here, BRIC. 
Okay. This is the [Inter-Alpha] Group.

Remember, the United States economic system was 
crashed in August of 1971. In August of 1971, the Brit-
ish Empire, operating through a group headed by Jacob 
Rothschild, and others, created what is called this group, 
today. They are  the controlling force,  today;  they are 
actually rotten, and they’re about to crash. This is the 
center of the bubble, which is about to pop! And when 
this bubble pops, unless we have an alternative policy 
in place, the whole world’s going to go down with it, 
like the new dark age. That’s where the problem lies.

Yet Russia, China, and India have a vital common 
interest, in fact, with the United States, with nations in 
continental Europe, and others, in revising a new system 
of cooperation,  to get  the world economy out of  this 
crisis—largely a nuclear-power driven, transportation-
driven, infrastructure program. Which can be done, it 
can be financed, and it can work, and it can end this de-
pression.

This  is  the  impediment! And  the  influence of  this 
element,  like  a  pack  of  traitors,  inside  the  Russian 
system, is the secret to the problem. That is the techni-
cal  point;  that’s  the  point  of  attack: That’s  what  you 
must  destroy!  That’s  the  enemy.  Don’t  pick  on  an 
enemy, everybody you don’t like: Pick on an enemy to 
destroy. Pick on the right enemy, and don’t attack any-
body else. Destroy that enemy. That’s the enemy!

And it’s going to pop anyway. But if that enemy is in 
charge, politically, it will do what was done to the United 
States,  under  the  late  Bush  Presidency,  in  2007. At  a 
point where we could have organized a recovery from 
the crisis that broke out, the so-called mortgage crisis, 
which broke out in the Summer of 2007—I had a pro-

gram which would have stopped it, and started a reorga-
nization process. They went in the opposite direction, to 
save Wall Street, at the expense of the people, the ex-
pense of  the nation: This  is  the crowd behind it! This 
crowd is determined to destroy the United States, and to 
destroy civilization generally. It’s a very nasty plan.

Defeating the Monster
But the point is—let’s don’t worry about all the de-

tails  of  the  plan,  let’s  look  at  the  point:  How  do  we 
defeat this monster? How do we get rid of this monster? 
How does Russia get rid of this monster? The succubus 
which  is  sucking  the  blood  out  of  it,  with  this  crazy 
swindle?

You have to go through the details, as I went through 
them, in Russia, back in the ’90s, and later. Russia was 
systemically destroyed! The design for the destruction 
of Russia, which occurred after 1989, was already built 
up in Britain, under British supervision, by Russians, 
who  worked  under  British  direction  in  designing  the 
problem, people like Chubais, Gorbachov, and so forth, 
who effectively were traitors to the Soviet Union, and 
implicitly traitors to their own country, today; who de-
stroyed the Russian economy, after the collapse of the 
Soviet Union, and did it systemically, for political rea-
sons! The same group that’s out to destroy us!

Therefore,  we  and  the  Russian  people  have  a 
common adversary. And we have nations, such as China 
and India, who agree with what we should agree with, 
on  a  nuclear-power  reorganization  of  the  planet,  for 
going into space, continuing and accelerating the space 
program, as part of a development of humanity, of sci-
ence and technology, the exploration of nearby space, 
to take care of the needs of future humanity. And this is 
the enemy.

The point in this thing, is to understand this. This is 
the way history works! Not the way the New York Times 
or  the crazy Washington Post says! Not  this garbage. 
This is the way it really works! And has always worked 
in modern history, since the Peloponnesian War, in Eu-
ropean history. And this is what we must destroy.

So, British agents inside the Russian system, are the 
same people who looted and bankrupted Russia, under 
British direction. And if you want to find the offices of 
the people who run the Russian economy, in terms of 
this  financial  operation,  they all are located outside 
Russia, in British territory!  The  British  Empire,  it 
hopes, by controlling Brazil, controls  the world. And 
it’s coming down.
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And that’s the reality we have to understand.
Now, there are remedies.
First of all, presuming we get rid of this monster, get 

rid of this British monster, which has got the Russians 
under its control—not all Russians; many Russians are 
patriots. Many Russians would want  to develop  their 
own country in cooperation with China, and India, and 
other countries. With investments in high technology, 
improvements in infrastructure, which are of mutual in-
terest to us and to the countries of Asia, and Europe.

We can revive Europe! With the right kind of coop-
eration. Yes, it’s a junkheap; it’s been destroyed. But, 
by using the techniques familiar to us as Americans, in 
our history, by building up a large infrastructure pro-
gram,  restoring  international  rail  systems,  high-pow-
ered systems, all these kinds of things, we can use the 
buildup of that infrastructure to re-create the industries 
we need to get a full-circuit, a full package of economy: 
We can do it!

It’s going  to  take us  two generations  to do  it, be-
cause we’ve lost skills. Our youth no longer have the 
skills the same age-group had one generation ago! Not 
even  two generations ago! We have destroyed  it! We 
don’t  have  a  railway  system,  we  don’t  have  a  mass-
transit system. We used  to get clean water out of  the 

faucet  in  the  municipal  water 
system:  would  you  want  to 
drink water out of the municipal 
water  system  in  the  United 
States, today? Would you want 
to even inhale the education you 
get in school today?

So, we have lost the skills.
Take  the  contrary  case,  the 

case of Haiti. And the evil of the 
Obama Administration  is  typi-
fied by its Haiti policy: Here we 
have  a  nation  which  has  been 
destroyed repeatedly by foreign 
interventions. It’s a half-island; 
it has suffered  the effect of an 
earthquake, not largely because 
of the earthquake itself, but be-
cause  there’s  no  development. 
In the lowland area, about Port-
au-Prince, it’s practically below 
sea  level.  The  conditions  are 
horrible. So therefore, when an 
earthquake  hits  an  area  which 

has very poor infrastructure, where the population is ill-
prepared, you know, where 2,000 people share a toilet—
I mean,  that kind of  situation—then, you have a  real 
disaster,  a  deadly  disaster!  Including  the  outbreak  of 
disease, epidemic disease, pandemic disease, which is 
what’s there now.

Use the Army Corps of Engineers
Now,  if we  take  the Corps of Engineers—they’re 

being  destroyed  by  this  crazy  lunatic  in  the  White 
House;  if  we  restore  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  which 
should be largely one of our greatest military establish-
ment items, the military Corps of Engineers; if we take 
the military Corps of Engineers, if we take our youth on 
the  streets,  who  are  being  killed  by  drugs  and  other 
things, and if we take them off the streets, as Roosevelt 
did with the CCCs.

The key thing, is when you have slum youth, people 
living under slum conditions, falling into all kinds of 
Hell—you don’t try to organize a program on the streets. 
Because the streets control them; the street becomes a 
culture, the culture of the streets controls them. You can 
not make them employable people. You want to make 
them employable people? Move them to a camp, like a 
CCC camp. Give them a program of development, of 

UN/Pasqual Gorriz

The evil of the Obama Administration is typified by its Haiti policy: The people of Haiti are 
being left to die, instead of the U.S. doing what LaRouche proposes—sending in the Corps 
of Engineers to rebuild the nation. Shown: Brazilian peacekeepers patrol in a Port-au-
Prince slum, February 2010.
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work and development, and education. What 
we did is we used the U.S. military, the Corps 
of Engineers concept, to create the CCC func-
tion, which gave us the famous Michigan Di-
vision in World War II.

You  take  the  people  away  from  these 
streets, which are the streets of the culture of 
death, of drugs and death! Murder! Get them 
out of there! Give them a future! Give them a 
birthplace! A  re-birthplace,  in  work,  where 
their dignity and skills and identity is changed. 
You put them to work under what? Under the 
U.S. Corps of Engineers!

Every  major  government  infrastructure 
project we need today, will be largely run by 
the U.S. military Corps of Engineers: which 
is  our  tradition  from  the  beginning!  West 
Point was that! The way we built the railroads 
in  the United States, was with  the military! 
With  the  retired  military  officers.  That  was 
the way we began! That’s what George Wash-
ington was, before he was President.

You  take  the  people  who  are  despised, 
who are culturally depraved, and you get them 
out of the streets of depravity. You give them 
a  new  environment,  with  a  mission,  with  a 
dignity. Give them a sense of pride. And give 
them a mission of which they can be proud! 
Like rebuilding something that’s destroyed.

So  you  take  some  people,  our  young 
people—no  jobs,  no  future:  Give  them  a 
future! Their problem is not their lack of jobs; 
it’s  the  fact  they  have  no  future!  And  not 
having  a  job  is  part  of  not  having  a  future. 
Give them a future, a meaningful future; give 
them a human identity!

We’re not monkeys, we’re human beings! Human 
beings,  unlike  monkeys,  have  a  sense  of  a  future,  a 
sense of future generations, a sense of development. We 
treat human beings like human beings, not  like mon-
keys, not  the way Obama  treats  them,  like monkeys. 
And you give  them a mission,  of which  they  can be 
proud, as human beings. And you put the Corps of En-
gineers in charge. Let the Corps of Engineers employ, 
as  contract  forces,  people  from our  industry,  defense 
industry, people who’ve been  thrown on streets  from 
jobs of pride they had. Employ them, as an engineering 
force.

Give  them  also  a  third  element: American  youth, 

who have no future, and give them a future. Achieve-
ment, as in a place like Haiti. You take the thing that’s 
important, not the thing that’s easy, but the thing that’s 
hard. But  it’s necessary: You  take  it on as an assign-
ment, as a mission-orientation, and you instill in people 
a sense of culture, real culture, a sense of pride in them-
selves! A  morality  which  otherwise  doesn’t  exist  for 
them. Let them be proud that they helped to save hu-
manity, when humanity was in dire distress!

And that’s what we have to do.
We don’t have industries any more; Wall Street and 

Washington have successfully destroyed our industrial 
capability! We don’t have railways any more! We need 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Human beings, unlike monkeys, have a sense of the future; they want a 
mission. Take the Army Corps of Engineers, who will employ youth, and 
others who’ve been thrown on the street, as an engineering force, as FDR 
did with the CCC, and give them a future. Shown: the Corps of Engineers at 
work on the Howard Hanson Dam in King County, Wash.
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a  national  railway  system. We  need  a  national  water 
system. We never developed the river aqueduct system 
in the West; the whole system of water in the West is 
collapsing; our food supply is in jeopardy, because we 
didn’t develop it.

What we need is large-scale infrastructure projects, 
government-funded  infrastructure projects,  at  low  in-
terest rates, on government credit, for long-term proj-
ects, and then, use those long-term projects as the moth-
ers of building up the industries which will assist the 
long-term projects, as subcontractors. Devote Federal 
credit, at between 1.5 and 2% per annum rates, without 
funny stuff, in a fixed-exchange-rate system, and supply 
the credit, which enables the entire structure of the U.S. 
economy, to rebuild itself on the basis of the very meth-
ods by which we were built up before. National infra-
structure  projects:  water,  power,  health  care,  and  so 
forth. Build these up!

Now! Take this national structure, funded by Fed-
eral long-term credit. Supply some of that same credit 
to private contractors, who are qualified, to use the op-
portunities created by the pathway of this infrastructure 
development. Because, when you’ve created, for exam-
ple, a national railway system, think of the opportuni-
ties of employment you demand be fulfilled, in each of 
these  areas. A  large  project,  a  national  infrastructure 
project. A national power project, on nuclear power: Do 
you know how many jobs that will create? Not just the 
jobs in the nuclear industry, but all the things that are 
stimulated, by the process of building up this industry, 
this power industry.

We  have  to  give  ourselves  a  new  moral  purpose. 
And look at Haiti, what’s the next thing you think about? 
Well, what about South America, what about Africa?  
What about the conditions in Asia? Isn’t the world filled 
with problems of  this  same  type, where  the develop-
ment of infrastructure is the key to the opening up, of 
not  only  the  areas,  but  the  people  themselves?  The 
powers of labor, the sense of humanity. And therefore, 
this is the problem.

We have to fight against those, who, like the de facto 
traitors to the Soviet Union, went to work for Britain, 
among the friends of Gorbachov, who looted the former 
Soviet  Union,  Russia  and  so  forth—in  the  manner  I 
saw! Witnessed! Willful destruction! Of an economy, 
from the inside, for the sake of the British Empire! And 
these  people  who  did  that  in  Russia,  are  doing  it  to 
Russia, still today! And as they did it to Russia, from 
abroad,  then,  they’re doing  it  to Russia  from abroad, 

now. Because the key control centers of these projects 
of finance, are all outside, largely outside, Russia.

So  therefore,  as  long  as  this  financial  system  has 
Russia  imprisoned,  then  Russia’s  role  in  cooperation 
with China, and India, which is crucial, is in jeopardy; 
if Russia, China, and India are not in a state of coopera-
tion with the United States, what happens to the future 
of Japan? What happens to the future of Korea? What 
happens to the future of Southeast Asia? What happens 
to the future of Africa?

So  therefore,  the  interdependence  of  sovereign 
nation-states, with certain missions, which are in their 
common interest, or complementary interest, is the way 
to rebuild the planet.

Take the Enemy’s Toys Away!
And this is an enemy! They’re not merely traitors to 

the Soviet Union, which is a past era, but they’re con-
tinuing  the  tradition of  treason,  in Russia  today. And 
therefore, what do we do? We take their toys away.

What are the toys? Their financial system. What’s 
the toy? Where is it? Where is it? The BRIC, the system 
which is a British system. Destroy it. How do we do 
that? Well, there’s a very simple way: Glass-Steagall.

Glass-Steagall was the spirit of the U.S. Constitu-
tion. It was sabotaged, because Bill Clinton had been in 
trouble, because somebody set him up for it. And Gore 
and Co., and people like that, destroyed it.

But Glass-Steagall is the soul of the U.S. Constitu-
tion,  an  expression  of  the  soul.  Without  a  fixed-
 exchange-rate system internationally, you can not de-
velop cheap credit, that you require internationally, for 
building up this planet, and rebuilding the United States. 
You can’t do it. Therefore, we must do it.

But you can not have different, fluctuating values of 
currencies  and do  it,  because when currencies’ value 
fluctuates, then the interest rates go up to compensate 
for  the  fluctuations.  Therefore,  you  need  a  fixed-ex-
change-rate system. Therefore, what do you do? You 
have to close down, as bankrupt, all the fake industries, 
the  Wall  Street  industries.  Take  it  all  back,  take  the 
money back. Take the money back, not only from 2007; 
take it back from 1987.

And thus, by creating an international system, using 
the Glass-Steagall standard, which is the only standard 
that works, for this kind of situation, and for the future 
of nations; by using a Glass-Steagall standard interna-
tionally,  and  just  wiping  off  the  books  all the fake 
money, all the speculative money! Wiping it off! Ha-ha, 



March 26, 2010   EIR  Feature   33

look!  You  invented  a  game  called 
Monopoly;  you  played  Monopoly 
games with the entire economy, with 
your crazy money system: The game 
is over!  Now,  we  want  real  money. 
Real credit. And it will be a system, 
not  a monetary  system, but  a  credit 
system,  under  which  the  credit  of 
governments,  of  national  credit, 
under a fixed-exchange-rate system, 
cooperation  with  a  mission-orienta-
tion,  toward  rebuilding  the  planet, 
and each rebuilding their own nation, 
is what we need. Without that, there 
is no possibility.

Culture: Science and Art;  
Not Mathematics

Now, another aspect of this thing, 
which is also very touchy, but neces-
sary:  Culture.  People  think,  mistak-
enly, that discovery, science and dis-
covery,  comes  from  mathematics. 
That  is  not  true.  It  is  impossible  to 
make  a  scientific  discovery  with 
mathematics. You  can  make  an  un-
covering with mathematics, but not a 
discovery. You can uncover the dirt, 
you  know,  clean  out  the  kitchen 
corner. But you can not create good, 
where dirt lives.

Therefore, you require a produc-
tive economy. We’re always wearing 
down the old system of assets we have. We use up the 
richest concentrations of ore, and so forth; so therefore, 
we have to replenish that. How do we replenish the lost 
concentrations? By going to a higher level of technol-
ogy: science-driver technology. Well, how do you get 
science? By mathematics? No. You count the results by 
mathematics, but you don’t get it by mathematics. You 
get it by the imagination.

The  imagination  is  typified  by  the  great  Classical 
poetry,  great  Classical  art:  as  in  the  case  of  Einstein, 
whose  creativity  was  associated  with  his  violin.  He 
would take his violin, and he was really a qualified vio-
linist; not the greatest, but he would work with the violin 
until the moment of inspiration came over him. At that 
point, he would put the violin down, and go back in the 
other room, and get to work on the real scientific project. 

All creativity, including Classical artistic creativity, mu-
sical creativity, Classical art, all comes—that’s the area 
of creativity. The problem  in our culture  today,  is we 
make  a  distinction  between  so-called  “science”  and 
“art”! There is no difference between science and art!

So now, instead of having the idea that it’s a natural 
thing, as it was in former times, for anybody who was 
an accomplished scientist to also be an accomplished 
musician or something of that sort—normal!—because 
it’s in art, in Classical forms of art, that the actual cre-
ativity of the human mind is expressed! The mathemat-
ics is what sweeps the things up under the rug, after-
ward.

And  so,  we  need  a  Classical  cultural  orientation. 
Which in a sense  is an orientation toward the human 
soul; it’s where it’s located. A human soul, which makes 

For Leonardo da Vinci, as for Albert Einstein and other Classical artists and 
scientists, there is no distinction between art and science. Shown: Leonardo’s sketch 
of a Star of Bethlehem and other plants (1505-07).
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man different  than an animal,  is  the place where cre-
ativity lives. And creativity, in what we call Classical 
creativity, always has been  the basis  for  the achieve-
ments of mankind. And it’s in this kind of thing; it’s in 
this mood, in this dimension, through Classical artistic 
composition and what it represents, where the love of 
mankind for mankind, is expressed. It’s expressed by 
the  passion  of  creativity:  Because  man  is  inherently 
creative. And when man is not being creative, man is 
not really becoming human, not morally. And therefore, 
the unity of science, and creativity, and production, and 
progress,  is what’s needed. And it’s been  taken away 
from us.

But we have to understand the truth: Where did we 
go  wrong? And  this  case—it  should  be  shocking  to 
anyone who thinks about it. Here we are, all this time, 
all this talk about “Soviet” this, and so forth, which is 
what we were sort of raised in, since about the time I 
was born! I was born in 1922! Guess what the Soviet 
issue has been since 1922?

We lived in a world in which that was the big issue. 
And  now  we  turn  around,  and  we  find  that  the  key 
powers inside the Soviet Union itself, working for the 
British Empire, as traitors to Russia, were actually run-
ning many of these operations which we thought were 
the Soviet operations: The British were running them! 
We were allied with the British, who were running the 
Soviets!? As today? Our old enemy, the British? That’s 
our problem.

That’s why we got Obama.

America’s Unique Responsibility
We have to understand, we as a nation, were created 

as a unique phenomenon on this planet, at a time when 
Europe had failed to realize what had been made pos-
sible, by the great accomplishments of  the 15th Cen-
tury, the discovery of science, the launching of science 
in the 15th century, the launching of Classical art in the 
15th century; and then, again, the progress which was 
made by the Peace of Westphalia, again, betrayed.

We, in the United States, from Europe, came to this 
territory, to build up a nation, based on the objectives of 
these  great  reforms  in  Europe,  but  which  Europeans 
have been incapable to defend and maintain. So what 
we brought here, was the contribution of the best of Eu-
ropean civilization. It started effectively in Massachu-
setts and activated seedlings of this in other parts of the 
country, as in Virginia and Pennsylvania and so forth. 
We created the United States, as a unique expression of 

a distillation of what had been good, in European civi-
lization! And adapted it to other parts of the world, with 
the same view, of a cultural revolution of that type.

We destroyed that, then, largely through Wall Street 
and British  influence. And today, we’re about  to  lose 
everything, to lose civilization, to lose the human race. 
And the problem of the Obama Administration, is that 
it is the embodiment of the corruption by which we are 
destroying ourselves. Let Obama go where he wishes 
to. Let him live in peace.

But don’t have him  in  the White House. Get him 
outta there.

And also, get out of there, that kind of lack of con-
sideration for the meaning of mankind, which allowed 
him to be elected, and maintained in office; which al-
lowed the corruption, the vast sea of corruption, which 
is  called  our  Congress.  They’re  not  all  bad  people, 
they’re just corrupt people! They go along to get along. 
“My brother has a disease, I got to get the disease. I got 
to go along, you know. He’s got syphilis, I get syphi-
lis—well, you know, we’re equal! We’re like, we have 
the same program. We meet regularly, to discuss it, and 
we  share  the  same  diseases,  and  we  spread  them.” 
That’s been the Congress, recently. It’s not that they’re 
bad people, it’s just that they have some very, very bad 
habits in politics!

So, our job, now, is, by attacking this issue, which 
63-70% of the U.S. population is ready to demand—
and are demanding in their own way! “Get this thing 
outta  there!  Return  the  United  States  to  its  people!” 
Control  it  by  its  people,  by  their  conscience.  End  it, 
now! Because the world is waiting for us to do that!

Because, if you look at what is going on, the prob-
lems that Russia has, which is practically a colony of 
the British financial empire right now; the situation of 
Western and Central Europe, which is virtually a colony 
of the British Empire; the problems we have in our own 
country. If we don’t solve this problem in the United 
States, where we have the potential power and the tradi-
tion  to do  it,  humanity hasn’t got much of  a  chance. 
This is our mission! This is the reason for the existence 
for our nation.

Let Obama quietly go away! Take the whole bunch 
of behaviorist bums, throw them out! Like disposing of 
the garbage. And we have, even with all their imperfec-
tions, we have a residue of people in the Federal institu-
tions, in the population, which are perfectly capable of 
running this thing, with a little bit of encouragement—
but under the right leadership and encouragement; with 
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what  we  have  now,  the  residue  of  government,  after 
getting rid of this garbage, out of the Congress, out of 
the administration, we can rebuild this nation! Simply 
by recognizing that we have a crisis,  that we have to 
make reforms, that we have to fulfill the intention on 
which the creation of this Republic was premised: Stick 
to that!

The American people have gone through an evolu-
tion of hatred  against  the members of Congress,  and 
their President, since this President was inaugurated. It 
was a conversion to hatred, against their own President, 
but against their Congressmen, who betrayed them. The 
President didn’t betray them—he was an enemy; you 
respected him, as an enemy. He came in from afar, from 
the outside; we don’t know where he came from. But 
the guy whom we elected, the guy we thought was our 
friend,  we  thought,  our representative, betrayed us! 
That’s the guy the people hate! Not the guy who came 
in like an enemy from the outside, but the guy in our 
own ranks who betrayed the family, who betrayed the 
nation: and the hatred’s against them.

Obama: Smart thing, you get out of this mess. They 
hate them! You go safely someplace else. Keep away 
from the White House: Bad for you!

Have fun. Thank you.

Dialogue with LaRouche

Freeman: Before I ask the first question, I want to 
recognize  some  of  the  audiences  that  are  listening:  I 
know that prior to today’s event, listeners to one of the 
leading radio stations in Buenos Aires, Argentina, lis-
teners to Radio Splendid, were urged to watch the web-
cast. This came after Mr. LaRouche was interviewed on 
that  radio  station  yesterday.  I  know  that  the  webcast 
was also announced  repeatedly on Radio 530 AM  in 
Quito, Ecuador. And as I understand it, there are meet-
ings all over  in  Ibero-America  taking place  today,  in 
Peru, in Bolivia, and elsewhere.

But I especially want to recognize, and to welcome, 
two  groups  that  are  listening  in  Haiti.  One  group  is 
comprised of university students, who are with the As-
sociation of Literary Youth, which helps poor Haitian 
youth with reading, singing and study programs; they 
are gathered  in a city near Port-au-Prince which was 
also devastated in the earthquake. And also listening is 
the Movement for the Reconstruction of Haiti, which is 

a group led by Haitians currently based in the Domini-
can Republic, and they are organizing everything they 
can for their fellow countrymen.

Both groups have been circulating Mr. LaRouche’s 
“Emergency Call To Save Haiti,” and they greeted the 
victory of Kesha Rogers with great happiness, stating 
that this was evidence that this world as a whole, can, in 
fact, be saved. So, I’d like to extend a special welcome, 
on behalf of LPAC and really on behalf of all citizens of 
the United States, to those groups.

The Role of the Space Program
Now, the first question comes from a group of aca-

demicians and economists, that has been tasked to work 
on various elements of Mr. LaRouche’s policy. These 
individuals originally started out as a study group that 
was an arm of  the Obama Administration. That  is no 
longer the case, and with help from private foundations, 
they are continuing their work. They have become fa-
miliarly known as the “Stanford Group.”

They say, “Mr. LaRouche, since the days of Char-
lemagne, the very idea of ‘nation’ had its foundations as 
a  program  of  internal  development  in  infrastructure, 
and our study of history would indicate that those pro-
grams have always served to increase what you refer to 
as the potential population density of those populations. 
And also, to raising their standard of living. That idea of 
what a nation is has obviously persisted over many suc-
cessive generations. One of the things that we’ve been 
discussing here over the last couple of weeks is that, es-
sentially  since  prior  to  the  end  of  the  Second World 
War, such projects, which could be defined as rail sys-
tems, as waterways, and other such items, were in fact 
science drivers in their day.

“But  since  the  end  of  the  Second  World  War,  it 
would seem that those types of programs were replaced 
by what we can best discuss as the space program. If 
America’s commitment to that program is terminated, 
our argument is that it would not only lead to an almost 
immediate decline in labor productivity, as well as the 
relative potential population density of the U.S.A., but 
that,  in  fact,  it  would  denote  a  disintegration  of  the 
nation-state  itself,  and we’d  like you  to  comment on 
what your thoughts are on this.”

LaRouche:  One  of  the  things  we’re  involved  in 
now with the Basement operations and similar things, is 
a breakthrough in recognizing certain things that were 
actually working, but whose identity was not adequately 
recognized.
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For  example:  Everything  about  man-
kind is different than the monkeys, or apes, 
or some Democrats. This difference lies in 
a quality which we call creativity, when it’s 
properly  defined,  as  typified  by  creativity 
leading to scientific progress. Now, this is 
typified in one of the great developments in 
science which occurred toward the end of 
the 19th Century, when there was a break-
through in having discovered the Periodic 
Table, and gone through a development of 
the Periodic Table, to a different conception 
of mankind, which was reflected in things 
such as the development of what we call nuclear phys-
ics. Actually, the proper term is physical economy, or a 
science of physical chemistry.

In  other  words,  chemistry  meant  essentially  that 
we’re not taking something as fixed elements, and put-
ting them together as in ordinary chemistry, but recog-
nizing there’s a process of development embedded in 
the universe, on which man’s actions are acting, having 
an  effect. And  that  what  we  should  be  looking  at  is 
that.

And  when  you  talk  about  physical  chemistry,  as 
people like William Draper Harkins and others defined 
that toward the beginning of the century, we come into 

the area of the work of Vernadsky, in terms of this idea 
of physical chemistry. And Vernadsky’s division of the 
world among three different categories of existence, all 
of which are creative. That is, there is no non-creative 
part of the universe. The universe in its so-called inor-
ganic  form is creative.  It creates new star systems,  it 
creates new chemistries, it creates all kinds of things. 
The universe is creative, inherently creative.

Then you have life. Life is inherently creative. The 
difference is that non-living matter doesn’t think; it just 
creates, through lawful processes embedded in the uni-
verse. Animals  don’t  really  think,  unless  people  tell 
them to, and then they disobey. But people are different 
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The LaRouche Youth Movement 
“Basement Team” of scientific 
researchers (left), is now 
working on the question of 
cosmic radiation: that the real 
universe is not organized 
according to a granular, 
particularate kind of structure, 
but rather, on the basis of what 
we call cosmic radiation (as 
seen in this artist’s conception), 
away from the reductionist 
standpoint. “We’ve been 
hoodwinked for too long,” 
LaRouche says.
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than animals in the sense that we are also creative inher-
ently,  but  our  creativity  is  expressed  differently.  We 
don’t see ourselves evolving very much. We see some 
devolving going on—but that’s mostly due to some bad 
Democrats. But the human race’s voluntary role is con-
scious; it’s the process of invention. It also is expressed 
in Classical artistic composition. And it’s Classical ar-
tistic  composition,  together with  the  idea of physical 
chemistry as a process of anti-entropic evolution, which 
defines what goes on with mankind.

Mankind has always been creative—before we dis-
covered what creativity is. It’s the nature of mankind to 
be creative; it’s the characteristic of our species. It’s a 
different kind of creativity than we find in the animal 
kingdom. But we didn’t understand it. Not this way. We 
didn’t understand it from the standpoint of chemistry, 
or physical chemistry, and since the work of Vernadsky, 
Harkins, and so forth, we have a different view. Or, ac-
tually, since the influence of Riemann, we have a differ-
ent view.

And so we should be understanding what this means, 
and the current breakthrough in response to this partic-
ular question is that—is coming to an understanding of 
what a higher level of creativity, in terms of achieve-
ment, has brought us. And to make ourselves a willful 
agent of that, rather than sort of like a frictional agent. 
We do it because it’s in us and we like it, so we do more 
of it. Then we have to ask ourselves the question: Well, 
what is this thing that we like to do, which is so useful? 
How can we understand how to use it better? What’s the 
intention of this tool? It’s a nice tool, but what is the tool 
telling us we’ve got to do?

And again, the simple problem here is typified by 
the  corruption  which  occurred,  especially  after  the 
Peloponnesian War in the history of the Hellenes. If you 
go back to the earlier period, of people like the Pythag-
oreans,  such  as Archytas  or  Plato,  you  have  a  com-
pletely different mentality than you find after the Pelo-
ponnesian War, in the rise to power of Macedon, and 
Aristotle of Macedon—a reductionist view. The reduc-
tionist view, which was called in ancient society by var-
ious  terms,  translated into English as  the oligarchical 
model.

The oligarchical model was the concept that people 
should be  essentially  cattle. That  a  person  should do 
what their grandfather did, and not change. They should 
not  progress.  They  should  not  develop.  They  should 
leave that to their “betters.” So you had a condition of 
peasantry which was  tantamount  virtually  to  slavery, 

and this was the condition of society under the oligar-
chical model.

It was like the British model today: “There must not 
be  too  many  people.  Look,  we  made  a  big  mistake. 
We’ve got 6.7 billion people on this planet. That was a 
big mistake! We’ve got to reduce it immediately,” says 
Barack Obama’s master, with his health-care program.

But we’ve  said no. Mankind  is  inherently, volun-
tarily creative. When mankind is self-educated and de-
veloped to understand consciously those powers which 
we have as human beings, which we are using almost 
accidentally under certain conditions, just because we 
like to do it, without understanding fully what it is we’re 
doing. And thus, we come into this business of the space 
program.

Now, the space program was more productive than 
anything  ever  that  humanity  did. That  is,  the  rate  of 
benefit of new technologies produced by the space pro-
gram far exceeded everything expended on  the space 
program. What happened is, by government decision, 
beginning in the middle of the war in Indo-China, 1967-
68, we stopped it! In fiscal year 1967-68, we cut back. 
If you look, for example, around Massachusetts, around 
the Route 128 programs—almost like the Silicon Valley 
today. Silicon Valley  is  a desert of has-beens or has-
wanted-to-be. And the Route 128 region became virtu-
ally like a Silicon Valley in 1967-68, because of budget-
ary considerations by the Johnson Administration.

But still, the thing was going on. And into the 1970s, 
we were producing ten cents of science for every penny 
spent, in terms of benefit. Why? Because when we go 
into very high energy-flux-density technologies, as you 
have to do, to even think about getting to the Moon, the 
rate of the increase of the productive powers of labor is 
accelerated, as in no other way, in a general way.

The Disease of Reductionism
We are now also at a point where science is suffer-

ing from the heritage of a disease. The disease is called 
reductionism.  It’s  also  called  mathematics,  modern 
mathematics,  reductionist  mathematics,  positivism. 
Positivism defines the universe as a sort of granular tex-
ture. And that’s the problem. The universe is not orga-
nized  like granular  textures.  It’s  not  reductionist.  It’s 
not dirt. It’s actually a cosmic process, but because we 
accepted the reductionist conception of science which 
we associate with Aristotle, or worse, with the follow-
ers of Paolo Sarpi, that belief—in the case of Sarpi, be-
haviorism—destroys our ability to understand the pro-
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cesses of the human mind, and the relationship of those 
processes of the mind to nature in general, to the prin-
ciple of creativity, or the principle of anti-entropy.

So, we’re now, in the Basement, working on a pro-
gram  which  has  been  defined  as  the  subject  matter 
called the question of cosmic radiation: that the real 
universe is not organized according to a granular, par-
ticularate kind of structure, but it’s organized on the 
basis of what we call cosmic radiation, away from the 
reductionist standpoint. But the entire tradition, espe-
cially  of  the  positivist  mathematicians,  is  against 
that.

So, what we are saying now is, we look at the space 
program in particular, which is what inspired this, with 
Sky  [Shields]1  and others, we’re  looking at  that,  and 
saying, “Well, look. Let’s take this thing: We’ve been 
hoodwinked for too long. We’ve been told that the uni-
verse  is granulated,  is particularate. But  it’s not. And 
while  we  think  like  that,  we’re  stepping  on  our  own 
feet, because the universe is not organized that way. It’s 
organized much more  the way the Pythagoreans, and 
Plato, and others, understood earlier, before Aristotle, 
and before this modern stuff. And therefore, we have to 
look at this from a different point of reference.”

For  example:  human  creativity,  all  these  kinds  of 
things—when we get into this area, all kinds of doors 
fly open, and you realize what this crazy idea has been, 
which has been preventing us from doing the things in 
science we should be doing.

So I think the question you’re posing, as asked, if, 
considered in the light of what I just said, put together, 
you have a key to understanding this problem, and the 
opportunities  that  it  represents.  So,  we  have  to  keep 
going along  this direction. We have  to break  through 
the barriers which have been self-imposed by a reduc-
tionist method, which is encouraged by this kind of sys-
temic positivism, mathematical positivism. Get rid of 
it! Free ourselves of it! And look at the universe in the 
way  which  the  founders  of  20th-Century  physical 
chemistry,  such  as  William  Draper  Harkins,  or  Ver-
nadsky, or Max Planck, understood. Go back to  that! 
Look, we abandoned what should have been our trea-
sure house. Go back to it! We have now created the cir-
cumstances where we force ourselves to realize what 
we have ignored, because the teachers told us to ignore 
it for too long.

1.  See Sky Shields, “Kesha Rogers’ Victory Signals the Rebirth of a 
Mars Colonization Policy!” EIR, March 19, 2010.

What Was the Nature of the SDI?
Freeman: The next question is also from the Stan-

ford Group.
They say, “Mr. LaRouche, you addressed this some-

what  in your presentation  today, but we have had an 
ongoing  controversy  in  our  discussions  here,  on  the 
issue of the SDI. Some among us have argued that the 
SDI, at least as it was adopted by Ronald Reagan, was 
principally a military policy; but some of us, who have 
looked at this thing for quite some time, have taken a 
different approach, and it is our contention that the SDI 
has to be looked at, essentially, as an extension of the 
space program, but one which has the potential to be a 
science-driven effort that would increase the quality of 
life  not  only  for  Americans,  but  for  mankind  as  a 
whole.

“It’s our view, as a group, that, for the most part, es-
pecially since the Second World War, that most of the 
wars that we have fought have largely been wasteful, 
and have not been wars fought for any particular prin-
ciple, and that, therefore, it would be a denigration of 
the ideas implicit in the SDI, to consider it as merely a 
military  effort.  Could  you  expand  on  this  a  bit,  and 
share with us your view, and what you were thinking 
when you first designed the concept?”

LaRouche: Well, this goes back to my childhood. 
You know, people make mistakes. They think the world 
is sort of granulated, with little particles hitting against 
each other, a sort of stochastic effect. It’s not like that at 
all.

For example, when I look at the genealogy of my 
own family, and  look at what my mind  is shaped  to 
become as a result of the colonization of the United 
States and Canada. My first ancestors in this country 
came  here  in  the  first  half  of  the  17th  Century,  in 
Quebec, and also in Massachusetts, at about the same 
time. One of  the ancestors of note came over  in  the 
Mayflower. Others came over to Massachusetts in that 
period.

And then I look back at my age: My grandparents 
were born at the beginning of the 1860s. That’s a little 
bit more than a hundred years, isn’t it? And their ances-
tors were born, again, 60, 70 years earlier. One part of 
my  family  were  Quakers,  but  there  was  a  group  of 
Quakers called the Free Quakers, such as James Feni-
more Cooper. And his father was a general officer of 
some  rank  in  the  Continental  Forces,  the  American 
Forces.  He  became  the  head  of  the  U.S.  intelligence 
service abroad and the U.S. branch—James Fenimore 

http://www.larouchepub.com/eiw/public/2010/eirv37n11-20100319/eirv37n11-20100319_025-kesha_rogers_victory_signals_the.pdf
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Cooper—and  he  was  of  course  a 
naval specialist. He founded the con-
ception of naval warfare as a politi-
cal conception, and, together with a 
whole  group  of  people  in  the  19th 
Century, intermingled with people in 
France, in the Carnot circles, in Ger-
many, and so forth. So, when I look at my family back-
ground, I’ve got a very clear picture of what the envi-
ronment was which shaped what became me! It’s rather 
awesome.

So, you realize that you are not a product of some-
thing that was born, physically, like some ape that chose 
to get smart, or something like that, but you are a prod-
uct, a conscious product, of all kinds of ingredients—
especially intellectual and cultural ingredients—which 
went into the formation of your personality, the devel-
opment of your personality.

And what’s one of the most important things about 
this is that when you choose a profession, or choose a 
commitment which has the effect of a profession, you 
reach out  to  those  things  in your environment, your 
social-cultural  environment,  which  fit  something 
within this evolution of the United States. And so not 
only does the environment influence you, but you in-
fluence the environment by the way you trace your in-
tellectual ancestry, as well as your biological ancestry. 
And you treat your biological ancestry as an accident, 
which happened to your cultural ancestry. And that’s 
the way we have to look at these things.

So, in the case of the SDI, this is me. I, at the age of 
14-15, did not accept Euclidean geometry. I just didn’t 
accept it, and I had a good reason not to accept it. Be-
cause I observed some construction, and I said, if this 
thing is right, then the construction couldn’t occur. And 
it proved that you could not have a positivist conception 
of mathematical geometry; you had to have a physical 
conception of geometry.

That changed my whole choice of things, because 
I made it a fighting issue. So I fought, during my whole 
educational experience, I fought for this approach, as 
opposed to the general so-called Euclidean approach, 
in everything. And that defines the way you work.

Therefore, what happened with the creation of the 
SDI was my conception. I made choices, and I reached 
out  in  the  culture,  among  certain  professionals  and 
others in the United States, in various parts of Europe 
and other parts of the world, and I became a catalyst 
who pulled together people who represented these tra-
ditions:  the  military  circles  of  France,  the  circles 
around what had been Charles de Gaulle, leading mil-
itary circles in Germany, and scientific circles in Ger-
many, which also agreed. Leading military circles in 
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Congress; and, the LaRouche Democratic Campaign’s mass pamphlet of 1983.
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Italy who agreed. Some Soviet circles who agreed also 
with those things.

So, what happened is, because I sparked this thing, 
all these things began to come together, through people 
who identified in themselves knowledge and attitudes 
which  corresponded  to  this  kind  of  experience. And 
then when  I began  to  spread  this  thing,  I had people 
from the former OSS (the faction which I was sympa-
thetic to, as against the British faction), who came to 
me, and said, “Hey, we’ve got to work together.”

In that sense, what happened was a leading circle, 
intellectual  circle,  of  the  U.S.  political  intelligentsia, 
military,  and  so  forth,  came  together  around  me  in 
Europe, in the United States and elsewhere, around this 
conception  of  how  we  could  get  out  of  this  military 
bind,  called  this  European-Anglo-American-Soviet 
conflict. How to get out of this thing! And you can only 
get out of  it by going at  it directly. You have  to  say, 
okay, here’s the kind of skills you represent. Here’s the 
way these skills should be used. To what purpose and to 
what effect.

Now, you want to take a case. Take the case of a guy 
who was recruited to this process, which I was involved 
in: Edward Teller. Edward Teller, at a meeting with a 
Soviet representative which occurred in Sicily, in Erice, 
defined the purpose of the SDI as “the common aims of 
mankind.” Now, if you know anything about Edward 
Teller, and what his reputation is, and his role inside the 
United  States  over  that  period,  you  understand  what 
that means.

The  people  in  the  intelligence  community:  What 
was my project? My project was headed under my plan 
for a U.S. intelligence university. I said, in the United 
States, the universities are no longer reliable. And espe-
cially for intelligence purposes. All we have is this Brit-
ish influence; it’s coming into our universities. We no 
longer have American historians. We have  imitation-
American, British-trained creatures, a different species, 
like baboons from South Africa or something, carrying 
baobab nuts back and forth. And the people were not 
actually historians; they were chroniclers. They would 
chronicle events, and try to make an algebraic positivist 
interpretation  of  a  chronicled  series  of  events,  like  a 
mathematical  formula.  Their  standard  was  that,  and 
they would ignore almost everything of importance that 
they didn’t like. It was fake.

I said, we in the United States have a problem. The 
problem is, we used to have historians, we used to have 
scientists—I had a list of names I could name—and we 

don’t have that anymore. We need an American univer-
sity  which  is  dedicated  to  training  historians,  intelli-
gence officers, and so forth, which has the competence 
to define an American-interest view through these pro-
fessions, which would concentrate upon an academic 
training program of this type. So, I wanted another thing 
to succeed West Point and so forth, which would be the 
intelligence education, which would produce historians 
and  people  with  various  skills,  including  a  resource 
from  which  to  recruit  intelligence  officers,  who  go 
through this thing with the language skills and so forth 
that are necessary for an intelligence officer.

So, I had this plan for an intelligence university. At 
that point in this process, the head of the CIA, newly in 
there, who was a friend of an old friend of mine—we 
began to run this operation. And it was in that context, 
of  that  operation  as  an  applied  concern,  to  make  a 
change in U.S. policy, from a trend portrayed as policy, 
to an institution which would actually represent what 
we  as  a  people  culturally  represent  as  distinct  from 
Europe. An American intellectual institution, which we 
were losing.

And so out of this, what was assembled in this pro-
cess was, throughout the U.S. intelligence community 
or  certain  elements  of  it,  a  consolidation  of  people 
around this. And then one bright day, the President of 
the United States, after a January meeting on this sub-
ject, decided he liked it. And so, a few weeks later, he 
made a speech proposing it to the Soviet Union.

What he proposed was a speech designed by some 
people who’d been working with me, and he meant ex-
actly what he meant at the time, which was my inten-
tion. So when it comes to the intention of the SDI, come 
to me. I’ll tell you what it was. And I give you the case, 
swallow  the  case,  of  my  dear  old  enemy  Teller,  and 
what he said at Erice and so forth, and we won people 
over, who had been on that kick, because they were in-
telligent enough to recognize that we were right! And 
this was the right way to go, not to go to a nuclear war 
but to take these weapons, and to turn them from weap-
ons  into building blocks, and get  the military  institu-
tions of the respective countries themselves committed 
to this policy.

Because what you’re going to do in warfare is what 
you can get the military to commit itself to do. So if you 
change their mind about what their mission orientation 
is, you change their objectives. And the problem with 
most military policy  is, people go  into war  for war’s 
sake. They don’t think of their objective, their cultural 
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objective. That’s why we get into foolish wars which 
build up the power of the British Empire; because we 
go killing each other, out of some grudge fight, when 
we should be concentrating on how to build mankind.

And in every part of society, in every culture, there 
are  people—and  people  of  generally  potential  influ-
ence, or influence—who will prefer that. And what you 
have to do is recruit those people, out of their own con-
victions and tendencies, to combine their effort for what 
they recognize should be their common interest, and to 
dedicate themselves to making it work.

And we came damned close, up to the point of the 
day that Reagan made that speech. We had it!  It was 
only  the  intention  of  the  British  Empire,  and  people 
who  I  personally  considered  traitors  to  the  United 
States, on this issue, who wanted to continue this con-
flict with the Soviet Union. And it came from Margaret 
Thatcher’s  circles  in  particular.  They did not want 
peace. They did not want the development of mankind. 
They wanted things like this long war in Afghanistan. 
They wanted it, as a way of getting people to destroy 
their own nations and  themselves. And  if people had 
thought about  it,  they would realize  the mission  they 
were oriented to, was a war to destroy themselves. And 
to destroy the home from which they had gone to war.

We Cannot Avoid Impeachment
Freeman: The next question is: “Lyn, as I see it, the 

Democratic Party is on a path of self-destruction. If the 
Democratic Party sticks with President Obama, it’s fin-
ished. However, if Obama is impeached, it seems to me 
that there are two alternative paths, both of which are 
bad for the nation. Either, the Democrats will be forced 
to defend him, which would be disastrous, or his im-
peachment will lead to a further implosion of the Dem-
ocratic Party. Is it possible that your call for impeach-
ment, and Kesha’s victory in Texas based on that call, 
could lead to a purge of the Chicago boys, including the 
economic  team around Obama, which  is more of  the 
same free trade crowd, more globalization, etc., and ac-
tually avoid the national trauma of impeachment?”

LaRouche: The national trauma of impeachment I 
welcome! It’s a moment of joy, of liberation.

The question itself is posed on an assumption; the 
assumption about popular opinion and Democratic, and 
so forth, parties. I don’t give a damn about the Demo-
cratic Party as such. I’m an American, and my view is, 
political  parties  should  be  instruments  which  further 
the kinds of discussion and debate and so forth, which 
are necessary to foster the process under deliberation. 
Arguments are useful; tough arguments are useful. You 
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want to get at the truth. You can not be intimidated by 
the fear that somebody’s going to take offense because 
you told the truth.

You have to say, “Look, this is the truth! C’mon!” 
But you don’t like it; you say you dislike it; that’s your 
prejudice, and you have a right to your prejudice. It’s 
like saying you have a right to insanity, because it’s ar-
bitrary. You have to rise to always criticizing yourself.

Now, the way to criticize yourself in politics, is to 
look at  the parties  from  the  standpoint of  the nation. 
Your interest is not the party! Your interest is the nation! 
I demand you choose, which! Are you for your nation? 
Is that your loyalty? Or is it to your party? If your crite-
ria is to go to your party first, you’re not a patriot. And 
that’s what’s been  the problem  in  the  function of  the 
Congress and in the parties.

The parties should be a vehicle for the expression of 
a matured view of issues. And an instrument of educa-
tion. But the objective is the body politic.

Look, we have a situation where the Congress has no 
relationship of accountability to the people of the United 
States. Sixty-three percent of the population, at a mini-
mum, despises the Congress, despises the political par-
ties. Democrats are running around—they’re not calling 
themselves Democrats, but independents, en masse. So, 
party  loyalty  is  worth  nothing  at  this  point.  Decency 
about party relations is one thing, but party loyalty as 
higher than the commitment to the nation, is treason.

Because if you put the party above the nation, you 
are going to commit treason. You will betray the nation 
for the sake of the party. You will condition your choices 
to the condition of the party, not for the nation. “Well, 
I’m a good American, but first of all, I’m a Republican, 
first of all.” Nobody knows what a Republican is any-
more, and nobody knows what a Democrat is anymore. 
It’s been very difficult to get a definition of either!

No,  you  have  to  start  from  what  is  good  for  the 
nation, and partisanship must be in the process of the 
dialogue, which is trying to bring about that which is 
good for the nation, and for the choice of mission of the 
nation in the world as a whole. The choice is reason! 
The party of reason. And people will go to that party, 
because they think that party is going to do something 
for the nation, that the nation needs. And you support 
that party as long as it’s doing that, because it’s a mis-
sion  orientation  for  the  nation.  It  is  not  something 
against  the  nation,  or  against  the  other  parts  of  the 
nation, but it’s for the nation.

It’s  like  medical  care  arguments  for  people,  the 

health of the patient; differences on the policy for the 
health of the patient. The health of the patient is what 
the purpose is, not the winning of that faction fight. And 
that’s where our problem lies.

We do not locate ourselves in the fact that we should 
be concerned—first of all, for humanity. We have tested, 
and proven,  the conception  that  the United States  re-
public, in its Constitutional form, is a uniquely superior 
form of  government. Therefore, we operate  on  those 
principles of the American Revolution, which are a par-
tisan view of the fate of humanity. And we’re sticking 
to  that,  because nobody has  ever  proven  that wrong. 
Every  time we have deviated  from  it, we’ve gone  to 
hell. We are not going to betray our country anymore. 
Because we have as a nation—our commitment  is  to 
humanity as a whole. That’s our commitment.

It used to be our characteristic. The Americans could 
be trusted to do something for the people. Our  immi-
gration policy of  the  late 19th Century, and  the early 
20th Century, was that. We were for the people of the 
world “Come here! Come here!” That was our motive; 
and that was right.

It was also our motive to use the fact of the cultures 
which  were  represented  by  people  coming  here,  to 
enrich our own culture, which we did. That was right. 
We said: Okay, but then, the people who want to stay 
there or there, can stay there. Fine. They should make 
their own decisions. But! What is common between us, 
is this commitment. We are going to discuss and debate 
for what’s good for humanity. And meanwhile, we’re 
running our own country, according to our own stan-
dards, but we’re going to consider what is good for hu-
manity. And the dialogue will be based on that.

There is no substitute for the sovereign nation-state; 
and the role of culture as defining itself in a nation-state. 
That is sacrosanct. But the cooperation among nation-
states, the understanding of the interpretation of differ-
ences in practice, policy, that’s there. We have an Amer-
ican policy, but our commitment is to humanity, and we 
don’t want our nation ever, to do what’s not right for 
humanity.

And this is given to us by this question of the space 
program. Mankind must, for many reasons which are 
too numerous  to be elaborated here on  this occasion, 
mankind  is  committed,  implicitly,  toward developing 
an  industrialization of  the Moon, which  is  indispens-
able, with the aid of fusion power, to actually colonize 
Mars. There are an immense number of problems to be 
faced in trying this, many unsolved, and many uncor-
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rect observations and beliefs to 
be  removed.  But,  we  know  it 
can be done.

We  know  that  mankind  is 
not  going  to  sit  on  this  planet 
Earth, like a sitting duck, wait-
ing  for  some  solar  catastrophe 
to wipe the human species out. 
We’re  going  to  move;  we’re 
going to extend the human spe-
cies. We’re going to extend its 
reach.  Maybe  we’re  going  to 
find  some  humans  out  there 
someplace. But we’re going to 
extend this. We’re going to get 
the  power,  through  relativistic 
flight,  to  be  able  to  transport 
ourselves  throughout  this 
galaxy. It will  take some time; 
we’re not going to do that in my 
lifetime;  I  assure  you  of  that. 
But, we’re going to do that, be-
cause that’s going to be our in-
tention.

Our intention is the role of humanity in the universe 
at large. We’re going to get the power to do that. In the 
meantime, we’re going to do all the other things that go 
with that. But if we don’t have that mission—.

That’s why it’s important to get beyond this positiv-
ist disease, and get into this concept of cosmic radia-
tion. Because we know that the nature of mankind itself, 
the human mind itself, indicates that the present ideas 
of  the  organization  of  the  universe  axiomatically  are 
wrong.  We  don’t  know  what  cosmic  radiation  really 
means yet. We know some  things about  it. We know 
that it means a correction against the dirty nitty-gritty 
thing that we have now, in terms of a positivist concep-
tion of reductionist science.

So, we’re going to do that. We’re going to discover 
where  we  were  wrong. We’re  going  to  discover  new 
principles. We’re going to get new powers. We’re going 
to find out how to maintain humanity, you know, such as 
Mars, which is not really habitable by human beings by 
our standards today, which means we’re going to have 
to create an artificial environment for human beings in 
those places. We’re going to have a similar problem to 
be faced on the industrialization of the Moon.

But we know we’re on the verge of breakthroughs 
which will enable us to begin to discuss these problems. 

And as  long as we’re able  to discuss  these problems 
scientifically, we’re going to be able to solve them.

Besides, the important thing is, we can live today, 
and we have a better health system than Obama would 
love us to have; we can have people living to 100 years 
and longer. We can actually prevent the deterioration of 
old age which is going on now; that’s intrinsically, in 
principle, possible. So therefore, you’re talking about 
nearly a century of human life for each individual. What 
can happen in a century of human life?

Let’s take the best periods of scientific progress in 
known  experience. What  can  happen  in  a  century  of 
human life? The foundations of a revolutionary change 
in the condition of humanity can be achieved. And that’s 
the way to look at it. There’s no limit to what mankind 
can do;  that’s what  a human being  is. And  that’s  the 
principle, so we just have to do it.

Introducing Kesha Rogers
Harley Schlanger:  Well,  some  of  you  may  have 

heard, we had an election down in Texas about a week 
and a half ago. And this was an election determined by a 
process which very few people actually understand, but 
which Lyndon LaRouche has described as the dynamic 
process of a mass strike. It’s a situation where you have 
a growing number of people who are barely able to sur-
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vive, have no sense of the future for their family. They’re 
angry, and they’re frustrated, and they’re starting to ask 
the right questions, like: “Who did this to us?” and, “Is 
there something we can do about it?”

Now, the existing leadership in the country, the po-
litical leadership, the economic leadership, as Lyn has 
been  discussing,  has  woefully  failed  to  address  this 
crisis. It’s not just incompetence at the top; there’s an 
evil intent. And so the question is: When is the time that 
people will be ready for new leadership? And Lyn, a 
few months ago, said that he thinks that time is now.

We made a decision to run three campaigns, three 
candidates among LaRouche Youth Movement mem-
bers, to provide that new generation of leadership that’s 
not  corrupted  by  the  old  ways  of  going  along  to  get 
along, but will run campaigns on the basis of principle. 
And I am honored and delighted to bring you the good 
news,  to  introduce  to you, one of  those  leaders, who 
won the Democratic nomination for the U.S. Congress 
in the 22nd District of Texas, Kesha Rogers.

Kesha Rogers: Good afternoon.
So, we waged a hard-fought campaign in Texas, and 

we didn’t just say, we must save NASA and impeach 
Obama, but we said  that we’re waging a war  for  the 
future of humanity. And if you want a future for your 
children, then you are going to stand with my campaign 
to call for the impeachment of Obama. And we did that 
very loudly and very clearly. And on March 2, the popu-
lation  and  the  voters  of  the  22nd  District  responded 
overwhelmingly.

And this response came from an organizing of the 
mass strike in the population that said, we want to put 
an end to the bailouts; we want a future for our children; 
we want a future for our nation. And as you saw from 
the response in the vote from the 22nd Congressional 
District, they didn’t just respond to a slogan that said, 
“Oh, that’s cool. ‘Save NASA; Impeach Obama.’ I like 
that.” But people said, as we continued to go to their 
doors, as we continued to say to them, “Right now, this 
nation is in a dire crisis.” They said that, they looked at 
their children as they were tucking them in to sleep at 
night,  and  they  thought  about  what  we  presented  to 
them, and the challenge for their future, the challenge 
for the nation that we presented to them, and they said, 
“I have to do something. I have to go out and fight.”

And that’s what happened. People got out; people 
fought.

And now, as the campaign continues, we’re going to 
continue  to  develop  that  leadership,  to  promote  the 

leadership which is necessary in the population to get 
people to recognize that, right now, the new challenge 
that is being put on us, the new challenge that is being 
put forth to the population, is that they have to deter-
mine what type of future that they’re going to give to 
their children, to their grandchildren.

And so, we have a new phase of the campaign as we 
continue to go on, and the new phase of the campaign is 
what Mr. LaRouche has put on the ground, has put out 
very  prominently,  as  the  mission  orientation  for  a 
Moon-Mars mission. And now,  this campaign, as my 
friend Sky Shields has very clearly put out, and Mr. La-
Rouche in his new paper has put forth2, this campaign 
has opened up a new phase of leadership in saying that, 
we’re now going to move on to development of a re-
birth of a Moon-Mars colonization policy and mission 
orientation for the country.

And so, I ask that each of you continue to join with 
me, as we fight in this campaign to provide the leader-
ship, along with my campaign, and also the campaigns 
of other two representatives, Congressional candidates 
Rachel  Brown  [Massachusetts]  and  Summer  Shields 
[California]. Thank you very much.

Freeman: I also want to recognize another candi-
date,  a  LaRouche  Democrat,  who  is  running  for  the 
Senate in the state of Indiana, for the seat held by Baron 
Hill, Carol Smith.

Human Intelligence Is Dynamic
This is a question from another section of the Stan-

ford Group, from the section that was initially tasked by 
the Obama Administration to assess the overall state of 
the U.S. economy, and most specifically the state of in-
frastructure.

Their question  to you  is  the  following: “Lyn, you 
have frequently discussed Nixon’s actions in 1971 as 
the beginning of the end of the current financial system 
and of the true decline of the U.S. economy. But in fact, 
our ongoing economic survey has led to a different con-
clusion. Our study shows that the taking down of the 
U.S. economy actually began much earlier. In fact,  it 
began  almost  immediately  at  the  end  of  the  Second 
World War, or with the death of FDR.

And I add that, because some people will argue that 
the decline of the economy in the postwar period always 
follows the ends of wars, because of reductions in mili-

2.  Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr., “The Escape from Hilbert’s  ‘Zeta’  ‘X’: 
Mapping the Cosmos!” EIR, March 19, 2010.
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tary production and spending. But we are attributing it 
to something different, in terms of what FDR’s policies 
actually were. But the point is, that the decline began 
then. The downturn was, according to our study, tempo-
rarily reversed with the Kennedy Presidency, and most 
specifically the space program. After Kennedy’s murder, 
the disintegration intensified, but was well under way 
already when Richard Nixon pulled the plug. Are we 
looking  at  this  the  right  way,  and  would  you  take  a 
moment to comment?”

LaRouche:  Yes,  it  is.  Some  of  these  takedowns 
were  crucial  in  the  sense  that  they  were  irreversible. 
Others were the establishment of trends, which by fail-
ing to be reversed, created this process. The controlling 
factor in this, all along, was that the control goes back 
to before, long before World War II. It goes back to the 
assassination of McKinley, in particular, in the whole 
century.

Because remember what happened: McKinley was 
an obstacle to what? Well, McKinley was a patriot, and 
his  successor,  who  was  former  Vice  President,  was 
not—Theodore  Roosevelt.  The  policy  of  the  United 
States as a nation, from the beginning, in terms of for-
eign  policy  and  economic  policy,  had  always  been 

based on the issues of 1763, and 
the  split  between  the  British 
faction  in  Massachusetts  and 
elsewhere, and the patriotic fac-
tion. The British faction was the 
British  East  India  Company 
faction.  The  significance  of 
1763  was  not  the  French  and 
Indian  Wars.  The  French  and 
Indian Wars were a by-product 
of  the  problem,  and  they  af-
fected the Americans greatly on 
this account. But  they affected 
them  greatly  because  of  a 
greater consideration.

That function was the Seven 
Years War!

Now, we’d had wars before, 
but  the  Seven  Years  War  was 
crucial.  What  happened,  typi-
cally, is that the British and the 
Dutch,  together,  conspired  to 
organize a Seven Years War in 
Europe. This Seven Years War, 
in its effect, destroyed Europe, 

and  not  only  consolidated  the  power  of  the  British 
Empire, the India Company, but, the gaining of the con-
trol of Canada, and of India, by the British, through the 
course of the Seven Years War, established the British 
Empire as an empire of the British East India Company. 
At that point, the British monarchy was under the con-
trol  of  the  British  East  India  Company.  It  depended 
upon that; it was already an imperial interest.

The British Empire was lodged in the imperial form 
of the system, not in the fact of the British monarchy. 
The British monarchy became a tool of the empire, but 
the  monarchy  did  not  define  the  empire. The  British 
East India Company, well, what is the British East India 
Company? It was Venice! The Venetian financial oli-
garchy, which had created all kinds of evil things.

So, the point has been, the British imperial policy 
always was the policy of the British East India Com-
pany, which is a policy of an essentially Venetian inter-
est. Like a disease. You say, “I want to meet your em-
peror.” You dealing with, say, bubonic plague. “I want 
to meet the Big Emperor of Bubonic Plague. I want the 
Big Bubo.”

But no, what there is, is a culture. You know, this 
goes back to a more fundamental question which most 

NASA/JPL-Caltech/S. Willner (Harvard-Smithsonian CfA)

Every process in the universe, according to Vernadsky, is creative. It is not particulate; it is 
organized by principles, as seen in this photograph taken by the Spitzer Space Telescope of 
Spiral Galaxy M81.



46  Feature  EIR  March 26, 2010

politicians don’t even know about. And most historians 
don’t know about, either. Or, they call them “hysteri-
ans” for that reason. They don’t know what the problem 
is, but they’re excited about it.

So, anyway, what’s the point? What’s the nature of 
mankind?  Forget  particularism.  What’s  the  nature  of 
mankind? Every process in the universe, according to 
Vernadsky,  is  creative.  The  non-living  processes  are 
creative. Living processes are inherently creative. Man-
kind is inherently creative, but it’s not the same thing. 
Mankind’s creativity is voluntary, and is located essen-
tially in the capacity of the human individual.

So,  we’re  dealing  with  mass  phenomena,  global 
phenomena, we’re not dealing with a kinematic system. 
And most idiots, politicians and historians and so forth, 
are idiots because they think in terms of kinematic con-
siderations. They think of ideas as spread kinematically 
from person to person, when most people don’t even 
know why they think what they think! Therefore, what 
they think, about what they think, is not a definition of 
their interest. Nor is it, above all, a definition of their 
behavior.  Mass  behavior  is  not  based  on  individual 
opinion. As Shelley illustrates in his concluding para-
graph of his A Defence of Poetry.

What  determines  all  processes  in  the  universe,  is 
what the ancient Greeks before Aristotle knew as dyna-
mis, which was revived in the last decade of  the 17th 
Century, as dynamics. And then you had people get fran-
tic about what Leibniz had done in presenting modern 
dynamics, and they invented a new name, a new mean-
ing, for dynamics, which is commonly used today, but 
which is worth nothing, it’s totally incompetent.

Dynamics indicates that the processes that govern 
humanity, are dynamic. They are characteristics of pro-
cesses, not reactions among things. They are not kine-
matic  in  any  sense.  They’re  dynamic—in  Leibniz’s 
sense; as Shelley describes mass behavior in the con-
cluding  paragraphs  of  his  A Defence of Poetry.  All 
human behavior is defined by mass behavior, and the 
role of  the individual  lies  in the relationship between 
individual behavior’s influence on mass behavior.

Mass behavior is dynamic. The individual acts not 
on the “I’m one individual,” and then another, and then 
another. The individual acts on the mass, the process. 
The relation is not concrete, it’s not particular; it’s dy-
namic. And dynamic means not particular. Kinematic 
interaction among things is not dynamics, contrary to 
people who don’t know any better and say so. So, there-
fore, that’s the process you’re looking at.

Now, human intelligence is dynamic, and the reason 
most musicians who try to sing fail, even when they’re 
well-trained, is because they don’t know dynamics. Dy-
namics is located in the action of the individual on the 
process.  The  process  is  primary.  The  individual  ex-
presses  the conscious element, of action, of  the  indi-
vidual with the process. For example, it is not the valid-
ity of ideas that determines what ideas will be accepted. 
In most societies, what they believe generally is wrong. 
And the innovations in ideas they make as processes are 
wrong, destructive.

So, therefore, the function is, the way in which the 
individual is able to influence a dynamic process. And 
that’s  the way  this  thing works. And  therefore, when 
you have a society which is based on positivist think-
ing: Just think, how many people who are professors in 
universities,  in  scientific  and  related  subjects,  or  any 
other subject, how do they teach? They teach the indi-
vidual as an object, or as an object in a kinematic pro-
cess, not a dynamic one.

And we know the universe  is organized by what? 
It’s organized by principles.

But the problem is, in modern European civilization, 
which is based on Sarpi’s teaching, and on the followers 
of Sarpi, most people deny the existence of dynamics. 
Why? Because, as you should know, every professor of 
sociology will  say,  there  are no principles  in  the uni-
verse, but we adduce from behavior what effects are fa-
vorable to our satisfaction, our greed, our lust. What it 
does for me. It doesn’t “do” anything, for me.

That’s it, isn’t it? That’s John Locke. That’s Adam 
Smith. That’s all of the British School. What dominates 
our universities today? The British school of sociology. 
It’s all the same. The disease is British sociology. The 
disease is liberalism, which is exactly what this means.

There is no principle in this society. Why is there no 
principle in this society? Because the rulers of society 
don’t want it. Because a principle would interfere.

Like  the  health-care  case,  right?  Obama’s  fascist 
Nazi health-care policy, for example: They say it’s for 
the good of the people. We’ve got to kill more people 
for the benefit of the people. That’s what he’s saying! 
Precisely. That’s kinematics. There  is no principle of 
humanity. There is no sacredness to human life. There’s 
no sacredness to the right to human life. There’s no sa-
credness to any human right. It’s all based on what the 
mass decides, the pestilence decides.

And that’s our problem.
So,  therefore, we have  the wrong conception, be-
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cause we don’t understand this process. That’s why we 
go at this question of cosmic radiation, as opposed to 
particulars. But, if you just think about it, think about 
how  many  professors,  and  so-called  experts,  always 
think  in  these  terms, as  if  it’s a kinematic  interaction 
among individual wills, and there is no principle except 
what  the  social  process,  by  this  statistical  process  of 
collisions, somehow determines. That the majority vote 
determines what’s right. Well, the majority voted for it. 
It’s right. That’s what they said in Nazi Germany! So, 
what’s  the  difference  between  people  who  support 
Obama, and Nazis from Germany? None. What’s  the 
difference between the British monarchy and the Nazis? 
None. As a matter of fact, the British monarchy created 
the Nazis, truth be known. But then the Nazis got out of 
control, and the British were unhappy about it. But then 
they adopted the policy. They killed the Nazis, but they 
adopted the policy, and said, “That’s mine! This is my 
sacred belief.”

That’s what the nature of the problem is, is that we 
have  not  yet  recognized  this  phenomenon.  Which  is 
what I’m working on now, with what they’re doing. Ev-
erything I’m doing, apart from what I do from day to 
day, is exactly that. This question, is to get clear what 
the nature of dynamics is, what’s wrong with positiv-
ism.  What’s  wrong  with  our  mathematicians.  Why 
mathematicians are not physicists. They may claim to 
be, but they’re not. And many times, I find a problem, 
where  a guy  says,  I’m a mathematician.  “You mean, 
you’re an incompetent. Or you play with yourself too 
much. You’re not doing anything physical, you’re play-
ing with yourself, for mental gratification.”

So, that’s the nature of the problem. This is one of 
these  areas  where  we’ve  come  to  a  time  in  history, 
where everything that we need to do, depends upon un-
derstanding the truth about this matter. What is man? 
What is the nature of society? The real control in soci-
ety comes from dynamics.

It works in an ordinary society, in the form of educa-
tion. What you must do in society, is educate the popu-
lation. What  you’re  trying  to  educate,  is  not  educate 
them to an opinion, but  to stimulate  them to  think  in 
ways which  improve  the dynamic which  is operating 
within  the  society.  It’s  what  they  take  into  consider-
ation.

For example, take a simple case. Let’s take the case 
of Haiti, the case of Haiti today.

What we decide to do on Haiti today, as a decision, 
and the considerations that come into place on the Hai-

tian question, whether we do it or not, determines what 
we are, doesn’t it? What the American people do, about 
the crisis faced by Haiti today, is the expression of the 
dynamic. If the United States, as a nation, rejects Haiti, 
and goes with Obama against the Haiti decision, as it’s 
doing,  that  is  a  rejection  of  humanity.  And  he’s  no 
damned good, for that reason.

Not that he’s no damned good because he does the 
wrong thing, or the wrong action. He’s no damned good 
because his contribution to the dynamic is evil. Because 
if your policy does not recognize the humanity of the 
people of Haiti, and the inherent human rights at stake, 
and the need to defend the cause of those human rights 
as a dynamic in society, then you’re evil. The President 
is evil. Right?

So, you want to do good? That doesn’t do it for you. 
Are you committed to influencing the dynamic which 
influences society, in such a way that you are impelled 
to make choices which correspond to what is right? And 
the problem with  the members of Congress  today  is, 
they don’t do that. They have other considerations: “I 
have loyalties to my constituency,” or “disloyalties to 
my  constituency,”  as  I  guess,  is  the  favorite  sport 
today.

So, that’s the problem. That’s the way I would put it; 
in that framework, is the most important thing, in dis-
cussing  the  question,  in  particular  the  question:  The 
framework in which we define what the problems are, 
and what the solutions are.

What Is Causality?
Freeman: This question comes from someone who 

is a leader of the Stanford group, but also was a former 
cabinet member. She’s an economist. She says:

“Lyn, we’re taught, for the most part, that any truly 
intelligible universal principles, and, I suppose, in that 
sense,  any  actual  truth,  doesn’t  exist.  Now,  it  would 
seem to me, in reflecting on it, that it is that very notion 
that underlies the whole idea of monetarism. And this 
has come up, in discussions of our group, in comparing 
monetarism to what you have called for in terms of a 
new economic system.

“But, the fact is, that monetarism—and that is really 
what we are all taught—is that reality can somehow be 
represented by an essentially statistical notion of value, 
and of monetary value.

“Now, the question that this raises, at least as I see it, 
is one of mathematics versus physics. For the most part, 
economists are trained in mathematics, and we are told, 
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in fact, we are ruled by the idea, that any eco-
nomic principle that we put forward, must be 
qualified mathematically.

“Now,  obviously,  the  physicist  takes  a 
very different approach. And one of the things 
that has become immediately apparent to us, 
is that your Triple Curve function (Figure 1) 
could never have been arrived at purely from 
the  standpoint  of  mathematics. Therefore—
and please understand we’re not trying to re-
place you, but we’re trying to figure out why 
it  is,  that you were able to do this, when no 
one else was. And somehow, it seems that it is 
in this area of mathematics versus physics, in 
dealing with questions of economy and of na-
tional economy,  that  the answer  lies. Would 
you comment?”

LaRouche:  Well,  of  course,  the  whole 
mathematical system of economics is a fraud 
inherently. And it was based on an imperialist 
system,  to  begin  with. And  it’s  against  hu-
manity.

Now, the question should be, is: What is 
causality? There is no concept of causality in 
a  mathematical  economics.  We  choose  one 
thing over  the other. What’s  the difference? 
Well,  someone  says  it’s  the  mathematical 
equation. Crap! That has nothing to do with it. 
It’s causality that’s important. And when we 
use  a  financial  system  which  is  statistical,  it  never 
works.

Why? Look, in no case in history, the known history 
of  mankind,  has  mathematics,  or  mathematical  eco-
nomics, ever succeeded in producing an improvement 
in the conditions of life. Never. So, mathematics has, in 
that sense, constantly failed, and will always fail.

What happens? First of all, look, you have to look at 
it from the standpoint of chemistry. Life processes and 
chemistry. In other words, you have to have an actual 
science,  and  there’s  no  science  in  mathematical  eco-
nomics. None. And the results are always bad. As the 
case  history  of  the  United  States  since  the  death  of 
Franklin  Roosevelt  shows. Always  wrong. American 
history.  Always  wrong.  History  of  Europe.  Always 
wrong.

We have the greatest perfection of mathematics per 
se, with no physics in it, which was introduced by re-
ductionism, especially since Alan Greenspan came into 
power, with these innovations. The greatest freedom of 

mathematics to test everything, without any difference 
for quality. The result has been the greatest catastrophe 
in all human history. So, any kind of mathematical eco-
nomics, as such, has been proven, again and again, to be 
a total failure.

Now, if you want to say a failure is a success, your 
measure of success, then mathematical physics is supe-
rior.

The fact of the matter is, you live in a universe which 
is essentially consonant with what  is defined by Ver-
nadsky’s  conception  of  the  three  qualitative  phase-
spaces of which existence is composed, at least experi-
mental areas: the non-living, living processes as such, 
and the human mind. Three different phase-spaces.

Now, what do we do? Mankind does not live natu-
rally. Mankind’s achievement is to be highly unnatural. 
I don’t want to encourage certain tendencies by that, but 
it’s unnatural in the sense of the typical ordinary physi-
cal  chemist  who  is  not  really  a  competent  physical 
chemist. What is the physical chemistry of the universe? 

FIGURE 1
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We have  the physical chemistry we  identify with  the 
non-living—that is, which has no antecedent as an or-
ganized  process.  Then  we  have  processes  which  are 
living processes  inherently, or  residues of  living pro-
cesses. Then we have humanity, which is not quite the 
same thing as any other form of living process.

So,  you  have  the  three  categories.  These  are  dy-
namic, they are universal and dynamic. They interact. 
The universe is a composite of interaction of these three 
phase-spaces, and everything that’s derived from it.

So now, how do we live? Let’s take a typical case of 
iron. How do we get iron? Well, we could get iron in 
many ways, hypothetically, but how do we actually get 
it? How have we gotten it in terms of the 18th and 19th, 
and 20th  centuries? We went  to  areas where  a  lot  of 
little animals and plants died. We went and we robbed 
their graves, for iron.

Now, iron is all over the planet. It’s a universal thing. 
But, why do we go and rob graves to get iron? As around 
the Great Lakes area—it’s one of the great deposits of 
iron. And we rob the graves of the little creatures that 
died there. That’s how we get iron. Why? Because the 
little creatures who used iron, as part of their biological 
process, would, when they died,  have left a concentra-

tion of iron in their little dead bodies. 
And you can go there and say a prayer 
over them, hmm?

So,  therefore,  we  found  the 
sources  of  the  richest  concentration 
of iron ores, for us, such as bog iron 
in the Jersey swamp, which is where 
the Revolutionary War got its metal, 
iron—from New Jersey, the bog iron 
swamp.

So, we concentrate on grave-rob-
bing of living processes, and we find 
that we go in, and we take the areas 
which have the richest concentration 
of  iron, which means  the  least heat, 
the  least  coal,  used  up  in  order  to 
refine the stuff, and we leave behind 
the  things  that  are not quite  as  effi-
cient, that consume too much power 
in order to reduce this thing to a form 
of usable iron.

Now  we  find  out  that  by  doing 
that, we tend to exhaust the richest re-
sources, of various kinds, left behind 
in the graveyards of various kinds of 

species. That’s how we get them. We have the Litho-
sphere, and on top of this, we have a Biosphere, which 
is developing. It selects certain materials in the environ-
ment; grabs  it,  takes  it  into  their bodies—food,  food, 
food, for this little creature. These things die, and they 
leave behind these deposits. And you go running around 
the world to find out what kind of species was loose in 
this area, and they will give you the best concentration 
of this kind of deposit from the Periodic Table.

But then—you’re using it up! Are you using it up? 
No, you haven’t diminished  the  total  iron  in  the uni-
verse, or on Earth. It’s still there, it’s still abundant. But 
it’s now dispersed! It’s not in graves you can rob any 
more. You have to go out and rob other graves, or you 
have to take other resources, and you have to get more 
powerful means of reducing resources, in order to make 
them equivalent to what had been the richest resources 
of this iron.

So,  the  essence  of  the  thing,  is:  For  humanity  to 
exist, several things are necessary. Humanity must in-
crease its power, measured in heat energy, or heat power 
per square kilometer, per square centimeter, or smaller. 
And by increasing our power, by increasing the energy-
flux-density of the power applied, we are able to make 

“How do we live?” LaRouche asked. Take the case of iron. How do we get it? From 
areas where a lot of little animals and plants died: We robbed their graves for iron. 
Iron is all over the planet, as around the Great Lakes area. Shown: the Hanna 
furnaces of the Great Lakes Steel Corp.; stockpile of coal and iron ore, Detroit, Mich.
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poor  resources, better  than what had been previously 
considered rich resources. To do that, we have to de-
velop infrastructure, a total systemic infrastructure. We 
have to develop an infrastructure which is able to orga-
nize the application of energy, power, in various ways, 
which makes it possible at various points in the Earth, 
to extract economically a raw material from the Peri-
odic Table, and to distribute it. Because you’re getting 
it here, and you want it over here. That requires a system 
of power to deliver this damned stuff.

So,  therefore,  you  can  take  the  increase  of  the 
energy-flux-density, per capita and per square kilome-
ter, of the planet, as a limiting consideration.

So now,  let’s  look at  economics,  from  that  stand-
point: Which is called the science of physical economy. 
Which,  in  its  modern  form,  is  based  on  the  work  of 
many scientists, especially  the  followers of Bernhard 
Riemann, such as Max Planck, such as Albert Einstein, 
and Vernadsky. That, is real economic science.

Now  then,  the  other  part  of  it—well,  it’s  not  just 
economics. It’s political, also. Because what kind of a 
political  system do you have, of coordination among 
people, to do all the various things, including distribu-
tion,  to  make  this  system  work?  Look  at  it  from  the 
standpoint of Vernadsky. Look at it from the standpoint 
of physical chemistry as defined by Vernadsky. What 
do you have to do in terms of organization of human 
activity, development of power systems, transportation 
systems, management  in general,  to make  this work? 
And to keep society progressing, and not deteriorating, 
entropically?

That’s physical chemistry!
Now,  let’s  take  those standards, and let’s measure 

the performance of an economy by that standard, that 
yardstick, and you have it. That’s the problem. You need 
a science of physical economy, which means that you 
do have to consider all these psychological and other 
things, because they’re  involved in  the way in which 
you bring about the organization of the efforts of soci-
ety, to solve this problem.

And it’s the same thing we’re going to go to indus-
trialize  the Moon, which  is one of  the easiest  chores 
before us, and how we’re going to get to Mars, in less 
than 300 days, and not end up as a piece of jelly—that’s 
going to make it difficult to control the machine to get 
back.

So,  therefore,  the  meaning  of  economics,  as  it’s 
taught,  is gibberish. And we know  it’s gibberish, be-
cause every time you use it, you end up in bad trouble.

So, you have to test things by their effects, but you 
have  to  choose  the  right  effect. You have  to find  the 
time-scale on which you have to measure the effect. So, 
there’s nothing scientific about what is taught as eco-
nomics today. What is taught is, how to behave, to make 
the bloodsuckers rich.

A Policy To Rescue Mexico
Freeman: The next question comes from a Mexi-

can Congressman. He is from the opposition party, the 
PRD:

“Mr. LaRouche, do you think that nuclear energy is 
the  only  thing  that  can  help  countries  as  a  source  of 
energy, or could it be nuclear in combination with other 
kinds of energy? Right now, nuclear energy is not being 
discussed for Mexico. No one seems to be talking about 
it. But we think that it’s a very good idea, and a very 
good alternative. For, among other reasons, the fact that 
it  produces  large  amounts  of  energy,  without  having 
any negative effect on climate change.”

LaRouche:  Don’t  worry  about  climate  “change.” 
Think about dollars. It’s not “change,” it’s dollars that 
count.

Look, we went through this, in Mexico, in the period 
of the 1970s, and early 1980s. I was personally involved 
with López Portillo, and other people, who made an at-
tempted revolution to save Mexico, in 1982. We would 
have saved Mexico, if we’d been allowed to.

Since the end of the López Portillo government, that 
October,  with  his  swan  song  at  the  United  Nations, 
Mexico  has  been  going  continuously  down  hill  ever 
since, from worse to worser. And best, worsest. Now, 
what were the plans, which were not necessarily López 
Portillo’s plans, for economic policy for Mexico, per-
taining to nuclear power, which are relevant?

Well, first of all, as you know, the most accessible 
areas of Mexico are along the coastlines, naturally. And 
therefore, you will tend to say, if you want to have an 
efficient economy, you’ve got to move the people out of 
the dust bowl, or the smoke bowl, which is the Mexico 
City area. You know, you sit up there, years ago even, 
it’s worse today: You sit up there and in the morning the 
filth is down. So, you can get up on the second story, or 
third story; you can breathe air. Down lower, it’s more 
difficult. By afternoon and evening, everybody is strug-
gling. It’s not fit to live in.

And  yet,  the  people  of  Mexico,  the  population, 
keeps  concentrating,  coming  into  this  great  bowl,  in 
this mountainous area, more and more population, suf-
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focating, and living with poorer and poorer standards, 
with less and less productivity, actual physical produc-
tivity. When you have all this territory of Mexico, most 
of  which  is  left  undeveloped.  I  mean,  it’s  a  territory 
which is useful.

For example, the Mexicans for many years have had 
this policy of these canals along the coastline of Mexico. 
The coastline, freshwater canals. Because the idea is, 
the  southern part of Mexico  is  rich  in water,  and  the 
northern part is rather not so rich in water, much worse. 
There is no significant railway connection directly be-
tween  Mexico  City  and  major  cities  on  the  northern 
coast.

So, therefore, what’s wrong? The efforts are going 
in the wrong place.

Now, the problem of going to the coastal areas, if 
you want to set up, as was planned then—Mexico had a 
plan  for  ten  nuclear  centers,  of  power  production,  at 
that point.  It was all  in  the plans,  it was ready to go. 
Well, the first thing is, the temperature at some times of 
the day, and certain times of the year, is not so nice. Not 
nice for human beings. And it promotes siestas, and you 
know what siestas may lead to. They may lead to sex, 
and things like that. Therefore, you don’t want too many 
siestas. You want people working.

Well, this means climate control. Now, climate con-

trol has many features, which involve 
things  like  water.  The  best  way  to 
have  natural  climate  control  is  to 
grow trees. So, grow trees. Trees will 
tend to absorb 10% of the solar indi-
cated  radiation,  up  to  that  level. 
Grasses,  poor  policy.  Grasses  and 
bushes, 1 to 2% at maximum.

So, the first thing you want to do, 
you want  to make a more habitable 
environment.  And  you  don’t  want 
solar  collectors,  nor  tax  collectors. 
You want natural  collectors, natural 
control of the environment, by trees. 
Rip up those solar collectors, we need 
trees! Same thing. So, therefore,    in 
buildings and structures, you would 
have air conditioning, in addition to 
trees.  You  build  in  forested  areas. 
Every place you can, you have a tree. 
You want nice climate control? Have 
a tree, as many trees as you can get. 
Find  the best ones  for  this purpose. 

They’re nice, anyway, to have.
So, anyway, get that. Now, in the areas of work, you 

control air conditioning. You have water purification. 
Suddenly, Mexico, areas that are considered unfavor-
able, [are made habitable] by sufficient water and suf-
ficient power—because you can handle the power more 
easily and more profitably along the coastlines than you 
can in the desert in the interior. Of course, the objective 
is not to offend the deserts, but to eliminate them. But 
that’s not to offend them. Because deserts aren’t people. 
They don’t have feelings. Trees may have feelings, but 
not deserts.

So, therefore, you want to transform a desert area, 
into a rich area of habitation, and so forth. So now, you 
use the areas which are the most profitable, in terms of 
energy policy, to develop habitable areas for the Mexi-
cans to get the hell out of that bowl of breathing that 
stuff  they have  to breathe every day  in Mexico City. 
Move out into areas where there’s employment, there 
are decent environmental living conditions, and use the 
areas which are cheapest for getting this effect, because 
of transportation factors, and so forth, and use that to 
develop  the  inland  desert  areas,  as  areas  suitable  for 
habitation.

Because  the  Mexican  population  has,  despite  all 
methods to the contrary, shown a tendency to increase. I 

Indymedia

The desperate, and worsening conditions of life in Mexico, as seen in this 
maquiladora along the Texas border, could be dramatically improved by the policies 
LaRouche has proposed, going back to the early 1980s. “The point is, you have to 
have a policy, you have to have sort of a love of a country, as I do for Mexico,” 
LaRouche stated.
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don’t know what it is they do, but they do something that 
they  increase  their  population. Maybe  it’s  the  lack of 
employment. Maybe if they had work producing other 
things, they wouldn’t be producing so many babies.

But  anyway,  that  being  the  case,  that’s  the  point. 
The point  is, you have  to have a policy. You have  to 
have sort of a love of a country, as I do for Mexico. I’ve 
been there enough, and so forth, you get a certain love 
of the country. So, you want the country, like a beloved 
friend, to prosper. And you want them not to have these 
deprivations, of undeveloped areas, where poor people 
are starving, and suffering with diseases and so forth, in 
undeveloped areas. And that’s the policy.

The only reason Mexico didn’t improve, as López 
Portillo intended, in 1982, there’s one reason—the Brit-
ish and  the Americans said “no.” They said, “Starve. 
We don’t like you to get too rich; you get too uppity, we 
don’t like that. Mexicans tend to be insolent, we don’t 
like that. You want to work? Go to the United States. 
You’ll  work  for  nothing,  but  don’t  worry,  you’ll  get 
work, huh? Don’t complain, you’ll get work.”

That’s the policy, isn’t it? Why adapt to that? Why 
don’t we recognize that we as nations, such as Mexico, 
have  an  interest  in  developing  the  minds  of  people. 
Don’t we feel ashamed every time we see people die in 
poverty in some part of the world, where the poverty is 
something we’ve helped to foster, because we support 
policies which do that? Why don’t we just coalesce, and 
combine the forces of patriots of various nations, to a 
common cause? To say that we have the technologies 
available to us to begin to make things better. And why 
don’t we just do that? And let each do it their own way, 
but let it be smart, and also do a little bit of consulting 
about what’s smart to do. That’s all. That’s important. 
The solution is that.

Mexico—after the defeat of López Portillo, Mexi-
cans became cowardly. It’s like that. I can tell you that 
as of, say, August of 1982, we had a cadre of the organic 
leadership of Mexico, which was already engaged in a 
commitment to a program which would have succeeded 
mightily,  and  would  have  changed  the  entire  hemi-
sphere from the north, from Canada, all the way to the 
southern tip of South America. We had it, we had an 
agreement among López Portillo, among the President 
of  Brazil,  among  the  government  of  Argentina,  and 
others,  to  implement  a  program  which  I  designed.  It 
would have worked just fine. But this came in the period 
following  the  Malvinas  War,  in  which  the  British 
Empire, and a bunch of British butt-kissers in the U.S. 

administration, prevented the proper action being taken. 
The United States should have kicked the British out of 
there. We didn’t do it.

But anyway, so therefore, these political failures—
and what happens is, people tend to respond to a politi-
cal failure as if it were a law of nature. “We don’t dare 
do that, we don’t dare get insolent about nuclear power 
in Mexico, because we got our fingers burned once, for 
trying it. And therefore, can’t we compromise, so the 
enemy doesn’t get too upset?” And then, we lose!

I think the world is in a state now, that I’m ready to 
go to war on this question: I’m going to stop losing!

Health Care as a Mission of Government
Freeman: With  recent developments  in Washing-

ton, as you can imagine, we have a lot of questions on 
health care. But, I’m going to take a question which I’ll 
read to you, which comes from a member of the audi-
ence, Ms. White. And she says, “Mr. LaRouche, I’ve 
recently discovered in my reading that concerning the 
large-scale  projects  and  policies  of  FDR,  that  health 
care reform was included—i.e., the building of hospi-
tals, training of health-care professionals, etc., was in-
cluded under the banner of infrastructure, and therefore, 
funded under the Federal credit initiatives, just as other 
infrastructure projects and policies were. I  found this 
fascinating, because I’m now beginning to realize that 
this must be exactly where health care should be,  in-
stead  of  the  scam  of  Nazi-type  health-care  policies 
dreamed up by Congress and the Obama EZ-Kill Ad-
ministration. Would you please comment on this?”

LaRouche: Well, this policy was partly a reflection 
of the experience of World War II, and also World War 
I, because of the massive warfare of the world wars of 
that period, which  included, actually,  the wars of  the 
1890s, as well as intermediate wars all over the place. 
Massive  warfare  of  a  protracted  type,  of,  you  know, 
five, ten years, that sort of thing, produced a problem in 
the wartime, as in both World War I and II, and in the 
immediate postwar period as a refraction of that. We, in 
the United States, had developed an excellent system, 
which is the military medical system, as a part of the 
medical  corps of  the United States. This  is  based on 
various institutions putting together a network of gen-
eral hospitals, and we had a structural organization of 
the entire medical care system, generally focused on the 
general hospital all the way down. So, right to the bat-
tlefield.

So you had from the battlefield, or any condition of 
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the troops, or the environment of the troops in any area, 
you had a response pattern all the way up to the general 
hospital and above. What we did in the postwar period 
is, you  look at what Roosevelt did, what Roosevelt’s 
policy was. And you take every county of the United 
States, like the local combat zone in Europe and so forth 
of the United States, and you have a system that goes 
through a chain reaction of institutions all the way up to 
the top.

And  the  whole  thing  is  a  single  organism,  which 
reacts as a single organism. Somewhere in the system, 
there is a means for dealing with every problem, some-
where in the system. And we try to make it as efficient 
as possible, from the standpoint of the aidesman who is 
out in the battlefield, who is picking up the wounded 
from the battlefield, and taking them to an emergency 
station. Transferring them quickly with emergency aid, 
and transferring to the next place, and the next place, 
and the next place. All the way up to the surgical hospi-
tal, the general hospital, and so forth. And it worked—it 
didn’t  work  perfectly,  but  the  system  as  an  idea 
worked.

All right, so what would we do? With the postwar 
period, we enacted  legislation which  is based on  this 

experience. Now, the motivation of the physi-
cians in the military was not money, not under 
wartime  conditions.  Money  ain’t  the  stan-
dard! Getting the job done is the standard, and 
a little pleasure on the side, also. They tend to 
do that, you know? They make up their own 
entertainment,  but  that’s  not  built  into  the 
table  of  organization. Actually,  the  table  of 
disorganization.  So,  that’s  all  there  is  to  it. 
That simple.

Now, what does that mean? The postwar 
period:  It  means  you  have  several  kinds  of 
doctors. in terms of the doctors. You have the 
doctor  who  is  independent.  How  does  he 
function? Well, he functions by relationship 
to a hospital, and in the Hill-Burton system, to 
the  county;  everything  is  from  the  county. 
There,  every  county  has  a  characteristic 
number of beds which are specified for  that 
county, and the types of care specified for that 
county. The system is for all kinds of things. 
Who pays for it? Well, the government pays 
for it; all kinds of things pay for it. But the job 
gets done. The doctor is independent.

Now,  what  we  had  is,  we  had  a  racket, 
called  malpractice  prosecutions.  First  up,  was  to  de-
stroy the Hill-Burton system, and that was to go with 
the HMO system. You brought  the  insurance compa-
nies in. Now, instead of having an HMO system, which 
was 2% overhead costs, you have now a system with 
30% and higher, overhead costs. You’re paying mostly 
for non-care. The malpractice insurance rates were used 
to jack up the insurance premiums paid by physicians 
and institutions. So, you put a lot of physicians out of 
business,  or  you  restricted  their  business  to  certain 
things which are considered high-risk areas, which car-
ried a bigger insurance premium.

So,  the campaign to emphasize malpractice  insur-
ance  compensation became a  racket  of  the  insurance 
companies, which  then moved  to  loot,  to destroy  the 
health-care system. So the obvious thing is clear. AIG 
makes the whole point clear; shut it down! Go back to 
Hill-Burton. Shut down the HMO system, and go back 
to our wartime experience, which is the same for educa-
tion and every other area,  in which state and Federal 
government are involved.

You have a need of  the society, a universal need! 
What do you do? The first thing you do, you set a pre-
mium on satisfying universal need. Health care, educa-

National Archives

The Hill-Burton-based health-care system, established in 1946, on FDR 
principles, came out of the World War II military medical system, a 
comprehensive system, from the battlefield to the general hospital. Shown: 
an underground surgery room, behind the front lines in the Pacific; an 
American Army doctor operates on a U.S. soldier wounded by a Japanese 
sniper, 1943.
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tion,  and  so  forth;  that’s  universal.  Now,  you  decide 
how  this  universal  system  is  going  to  be  organized. 
Who’s  going  to  control  the various  components,  and 
how are these components going to be linked together 
to get the net result? Who’s going to pay for it? How’s 
it going to be paid for? So, you organize that.

You create a national infrastructural, environmental 
system, in which various kinds of private and other in-
terests operate, professionally and otherwise, to get the 
job done. Like, you want freshwater in your town—the 
same thing. You want it out of the tap, not out of a bottle 
which comes from you know not where. Or who did it.

That’s the basic problem here, is to recognize that the 
government must operate on the assumption of meeting 
a mission of government, and a mission of government 
is something that can best be done by government, and 
can not be done competently in other ways. What you do 
is, you build this system into the normal functioning of 
society, as in the Hill-Burton health-care system: Private 
interests of all kinds are involved there, completely pri-
vate, autonomous, but they work on the basis of a rela-
tionship which is organized and specified.

Everybody has a place to go. If you’re unemployed, 
there’s a place to go. If you’re starving, there’s a place 
to go. If you’ve got a disease, there’s a place to go, or 
have someone come to you. It’s all organized. Which 
means that we decided that humanity has a universal 
right to a certain kind of assistance, or a certain kind of 
this  sort  of  thing.  Has  a  right,  and  we  say  society  is 
going  to  provide  it. And  then,  we’ll  work  it  out. We 
want the private initiative—we want it, but we want to 
find a place for it in the system, where it can be fostered, 
promoted. And that’s what we lack right now. Only, we 
had it: The  idea of  the emergency of  the Depression, 
coming out of this terrible thing.

Look what Presidents we had! We had the murder-
ous Theodore Roosevelt, a real bum. Woodrow Wilson, 
a degenerate Ku Klux Klan fanatic, a real bum. Coolidge, 
a bum. Hoover, a bum. We got Roosevelt. Roosevelt 
died; we got a bum, Truman, worse than a bum. We got 
Eisenhowever, who was no longer a general in warfare, 
who  was  “Eisenhowever.” And  Kennedy,  they  killed 
him, to get him out of the way. Johnson, they terrified 
into submission. We don’t know what, never did find 
out what some of the other guys were. Poor Carter, he 
was just a thing that they dangled with.

So, that’s the situation. We’ve had in our experience 
as a nation—and we also can borrow some experience 
from other nations—we have an understanding of how 

to organize a society as a system. We know exactly why 
and how we base ourselves at the same time on private 
initiative. Because we want creativity! We want uncon-
trolled creativity in a certain sense. There’s no restric-
tions on it, as long as there’s nothing wrong with doing 
it. We want it. So we make it comfortable and easy to do 
that. That’s all.

There’s nothing problematic. Roosevelt was taking 
us in the direction, with his emergency reforms and his 
intention for the postwar period, so we did exactly that. 
Hill-Burton was one of  the benefits  that  came out of 
that. And those are the models. And if we get back to 
government which recognizes these benefits and expe-
rience, we’ve got a pretty good idea of how to go about 
dealing with the problems now.

Housing Foreclosures: A Systemic Risk
Freeman: Okay, we have time for two more ques-

tions. One is a question from a state official, on matters 
of housing, and I’m asking the question, because he is 
something of an expert on questions of housing. And 
the  other  question  comes  from  outside  the  United 
States.

On the question of housing: “Lyn, as you know, I 
was an early supporter of the HBPA [LaRouche’s Hom-
eowners and Bank Protection Act of 2007], and the op-
position to the HBPA seemed to be absolutely irratio-
nal. A different policy was adopted, as we all know, and 
that  policy  has  unquestionably  been  a  total  failure. 
However, the argument that comes out of Washington 
is that actually, it has not been a failure. And that, indeed, 
during  the  course  of  the  last  month  or  two,  property 
values have, for the most part, increased.

“But  I  have  some  information  that  I  think  makes 
clear  why  these  people  pursued  the  irrational  policy 
that they did in opposing the HBPA. Today, we are told 
that there are 7 million homes that are eligible for fore-
closure. That number is arrived at, by looking at home 
mortgages that are six months or more in arrears. On 
top of that, there are, as far as we have been able to as-
certain, at least another 12 million homes that are three 
months in arrears or more. These homes have not yet 
been foreclosed on, but it should be clear to everyone 
that the reason for that has nothing to do with Obama 
Administration  policy,  and  it  has  nothing  to  do  with 
concern for those almost 20 million homeowners.

“The only reason that banks have not foreclosed on 
these 20 million, is their fear of the effect of the intro-
duction of these almost 20 million homes into the hous-
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ing market, and the effect that it will have on property 
values. This has now become known as the ‘shadow’ 
real estate market. And the fact is, that in terms of its 
overall magnitude, it does indeed pose a systemic risk. 
This, in fact, is some of the reasoning that went into op-
position to HBPA, and it is in fact, what underlies the 
so-called  ‘success’ of  the Obama housing program.  I 
wanted to share this with you, because I think it’s an-
other feature of why the HBPA was opposed, and was 
wondering if you’d like to comment.”

LaRouche: First of all, I dealt with this on the 25th 
of July of 2007. The whole system was coming down, 
and I said so, and we designed legislation. Now, the leg-
islation would have worked, because the idea was to, 
essentially, suspend the—first of all, the whole market, 
real  estate market, was highly overinflated. The  esti-
mated value of this housing was often far beyond any 
fair estimate of value. But people had been sucked into 
it, and they were sucked into it on the basis of an easy 
credit situation. At the same time, we were faced with 
the fact that the entire system was coming down, and it 
has come down. But it’s come down on the people, not 
on the normal economy—it’s come down on the people.  
It was a swindle. It was going from an already hyperin-
flated system under the Federal Reserve System, to a 
more hyperinflated system, which is now in a process of 
general breakdown.

So, in a period like this, we come back to actually 

human values. I said, “Put a freeze on the whole thing. 
Just put a freeze on it. Let people buy out, and buy and 
sell properties if they want to, at risk. If they want to. 
But we’ve got to freeze this thing until we get the econ-
omy back in shape, where we can have some kind of an 
estimate of what value is.

So,  we  came  up  with  the  Homeowners  and  Bank 
Protection Act, which is, in a sense, an intent to re-estab-
lish a Glass-Steagall system for the United States. There 
was no way in which you could micro-manage this prob-
lem.  There’s  no  system  of  micro-management  that 
would work. You had to take drastic emergency action.

The  idea  is, we’re not going  to have communities 
destroyed, we’re not going to have families destroyed. 
We’re going to stop it. We’re just going to freeze it. And 
if somebody doesn’t like it, fine. But we’re going to pro-
tect the banks from the repercussions of freezing these 
mortgages, until we can straighten the mess up. So, we 
protect the homeowners and the banks, simultaneously.

That obviously means that the next step, is to take a 
Glass-Steagall system, legislation, and just go through 
this  thing,  and  take  everything  that  smells  like Alan 
Greenspan and call  it  trash!  In other words, pare  the 
economy down to what is a  manageable level of doing 
business day-to-day.

A questioner raised the fact that an 
additional 20 million American 
homeowners face foreclosure 
during 2010. LaRouche recalled 
that, in the Summer of 2007, he had 
proposed his Homeowners and 
Bank Protection Act, which could 
have avoided this tragedy. Now, 
nothing short of a global Glass-
Steagall will work. Shown: one of 
millions of foreclosed homes across 
the country; LaRouche Youth 
Movement organizing in 
Philadelphia, in May 2008, for the 
HBPA.
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Then, having done so, to get this thing under con-
trol, then introduce a program, which was my other part 
of the program: go back to what I’d attempted to do in 
saving  the  auto  industry.  The  auto  industry  actually 
contained the heart of our machine-tool capability, to-
gether  with  the  aircraft  industry  and  so  forth.  We 
couldn’t let it go down. These sons-of-bitches wanted 
to shut it down, as they have done. I said, “No!” We take 
the  existing  auto  manufacturing  industry,  we  put  it 
under a certain kind of freeze. We take the floor space 
and the activity, and we save it. The floor space and ac-
tivity required to produce automobiles, which we will 
produce, should be kept in operation, period. Take the 
burden of the part that is not productive, but is valuable 
floor space and skill, and townships, cities, and give it a 
new assignment in what it’s good for.

What we called the automotive industry before this 
crowd  destroyed  it,  its  remains,  in  2005-2006,  were 
communities  and  productive  potentialities  in  popula-
tions and places, which historically had been the basis 
of  the  wartime  mobilization  of  the  United  States  for 
World War II! We could make railroads! We made air-
planes! We made everything! We made tanks, we made 
everything.

And what was the heart of it? A machine-tool-design 
factor. The center of the auto industry is machine-tool 
design, which goes all the way up in terms of skill. Down 
to the development of the design of the product, which 
is manufactured on the factory floor and so forth. We 
had millions of square feet of empty floor space, owned 
by  the  automobile  companies,  which  could  be  trans-
ferred to projects we needed, like a new railway system, 
other things, and systems we could develop. They de-
stroyed it! They have destroyed the whole thing!

And that’s the question. The challenge then was, we 
had to put the whole thing through reorganization, Fed-
eral reorganization under emergency conditions. Keep 
these  things,  this  floor  space  occupied;  keep  these 
people working. They’re going to produce automobiles; 
we’ll  produce  automobiles  on  that  floor  space  with 
those  people.  The  machine-tool-design  people,  the 
other skilled people living in townships here and there, 
who are also associated with this floor space.

We’re  going  to  do  projects  there  which  we  need. 
We’re going to build railway systems, we’re going to 
build other systems. We have systems we need, all kinds 
of systems. We’re going to build them! We’re going to 
create  credit  for  building  them.  And  building  these 
things that are useful is going to increase the national 

economy. That’s going to pay for doing it.  We’ve got to 
create Federal credit in order to get the credit there, in 
order to be able to get these things to work.

Well, these SOBs destroyed it all. And they should 
be punished! At least they should be humiliated.

And so, it’s what we have to do now. It’s what the 
world has to do now. We have to create—we have all 
kinds of requirements. China has tremendous require-
ments;  India  has  requirements;  Russia  has  require-
ments, all kinds of requirements. The need for develop-
ment, as in Africa, is enormous. It’s all good. All this 
development can be paid back, in the sense that it will 
be productive. If it’s productive, it means that you can 
afford it, because it’s going to give something to society 
that you otherwise wouldn’t have, which is needed. It’s 
going to increase the productive powers of labor. So, do 
it! That’s the business of investment. Do it! Make sure 
it’s productive, and the proceeds of increased produc-
tivity will take care of the cost.

But you have to have a government system of credit 
which mediates that process. And that’s what we still 
have to do today; there’s no change from that. We have 
to go back a few years, and everything I said we should 
have done a few years ago, we go back and do it. And 
we make the guys who should have done it, and stopped 
it, do it. They spoiled it, they should fix it.

Prepare for Earthquakes:  
Build Infrastructure!

Freeman: The last question comes from Chile, and 
I  think  that  people  know  that,  very  shortly  after  the 
earthquake  that destroyed Haiti hit,  the  largest  earth-
quake ever recorded, as I understand it, hit Chile. And 
actually,  there  was  another  massive  earthquake  there 
during their Presidential inauguration just a couple of 
days ago. This question was submitted by Marcelo Ru-
bilar, from Puerto Montt, Chile, but it’s a question that 
applies not only to Chile, but gets to some of cultural 
issues that Lyn has addressed in general, so I thought it 
would be a worthwhile question to entertain before we 
ended.

And he says: “Mr. LaRouche, I’d like you to com-
ment  on  the  psychological  effects  that  populations 
suffer under extraordinary circumstances, such as the 
8.8 magnitude earthquake, which we just experienced 
here  in Chile. What  should sane citizens do  to  try  to 
maintain  calm,  and  from  there,  proceed  with  some 
emergency plan  to  restore  a  basic  economic  system? 
That is certainly what we face now in Chile, but which 
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many people all across the globe face under different 
circumstances.”

LaRouche: Well, first of all, it’s a scientific prob-
lem, but there’s also a general policy question.

Normally—and this is really an impressive kind of 
earthquake scale—but normally, humanity knows this 
is true of the planet. The planet can produce some very 
nasty effects. We try to anticipate them, and deal with 
them if we’re bright, and to fix them, if it happens.

What’s happening now is, people are saying there is 
no money available to develop the resources for dealing 
with these kinds of problems. So, that’s the problem. Es-
sentially, it’s a disregard for what should be principles of 
humanity, principles of development. We’re not sending 
the money. We’re not generating it. We don’t care.

I think the more appropriate case to look at, because 
it illustrates the thing more clearly than Chile does—
what  illustrates  the  problem  most  clearly  is  Haiti. 
What’s important is not so much the scale of the shock 
effect. What the important thing is, is that the level of 
the shock in Haiti, when looking around the planet at 
comparable levels of shock, earthquake shock, Haiti is 
much worse. Why? Poverty. Neglect.

Look  at  the  case  in  California. And  the  case  is  a 

comparable case, in a sense. It’s not the magnitude of 
Chile,  but  look  at  it.  Look  at  the  number  of  deaths, 
 casualties and other things, in the California quakes, as 
compared with Haiti. What’s the difference? Infrastruc-
ture!

Therefore, the problem here is, we should, when we 
know have an earthquake zone, we should anticipate 
that it’s an earthquake zone, and increase our standards 
and  increase  our  ability  to  produce  to  deal  with  that 
kind of problem. To avoid putting people at risk and to 
build systems that can withstand this kind of problem. 
And better research, better understanding, better fore-
casting, which is still weak. That’s what we have to do; 
that’s what we would do.

The problem now, is the answer you get is, “There’s 
no money for this. How can we spend money for this, 
when there is no money for this. We have to pay all this 
money to these swindlers! And we can’t pay the swin-
dlers, if we do to fix these things.”

I am for shutting down the City of London and Wall 
Street. I think if we have to give up something, which is 
superfluous, something we can not afford at this time, it 
is London and Wall Street. We just can not afford these 
things any more. “Sorry, buddy, but people come first.”
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