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IBirLaRouche Webcast

Change Is aComin’

Lyndon LaRouche presented this webcast address on
June 26, in Northern Virginia. It was chaired by his na-
tional spokeswoman Debra Freeman. His keynote
speech was followed by a nearly three-hour dialogue
with participants. (The entire webcast is archived at
http://archive.larouchepac.com/node/ 14982 and ques-
tions 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,and 10).

Debra Freeman: ...The cascading crises, that are
exploding all around us, really must be addressed, and
it’s clear that there is no one who is willing or capable
to do that, outside of Mr. LaRouche. We need only look
at the events of the past 24 to 48 hours, where a House-
Senate conference committee produced, for passage by
both houses of Congress, a financial “reform” bill that
could only be described as anal rape of the U.S. popula-
tion. And we were talking earlier, and I commented,
that to talk about loopholes in this bill, is like talking
about anal rape as “overenthusiastic sex.”

At the same time that that outrageous move was
taken, on behalf of Wall Street and their masters in
London, Harry Reid saw fit to withdraw a bill that
would have extended unemployment, and other bene-
fits, for more than 2 million Americans.

And then, of course, last night, what we saw in the
great state of —or at least once-great state of Texas, the
Texas Democratic Party chose to call the police on
Kesha Rogers! Who is the duly elected Democratic
candidate for Congress there. And who is one of the few
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people in the United States who is standing up and de-
fending the U.S. population.

And there is so much more that could be said, but,
really, with these crises being just a little tiny taste of
what we are facing nationally and globally, Lyn’s pres-
ence here today, is truly a gift. And therefore, I would
ask you to join me in welcoming him back to the U.S.

Lyndon LaRouche: We are at the point that what
used to be called forecasting, is about to be called “hind-
casting,” because we are near the breaking point of the
entire system. And I shall begin what I have to say
today, by some discussion of the subject of forecasting,
at which I’'m probably the world’s leading expert.

Because, I've made actually a limited number of
forecasts. People try to count the number I’ve made, but
I have made relatively few actual forecasts, as units. I
have, at other times, commented on a forecast I’ve
made, in terms to bring people up to date on that fore-
cast. But there are actually a limited number of fore-
casts that I’ve actually developed, and the particular
forecasts that I've given from time to time, are simply
updates of an outstanding forecast which I’ve made
before.

We’re now at a new kind of crisis, because we now
have almost freed ourselves from the ability to rely on
money. Money has become almost worthless. And
you’re going to see, what we’re in now; we’re in, right
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POLITICAL ACTION COMMITTEE

“My view is that you have to stimulate other people to become creative. We’re all going to
die. So what’s our purpose? Our purpose is to stimulate people who are going to come after
us, to continue this process of creativity. And to adopt missions, and to make discoveries of
new missions, which mean that mankind is going to continue to live in the universe.”

now, one of the worst depressions in world history, cer-
tainly in Trans-Atlantic history; the worst depression is
now occurring.

And, in terms of the amount of money in circula-
tion, only a relatively very small part of the amount of
money in circulation, is actually involved in production
and trade, including consumption. That is, the physical
consumption of the population, the physical consump-
tion of industries, and everything else, compared with
the amount of money which is out there, which is being
bailed out and multiplied at a great rate, while indus-
tries are closing, communities are shutting down, and
the Congress, of course, as Debbie said, they have now
condemned 2 million people—2 million people in the
United States have been condemned to lose their unem-
ployment compensation. And this is going to happen
beginning next week and over the coming couple of
weeks, into July.

Now, this is not going to have a good effect on the
reputation of the Members of Congress, or we may call
them the dis-members of Congress, is a better term for
them. But we’ve got to the point that you have to real-

July 16,2010 EIR

ize, that the idea of counting an
economy in terms of money, is
rather idiotic! Here you have an
actual shrinking of the income
and expenditures involving
goods, and essential services,
and you have the mere circula-
tion of gambling money!

So this is like, you're playing
“Monopoly,” and a guy comes
in, and he’s got a few dollars in
his pocket, and he’s in there to
gamble, and the gambling is
going on in trillions of dollars.
Actually worldwide, we’re talk-
ing about a circulation of mone-
tary aggregate in the order of
magnitude of hundreds of tril-
lions of dollars, as against the
actual, shrinking amount, of cur-
rency which is actually in circu-
lation, in what are really product
commodities.

But, if you eliminate the cat-
egory of financial speculation
currency, which like a giant
game of the board game “Mo-
nopoly,” with artificial money, synthetic money, which
is not money—play money! And what you have out
there, is play money, in the name of financial deriva-
tives, is the real money that’s growing and increasing.
The actual money that’s in circulation for goods and
services is shrinking; and the shutting down of commu-
nities, of cities and towns and states, which is now hap-
pening at a rapid rate, is the reality.

So now, you can no longer try to measure an econo-
my’s performance for a nation, in terms of money. You
have to think about fake money, which is the greater part
of this thing, and the real money is shrinking! As the em-
ployment, the production, the investment, and every-
thing else is shrinking. And many of the things that are
bought, are actually—most of the price is worthless.

So therefore, no longer can you say, that “I have stud-
ied money. I went to college and I studied money, and I
learned about all these rules about circulation of money!”
Now, only an idiot still talks about money, in that way.
Because most of the money out there, not only should be,
but must be, cancelled! And the only way you can do
that, either in the United States, or Europe, in particular,
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is by a Glass-Steagall reform, of exactly a carbon-copy
of what Franklin Roosevelt put in, in 1933.

Anything which differs from the Roosevelt 1933
Glass-Steagall Act is a fraud! And it is a condemnation
of humanity! Because what we have to do is get rid of
this money! Not all the money, but money has got to
pass a test. It’s got to pass a lie detector test. “Are you
real? Prove you’re real!” Oh, we have a very simple test
for reality on money: The money that qualifies for cir-
culation, under a Glass-Steagall standard, will be treated
as real. Any money which does not satisfy a Glass-
Steagall standard is essentially going to disappear!

Now, this means, essentially, that you will still have
banks in the United States, but the amount of capital
they list, will be shrunken. Greatly shrunken. Most of
the money that is now listed in the financial institutions
of Europe and the United States, in particular, will be
sitting out there looking for a home. And there will be
no homes for it, under a Glass-Steagall rule. You will
have all these financial institutions, which do not meet
a Glass-Steagall standard, or the portions of banks that
do not meet a Glass-Steagall standard, will be simply
allowed to die! Because the reality is, that they’re only
Monopoly money—see it’s not even paper Monopoly
money any more! It’s electronic. And it breeds auto-
matically! Oh, it does breed automatically!

Money breeds automatically, in this area. How?
Well, look at these automatic bids, the automatic bids
on the financial markets, where people bid and make
contracts, and the contract is now made contingent on
somebody else’s contract! You make a contract, which
is a speculative contract, and your speculative contract
is based on what somebody else is supposedly doing
with their speculative contract. So what happens then,
it’s one of those “if ... then...” kind of agreements.

So the money, the fictitious money, is bubbling up at
greatrates. So what you have to do, is destroy the worth-
less money. Destroying the worthless money is going to
mean the major financial institutions of the Wall Street
type inside the United States, and outside, are going to
be wiped out.

Now, people will say, “But you’re going to wipe out
the money!” “Yes, exactly, fellow, you’ve got the idea
now!”

We’re not going to wipe out all money. We have a
blood test, for legitimate and non-legitimate money: If
it’s actually money, as money was intended, by the
United States, from the beginning, then, okay, that’s
good money, and that will be treated with respect.
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The Worst Crisis in 7,000 Years

But then, we’re going to have a problem. We're
going to find out that many of the banks we will save
with a Glass-Steagall reorganization—and it will be an
instant one; it’ll be the kind of thing that Franklin Roos-
evelt did with the bank holiday. That’s the way it will
work. If it doesn’t work, don’t worry about the United
States; it won’t exist any more. Nor will most of the
world. Either Glass-Steagall, or most of the world is not
going to exist. We are at the worst breakdown crisis, in
all organized history.

There may be some earlier parts of history we don’t
know much about, and therefore, we can’t take that into
account so much. But we can take into account what we
know of actual history, especially over the past 6 or
7,000 years or more: And this is the greatest crisis of
humanity, on a global scale, in 7,000 years of history.
And it’s happening right now. It’s happening this
Summer. We’re on the verge of a total breakdown of
everything. Right now.

Therefore, a Glass-Steagall, right now, is urgent,
both for the United States, and for Europe. Other parts
of the world can deal with it. That is, actually India’s in
better shape, relatively speaking; China, on this ac-
count, is in somewhat better shape.

But in the Trans-Atlantic community, the Trans-
Atlantic economies, they are all about to go—dead!—
in the collapse of the greatest bubble, in terms of per-
capita relative ratios, in all human history, all known
human history. And it’s happening this Summer! It’s in
process, now!

If the present laws and behavior, in the Trans-Atlan-
tic community of nations, continue, by the end of
Summer, you will not have economies in the Trans-
Atlantic community.

That means, of course, that we have to get rid of this
President. And it’s easy to do: Tell him to quit. Just like
Nixon quit. Nixon had a warning, that the Congress was
ready to vote him out, for impeachment. And Mr. Nixon,
who was much saner, listened to that word from the
Congress, and said, “Okay, I'm quitting.” Because by
quitting, he avoided a lot of criminal charges that might
have come, if he’d actually been impeached, because
he’d done some things that were not nice. And therefore,
if he’d been impeached, that “not nice” factor would
have clicked in, and the crimes that his Administration
had committed, and everyone in his Administration who
was convicted for those crimes, would lie on his door-
step. He would have spent the rest of his life in prison.
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Franklin Roosevelt’s inauguration as President, on March 4, 1933, took place in the
midst of a bank panic. By June 16, Congress passed the Emergency Banking Act,
which included Glass-Steagall, to separate commerical from investment banking.

Shown: a run on the D’Auria Bank in New York City in 1933.

So he decided to quit while the going was good.

And you have the same thing now. Obama: You
don’t really have to impeach him. You have to just pass
through a quick vote of impeachment, and let him know
it’s surely coming, and he’s going to scamper. And
we’ve got all the necessary evidence available in of-
fenses by his Administration. And in the case of a Pres-
idential Administration, where you have systemic of-
fenses, that is, where it’s no longer a question of whether
the President actually “said this,” or did not; the fact
that the President has condoned it, means that he’s
bought into all his close associates and their institu-
tions. And if they’ve committed a crime, he’s commit-
ted a crime; that is, his Administration has committed a
crime. And the only way people can get off, from crim-
inal charges, under impeachment conditions then, is for
him to quit now, and the whole bunch of rascals, to quit
real fast! That’s the only way to deal with this thing.
And we’ve got to have that, hopefully this Summer!

I’ve got a birthday coming up on Sept. 8. I'd like to
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have a United States functioning, to
celebrate my 88th birthday!

Stick to the Constitution

Now, with this situation in money,
that means that all of you who have
been thinking about forecasting, and
making investment decisions and
things like that, no longer work ac-
cording to the kind of rules to which
we’ve been accustomed unfortu-
nately, during the past year or so!
Therefore, we have to think in new
terms. No different than our Consti-
tution—our Constitution’s fine, that’s
fine. Best one around; stick to it. Best
Constitution any nation has, despite
the way it’s ignored. Just enforce it. It
covers practically everything we
need to know about getting through
this crisis. Just have to apply it. And
don’t listen to London. Because their

EEE 'i:bm howls and their screams are going to

-.....-'-‘i."-—_-
be unbearable.

So therefore, we have to think
about real economy, which means
physical economy. And for us, the fi-
nancial reorganization, the physical
reorganization of the United States
through a Glass-Steagall application, opens the gate for
now deciding what we’re going to do about organizing
an efficient physical economy. This involves things that
most of you probably have never thought about. Be-
cause everyone assumes that, when you’re talking about
economy, you’re talking national economic policy, that
you're talking about financial policy, you're talking
about it in financial terms.

Now, the only trick here is, that as long as your
actual product is increasing more rapidly than your
income, your financial income, you’re in good shape.
The economy is growing relative to the baseline of what
your system of prices was before. What we have to
worry about is physical economy.

Now, we don’t have, really, much of a physical econ-
omy any more. We shut down our automobile industry,
we shut down nearly everything. We’re shutting down
municipal services, throughout the nation. We have a
vast number of unemployed people who desperately
need employment, and incomes with that, and who are
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going to need emergency assistance to
carry them over until they can get back on
a regular job sort of employment, or the
equivalent employment. So therefore, we
have to think about what our policy should
be.

I’ve written, now, a piece which is
going to print this weekend (see Feature),
which covers a certain amount of what
has to be done. This is the first of a series
of reports which I shall publish, or write
and publish, during the coming weeks,
which covers a new conception of how to
organize an economy on a physical basis.
Because, we have entered a period where
many of the old ideas we used to have
about physical economy, or the practice
of physical economy, no longer work.
Because new considerations have to be

creative commons

The generation of those under 25 is largely unskilled and unqualified for useful

taken into account, and therefore, I have
to do my work as a physical economist
and define the principles of physical
economy, under which we must operate,
in organizing such things as, not only this recovery, but
what has to be done on a global scale over the remain-
der of this present century.

And the goal of this century is a scientific-driver pro-
gram, which is designed to solve the problems, many of
which do not have known answers presently; crucial
problems, in moving human beings, safely, from the
Moon, to Mars orbit, and descent. And the problems are
serious, but they are inherently soluble, even though we
have not yet discovered many of the required solutions.

So, we’re talking about what? You’re talking about,
if you count generations in the United States, or West-
ern Europe, as being approximately what they are today,
75 years or so, should be a normal level of social plan-
ning, in terms of goals to be realized, in terms of human
life. So we’re talking about, essentially, we’re talking
about 75 years. We’re talking about three generations,
the three coming generations.

Most of the population of the United States, and of
Western Europe, has, since the death of President Ken-
nedy—or his assassination, at the convenience of the
British Empire—since that death, we have been losing
the competence for production and other things, of our
population. Today, we do not have a labor force, which
is qualified in terms of skill or mental competence, for
what we could have expected, as normal, for our soci-
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work: “They’re not competent; they don't have the attitude; they don’t have the
intellectual development; they don’t have the commitment to being serious,
which is required for honest work,” LaRouche stated.

ety, our adult population, back at the time that Kennedy
was assassinated.

We have a current generation, under 25, in which a
very small portion of that generation is actually quali-
fied for doing any kind of useful work! We’re going to
have to employ them, we’re going to have to bring them
into the economy. But, they’re not competent: They
don’t have the attitude; they don’t have the intellectual
development; they don’t have the commitment to being
serious, which is required for honest work. They have
almost no intellectual development; they’re living in la-
la-land, someplace, or on drugs, or degeneracy of some
kind. They’re not really qualified to exist! That’s not
their fault, as such. It’s what we did to them, by allow-
ing what has been done to them, since the assassination
of Kennedy.

So therefore, we have to say, “We’re going to have to
get people who are qualified to work, urgently back to
work, to employment which involves emphasis on skill
and technological progress. And scientific progress.”

Now, we don’t have the industries any more!
They’ve been destroyed, successfully! We’ve gone
from industries to the Bushes! And now, to worse, this
Obama-land.

So in this process, since the assassination of Ken-
nedy, the United States has been sliding, down, down,
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down, down. And the quality of the population, that we
had per capita then, does not exist any more now. We
have lost the industries, we have lost the infrastructure,
we no longer have an automobile industry and what that
represented. Because the automobile industry was not
just for making automobiles—that was a big mistake.
We went too far with automobiles. They shouldn’t have
taken away the railroads. They shouldn’t have taken
away mass transit. They shouldn’t have concentrated
people in super-large cities, and left whole parts of the
United States to slip into decadence.

We need smaller cities. We need cities which are,
generally, not in excess of more than 1 or 2 million pop-
ulation. Preferably smaller. You want a city in which
people can get to work, even by walking, or by avail-
able, convenient transit, within 15 minutes or so, each
way, each day.

You need a decentralized/centralized conception of
economy: You have a centralized economy in terms of
purpose and cooperation. You connect it by power sys-
tems, by water systems, by mass transit systems in gen-
eral, so that the country functions conveniently for
people. You don’t try to fly people a distance of 1,000
miles—it’s a mistake, generally. With high-speed mass
transit, especially of the magnetic levitation type, we
can get people from one place to the other, within a
thousand-mile radius, much quicker than we can by air!
We now have the ability to go over 300 miles an hour,
in terms of mass transit, railway transit. Safely and se-
curely. We have the development of improved mag-
netic-levitation systems which are not wheel systems,
not wheel-rail systems, but magnetic levitation.

We should have been going in that direction a long
time ago. We were capable of doing that. But what we
did, with the end of the war, and under Truman, we
began shutting down mass transit! First, by letting it
decay. In the case of Los Angeles, for example, they had
a system—they shut it down! You know why you get
bad traffic jams in Los Angeles? They shut down the
rail system, the intracity rail system, which was much
more efficient. So we need mass transit.

We have a stinking water problem. You know, we
have to drink water. At my age, you should take at least
three liters of water a day. As you get older, you dry out
more rapidly, and if you’re going to be functional, you
have to take in more water than you do when you’re
younger, and juicier!

So, we do require a mass transit system, we require
water systems, as well as these other kinds of systems.
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And so what we have to do, is, we’re going to organize
our economy; the leading end of our economy is going
to be infrastructure.

What Is Infrastructure?

Now, infrastructure is not what most people think
infrastructure is. I'll give you an example from the thing
I’ve written, for example:

When you start with European civilization, which
essentially starts in the Mediterranean, the Mediterra-
nean culture was largely an offshoot of Egyptian cul-
ture. And then you had other areas of the Mediterranean
developed. Now, the power in the Mediterranean was
navigation power: These were cultures, whose nature,
in terms of their development of astronomy—remem-
ber, astronomy was developed, how? Astronomy was
developed by trans-oceanic navigation. Because we
had, for about 100,000 years, or two groups of 100,000
years, we had on this planet, we had a great glaciation.
More ice cubes than you can count—piled higher and
higher. So where did man live, when the northern part
of North America, Europe, Eurasia, was covered with
ice, most of the time, and to great depths? How did we
live?

Well, you find that there were cultures living in
Africa and so forth, but they weren’t developing very
much, because they were not faced with the challenge
of—ice cubes. So, how did civilization develop? Well,
for example, under the glaciation period, you had a
rather warmer climate in the Arctic than you have today.
There was a change in nature of the climate. It was a
time when the Bering Strait was not open, and there-
fore, you had a different kind of climate throughout the
system, for about 100,000 years at a crack. So how did
people live?

Well, we know how they lived, because we know
about navigation. And we know how you navigate,
using stellar systems. Look at that map up there: It’s
called a star display, a star show, hmm? And how do
you navigate by that? And why do you navigate by the
star system? You have to get from one place to another
place, which is, say, 1,000, 2,000 miles distance. You
may be coming from the Arctic, where you go in the
Summertime; you’re largely a maritime culture which
lives on fish and foodstuffs.

You’re also Trans-Atlantic, because, as we know,
there were Trans-Atlantic cultures, in this period of the
glaciation! You have, in the area of the Valley of Mexico,
the Pyramids of the Sun and Moon; you have another
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area, right next to it, which are the
remains of a time of a maritime cul-
ture, which was living in central
Mexico, north of Mexico City.

So there were maritime cul-
tures, which navigated, with the aid
of development of astronomical
tables and characteristics.

For example, in 35,000 B.C.
there was such knowledge; it’s
known to us. Like the great cycle,
the great 25,000-year cycle in his-
tory, which is recorded in some of
the cultures from these areas. So
mankind developed a culture, based
on mapping the universe, by look-
ing up to the stars, as a device of
navigation for these conventional
travels, trans-oceanic travels, which
were conducted periodically in
those periods.

So out of this, we developed a
system, a maritime system in all the great cultures that
we know of; affecting European civilization were mari-
time cultures. But the maritime cultures contained some
people who had some bad behavior: They would set
themselves up on islands, for their headquarters; they
would collect their wealth from people; and they would
live on islands where they would feel secure against the
barbarians of the inland areas. And they set up a system,
which was a maritime system, based on navigation,
which was actually rooted in trans-oceanic navigation,
dating from no more distant time in the past, than the
last great glaciation of 100,000 years that we went
through, which we came out of about 17,000 B.C., and
so forth and so on.

So, now, for a long period of time, human culture,
and the economy that goes with it, the power of man-
kind depended upon maritime cultures, many of which
were of this type, like the Greek imperial kind of thing
that existed there, associated with the Cult of Apollo.
And up until the time of Charlemagne, the European
civilization was largely dependent upon maritime cul-
ture of the Mediterranean.

Charlemagne’s big change was to introduce a new
system, based on developing of inland waterways. Now,
people, of course, had used major rivers in Europe,
before then. For example, up the southern end of the
Rhine, you would have mineral excavations occurring
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Trans-Atlantic maritime cultures used star systems for navigation. For example, the
Pyramids of the Sun and the Moon, which were astronomical observatories, dating from
the first half of the first millennium A.D., in Teotihuacdn, in the Valley of Mexico.
Shown: the Pyramid of the Sun (left, distance), as seen from the Pyramid of the Moon.

in that area, and the minerals would go downstream the
Rhine, and up to the sea. So the maritime cultures actu-
ally began to extend themselves along the major rivers,
into the interior of Europe, for example. This had al-
ready been done earlier, by the development of the mar-
itime culture of Mesopotamia, which started with a cul-
ture at the base, and it moved upstream.

So, this pattern of maritime cultures, with offshoots
which are upstream connections to maritime cultures,
became a characteristic.

And, in this system, the dominant system as we
know it, was a very nasty kind of system, which we call
an oligarchical system today. On which the maritime
culture, and its control over trade, was used to establish
monopolies of various kinds, so that the poor land-
locked people were generally reduced to a state of
something like serfs or slaves. Which is what the Aris-
totelean doctrine is: There should be no knowledge of
the use of fire, because fire defines man as being inde-
pendent of this kind of control.

The change that came with Charlemagne, was the
development of an inland system, based on connecting
the major rivers of Europe, including the Danube, of
course; the major rivers were connected by canals. And
the first step toward modern economy from maritime
culture was the development of the water system by
Charlemagne. That was the typification of it.
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Following the model of Charlemagne’s canal systems, we developed canals,
and then railroads, to unite the nation, from East to West, and North to
South. Shown: the Transcontinental Railroad, which was completed in
1869.

The U.S. Development of Railroads

Now, later, in the beginning of the 19th Century, our
conception of developing the territory of the United
States, was that of Charlemagne, the same level: using
the great rivers available to us, which were means of
inland maritime trade, and we extended that, as Char-
lemagne had, with canal systems, like the Erie Canal, or
the Baltimore & Ohio Canal, these kinds of things.

Ah, but then! If you look at the map of what used to
be our railroads, you will find that in the course of the
early 19th Century, we began to develop railroads, and
we developed them along, chiefly, the lines of canal
routes: The Baltimore & Ohio Railway system traveled
along the Baltimore & Ohio Canal. The New York Cen-
tral Railway system evolved out of what was developed
as the Erie Canal, going up the Hudson, getting into
these canal systems, the Erie Canal to Buffalo, and sim-
ilar areas in New York, into Lake Erie; and thus, we
opened up the gates, more to the northern side of Ohio.

We treated the development of the Mississippi River
system and the Ohio River system, in a similar way, and
we developed railway systems, especially around the
Ohio system, to the Mississippi, and we went beyond,
with the railway system. The idea was developed by
John Quincy Adams, as Secretary of State, before he
was President. And he, while he was under President

July 16,2010 EIR

James Monroe, laid out the plan for the devel-
opment of the United States, which was still
ambiguous up to that time. But John Quincy
Adams, as Secretary of State, opened up the
question, and found the answer.

So, he mapped the thing and said: The
United States is going to be a continental ter-
ritory, with two borders, the Pacific and At-
lantic Ocean, and borders on Mexico, and
borders with Canada. That’s the United States;
that was his definition. At the same time, we
had development, in the 1820s, the develop-
ment of the railroads, beginning with the
Reading Railroad, which was the first, real
significant railroad developed in the United
States, functioning one, up to the coal region.
Getting coal.

So now, what happened in that process,
what came out in the time of Lincoln and so
forth, came out with the conception of the
Transcontinental Railway system. And this
was developed largely on the inspiration of
our military Corps of Engineers, including
military officers who were going out of military ser-
vice, who would continue their function as heading up
these large projects. Because, in the American System,
as in most competent European systems, military skills
were based on engineering. So the first thing you had to
be was a competent engineer. You want to conquer ter-
ritory? Become an engineer. When you know how to
conquer territory, when you know how to manage terri-
tory, then you can understand how this territory ques-
tion relates to people. So now you understand how to
build an economy.

So we built the Transcontinental Railway system,
and that was the next great change: first, maritime cul-
ture; then, riparian systems which are based on both
canal systems, linking great rivers, similar kinds of pro-
cess; then, the development of the railway system. Now,
each of these changes was an increase, a qualitative in-
crease, in the productive powers of labor. We then went
on to other things.

Now, the British didn’t like this. Because the British
were actually the British empire: Calling it “British” is
convenient, [ suppose, but it doesn’t really tell you what
was going on. It’s more Venetian than anything else.
The British are a bunch of brutish people who are not
too well educated, and their table manners are terrible.
Their diets are disgusting: Look at their waistlines!
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They’re much too overweight! They don’t have a good
diet, they have a terrible diet. But the diet is their habit!
It’s sort of a national heirloom or something, a national
cultural heirloom. They go around, and they get so big,
they can’t fit in the same small house; it interferes with
their breeding—which is probably an advantage in this
system. But in any case, the British Empire was actu-
ally an extension of the idea of a maritime empire. Now,
they did develop some railroads in response to some
things, but that’s not what was intended.

So, the very fact that we developed a Transcontinen-
tal Railway system, which was completed as a system,
after Abraham Lincoln was dead, and in the wake of the
1876 First Centennial celebration of the existence of
the United States, we developed what became known as
the American System of political economy, really de-
veloped it: a continental nation, secure in four borders,
North, South, East, and West! Connected internally by
the development of power systems which are tied to the
development of mass transportation systems, at that
time, based on rail. That became the character.

The Threat to the British Empire

Now, what happens is, Germany and Russia, and
also France—but France’s role was less in this process;
France was more or less limited to the French nation.
But Germany, under the leadership of Bismarck, ad-
opted the American System of political economy, as the
system of economy for Germany. It was out of this, that
Germany, which was a relatively poor nation at that
time, from 1876 on, under the influence of Bismarck,
but with consultation with the United States, created the
agro-industrial power of Germany. At the same time, a
Russian scientist, Mendeleyev, advised the Tsar—Men-
deleyev was in the United States for the 1876 Conven-
tion—he advised the Tsar to adopt the American system
of using the transcontinental railway of Russia, that is,
the Trans-Siberian Railway, as the basis for the devel-
opment of the mineralogy, and the industry and agricul-
ture of Russia.

Now, despite the political system of Russia, with the
serf system and so forth, Russia became a power. More-
over, Russia and Germany, through this development of
their systems, the industrial revolution in Germany,
which occurred after 1876, the development of the
Trans-Siberian Railroad in Russia, and similar things;
these things, and the cooperation between Russia and
Germany, became a threat to the British Empire, be-
cause it was a threat also from the United States. In
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other words, the replication of the model of the United
States, in terms of infrastructure, using the advanced
Transcontinental Railway conception, and the indus-
trial development that goes with that, when copied in
Germany, with echoes of copying it in France, but par-
ticularly in Germany and in Russia, became a funda-
mental threat to the continued existence of the maritime
supremacy of the British Empire.

And that has been the defining issue of world his-
tory, since Lincoln and 1876.

The United States, therefore, is the greatest threat to
the British Empire, by its very existence: That is why
people who like to kiss the British Queen’s butt, are
trying to destroy our nation, now! We are the greatest
threat to this system of British imperialism, which is
global, today. And if you look at what happened, from
the moment that President Franklin Roosevelt died, and
that pig Truman, a Wall Street property, came in as a
stooge for Winston Churchill, the United States has
been systemically destroyed, inch by inch by inch by
inch, and with the assassination of Kennedy, which
came from British sources, by way of French and Span-
ish sources; but actually, the assassination was done by
French assassins, operating against de Gaulle, from
Spain, who were deployed via Mexico, to cross the
border into the United States, and kill the President of
the United States.

Why? Because, the United States was then being
presented with a British scheme for a U.S. war in Indo-
China. And Kennedy, with the advice of Gen. Douglas
MacArthur and the support of Eisenhower, had a
policy: There will be no extended U.S. land war in
Asia! And as long as Kennedy lived, that policy was
going to stick.

So the only way the British could get the policy that
they wanted, to get the United States to destroy itself in
an extended land war in Asia, was by killing Kennedy!
And so you had people who were out to kill de Gaulle,
for similar reasons in France, de Gaulle’s opposition—
there were more assassination attempts against General
de Gaulle than any known figure in recent history, any
known leading figure.

And so, assassins who were based in Spain, operat-
ing therefore through questionable circles in Mexico,
deployed through Mexico to the border of the United
States, crossed the border, assassinated the President of
the United States, with the complicity of Wall Street
interests.

Now, from that point on, the United States has been
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systemically destroyed! For the glory of the Brit-
ish Empire! And the center of the treason within
the United States, is located in what’s called Wall
Street and Boston—the Boston banking system,
financial system, which is a spawn of the British
East India Company. The Bank of Manhattan
was founded by a traitor who was working for
the British, Aaron Burr. Wall Street was created
by Aaron Burr and the British; the New England
system, Boston-centered, essentially the same
thing. Now, what have you got? You’ve got a
Wall Street enemy, inside the United States, and
against the United States, Boston-based and
New York-based, particularly. Also Chicago-
based.

And this is what our problem has been. So,
living in this problem, where we, because we
came from Europe, to here, because we couldn’t
do in Europe what our culture, our European cul-
ture, would let us do, so we came here!

First Columbus came here, on the inspiration
of doing this. Columbus was a disciple of the
doctrine of Nicholas of Cusa, Cardinal Nicholas
of Cusa, one of the leaders of the Renaissance.
And he came here, after getting the three ships to
do it with, he came here, from an area the
Habsburgs controlled, at that time. And there-
fore, the Spanish colonization and the Portuguese
colonizations of Central and South America were
a failure, as the case of what happened to Colum-
bus and so forth, attests. That was the problem.

So, the first time that we really launched what
became the successful movement of European
culture into the Americas, was with the Boston devel-
opments, with the Mayflower and the Massachusetts
Bay Colony, of the 17th Century. That was the first de-
velopment.

Immediately, during that period—during a period of
several decades in the middle of the 17th Century, the
germ of the United States was established in the Mas-
sachusetts Bay Colony, and spread from there. The
British finally succeeded in crushing the Massachusetts
Bay Colony. But! That didn’t end there: The effort was
revived, and it was revived around figures who ulti-
mately came to include Benjamin Franklin.

And so, the policies of the United States, were based
on European policies, conceptions developed in Europe,
conceptions which were based on Nicholas of Cusa’s
understanding, in the 15th Century, that Europe was so
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The center of treason in the
United States is located on
Wall Street and in Boston, in
what is known as the “Vault,”
a spawn of the British East
India Company. Shown: The
New York Stock Exchange on
Wall Street, which should be
flying the Union Jack; inset:
the coat of arms of the British
East India Company.

creative commons

corrupt, that you would have to take the best of Euro-
pean culture, and move it to a continent across the
ocean! To take that culture, and let it express itself, in a
territory out from under the British imperial system or
the imperial systems of that time. And that’s what we
were. And we succeeded.

This Republic is the most precious thing, that the
world has seen in a very long time. And it’s now being
destroyed. And it’s being destroyed in part, because
our own people do not know, and understand, the
legacy which they represent, which they embody.
They don’t know what kind of education system we
require to be citizens, really—not to qualify for voting,
that’s important; but to be citizens: that is, to embody
this legacy from many generations before us, a legacy
of humanity’s progress, which we, in particular, estab-
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lished with the creation of this Republic. We have al-
lowed that to be taken away from us, and destroyed!

Mankind Needs a New Dimension

And this is a question of physical economy. And all
the other aspects of economy are essentially append-
ages of that mission. We’re now at the point, that, if
this nation is destroyed—as it’s being destroyed under
this President and that pack of scoundrels and fools
and cowards and prostitutes who represent our Con-
gress today—if we allow this to happen, this will be a
calamity for all humanity, for generations to come.

Therefore, we have to go to Mars, not because we
want to get there, but we don’t want to fail to get there!
Because, what does this mean? We’re going to a new
conception of basic economic infrastructure, which
started with the space pioneers in the 1920s, and into
the United States. We began to realize that mankind
needs a new dimension, beyond railroads, beyond old
water systems, needs a new dimension for the expres-
sion of humanity in the Solar System.

This is not just for “getting there.” This is for giving
man a mission, a natural mission for mankind, on which
we will base the culture which increases mankind’s op-
tions, and also the security of humanity. That is, by de-
veloping ourselves, instead of sitting on one planet and
depleting that planet and doing nothing else, and be-
coming fat and lazy—instead of that, let’s take on a
mission!

Let’s look ahead 75 years, three generations. And
let’s take what we have now, with these—we’ve got
young people under 25 who are in a disastrous state of
education in life. They’re going no place, unless we do
something for them. We’re going to have to give them a
mission, and an opportunity, which inspires them, so
that their children will not be so damned stupid. And
therefore, by three successive generations of develop-
ment, I’'m satisfied, from the work that we’ve been
doing in the Basement,! and similar kinds of things, I'm
satisfied that we could develop the scientific and tech-
nological capabilities, in three successive genera-
tions—all the time, bringing our people up to a higher
level of productivity—to make up for what we’ve lost,
and to go beyond that. And it’s certain to me, that

1. The “Basement” refers to a group of young people who are collabo-
rating with LaRouche in making fundamental scientific breakthroughs,
especially, at this time, in the field of cosmic radiation, and its impact on
man’s ability for interplanetary travel.
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there are the technologies available to us today, which,
if we continue to develop them, will enable us to do
that.

There are monstrous problems in trying to get to
Mars! That’s not empty space out there. Mankind needs
a gravitational system or the equivalent to /ive. You get
away from Earth’s gravitation, and Earth’s protection
of our environment, you’re in trouble! We faced this, in
going to the Moon, and with the space work generally.
This is largely in the medical/biological area, among
other things. But we know we can solve the problem.
What the solution is, precisely, we don’t know: So,
we’ve got to find out!

We know we have to develop the Moon, which is
accessible to us, readily, with technology already de-
veloped by us. We know we can develop an industry on
the Moon, because you don’t want to take off from
Earth, and lug a lot of things up from Earth; there’s just
too much effort involved. Go to the Moon, take your
technology to the Moon, develop industries on the
Moon: You can build the spacecraft and other things
you need, to go to Mars!

Which has been the mission, ever since the 1920s,
when the landing on the Moon was first planned by
some people in Germany! That got diverted into a dif-
ferent purpose of course, under Hitler. But, we revived
that, after the war, and we went in that direction, on a
program which was not designed to make weapons. It
was designed to enable us to go to the Moon, and by
going to the Moon, to be able to go to Mars!

Why do we go to Mars? Because it’s the nature of
man to do so: The nature of man is expressed by the fact
that we are not a fixed species, with fixed behavior.
We’re a species that must develop, as mankind has de-
veloped, despite all the setbacks. Mankind has greatly
improved, since our first evidence of what mankind was
on this planet. Improved through technology, through
intellectual development, stimulated by technology; by
improvements in culture, especially Classical culture.

And the purpose of man, is to find his place in the
universe.

Don’t worry about what the destination is. We’ve
got to find our place in the universe: We must develop!
Mankind is creative. Mankind must create! Mankind
must develop!

And if we do that—the space program, as we would
develop it—my estimate is, that it will take three gen-
erations to develop the capability to actually put
human beings safely on Mars. To solve the problem of
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gravitation in interplanetary flight
and that sort of thing. We can do it!
We don’t have a population which is
trained, yet, to undertake that mis-
sion. But we have a population,
which is ready to be uplifted from
despair, now, and plan that the grand-
children of people today, of young
people today—the grandchildren of
young people today will solve that
problem! And it should be our mis-
sion to dedicate the United States, in
particular, and the planet as a whole
to that mission, to give mankind a
sense and a determination of a future
which should belong to mankind.

Mankind was put in this universe
for some purpose. We’re not always
too sure what that purpose is. But
we’re sure of one thing about that
purpose: It requires, as history has
shown us, the development of the in-
tellectual powers of mankind, the in-
tellectual powers of man’s progress.
The future, if it means anything to
have children and grandchildren, is
to ensure that the children and grand-
children have made an upwards step,
beyond what’s impossible now. And
to do as we’ve done before, from our past experience,
in making the kind of progress, the changes in behav-
ior, and progress, and increase in the power of man-
kind, to solve great problems, problems of disease, all
kinds of problems.

The Mars Mission and Immortality

We know that is a requirement for man. Therefore,
we have to put a name on it, and the name we put on it
for the short term, is the Mars Mission. And we say, that
within three generations, we’ll take this wretched
nation, this poor, broken-down, ruined, betrayed nation,
and, in cooperation with other nations on this planet, we
will develop a technology and the people capable of
carrying it, which will, step by step, bring man to his
true dignity, to recognize the place of man in the uni-
verse. Not to what we’re going to do in the universe,
ultimately, but to know were there!

And we need that.

You know, people talk about immortality and so
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NASA/JPL-Caltech/University of Arizona
The purpose of the Mars Mission is that, “within three generations, we’ll take this
wretched nation, this poor, broken-down, ruined, betrayed nation, and, in
cooperation with other nations on this planet, we will develop a technology and the
people capable of carrying it, which will, step by step, bring man to his true dignity,
to recognize the place of man in the universe.” Shown: An artist’s concept of NASA's
Phoenix Mars Lander just before touchdown on the Red Planet, 2008.

forth—what’s it mean? Just another person being pro-
duced, to replace the one that died? No. Immortality is
the certain understanding, that you are living today, be-
cause you are doing something, which is going to lead
to the development of man’s power in the future. Your
immortality lies in your grandchildren, and your great-
grandchildren beyond that. Your immortality, your pur-
pose of your life, is what comes out of it! That you’re a
permanent part of the universe! Because, by develop-
ing within the universe, you’ve demonstrated that
you’re not just a drop on the planet: You are part of the
universe, forever!

And that should motivate you.

Now: This kind of thinking, requires some changes
in economics. So therefore, back to the point: infra-
structure. What we shall do, is, we shall take what we
have of our technology, now, what remains of it, and
what we’re getting, and what we can share with other
nations—we’re going to take that technology, and we’re
going to build the infrastructure needed to develop the
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industries, and other things we need. So what we do, is,
we take a project like a transcontinental rail system, and
transcontinental water system, other similar kinds of
systems, which are global in effect, but for ourselves,
for the inside of the United States.

We must now, since we’re going to be short, the
banks are going to be short of money, we have to do this
reorganization, which means we’re going to save some
banks, but they’re not going to be able to carry them-
selves on their present level of activity. They will be
banks in bankruptcy reorganization.

Now, what’s your plan for banking reorganization
of these bankrupt banks that we have saved, which now
conform to a Glass-Steagall standard? You’re going to
have to say, “Well, we don’t owe any more of this debt.
Most of this Federal debt just died! We killed it, before
it took us over.”

What we are going to do, is, we are going to take
these great infrastructure projects, which we know des-
perately we need today; we are going to use these infra-
structure projects as a way of rebuilding the skills and
attitudes of our own population. We are going to edu-
cate them for this mission. And then, as we do that,
we’re going to say, “Wait a minute! But, how do we de-
velop this infrastructure?”” Oh, well, we’ve got to build
an industry.

Ahh!! So, we’ll build an industry to make the infra-
structure project work! We will make many industries.
We will build water systems as part of the infrastruc-
ture. That will also stimulate more work.

So, now we will take this population, which is half-
way cast off, and abused, and we will give it work!
What kind of work? We will give them the work of de-
veloping the infrastructure. We’ll give them the work of
the industries, which at various parts and localities in
the United States, are industries which are going to
supply what is necessary to build the infrastructure! We
are going to put the nation back to work.

And we’re going to take Federal credit, under the
U.S. Constitution—having cancelled this phony
debt!—we now are clear o utter new credit, under our
Constitution. We’re capable of reforming our Federal
banking system, as Alexander Hamilton would have
done, and generating credit, which is now going to go,
number one, to these infrastructure projects, and next,
also, to the industries and agriculture which is neces-
sary to support the infrastructure projects.

Now, we have an employment plan.

We have to have a technology driver, a long-term
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technology driver: The space program becomes the
conception of the spillover—because we had spillover
before, with the Kennedy program—the spillover of
technology and science from the space program, will be
the stimulant for the progress in the quality of perfor-
mance of our rebuilding of the economy.

So, now the Federal government, with its power,
having cancelled all this worthless debt, will now fund
the banks. It will go to our commercial banks, within the
Federal system, and their spinoffs in the states and lo-
calities, and they will now get Federal credit, to pass
through to the banks, to go to support and fund the local
industries and other things that go with the infrastructure,
and the industrial and agricultural development. All we
need, is the ability to pay the interest on that debt.

And where does that come from? It comes from the
gains in technology, science and technology: You in-
crease the productive powers of labor. What you’re in-
vesting in, is the increase in the productive powers of
labor, including turning people who are not productive at
all today, and showing them how to become productive,
and giving them the opportunity to become productive.

So therefore, we are not concerned about “money,”
as such. There’s no magic in money. Money is simply
an arrangement which is necessary, to coordinate a flow
of credit, within a diversified economy. That’s all. It’s a
way you pay people, a way you buy, and a way you sell.
And you have to have a system which is reliable. But
it’s for that purpose: the same thing as the Massachu-
setts Bay Colony’s system of scrip. And that worked
fine! For two generations, it created miracles! And
Europe was shocked by it, astonished by it—and fright-
ened by it.

So that’s all we have to do, is have a reasonable in-
terest rate, a basic 1.5% interest rate in the Federal
system and the international system. A fixed exchange
rate among nation-states, which are sovereigns. And
that’s all we need! But we need the imagination and the
devotion to make it work.

So therefore, don’t worry about the money. We're
going to cancel most of it! As Franklin Roosevelt would
say, “Winston! We’re going to cancel your system! And
we’re going to bring back the American System, which
worked just fine, until you got your paws on it, you ol’
bum!” That’s the matter.

Now therefore, the questions which should concern
us, are questions, issues, which I touched upon, in what
I said so far: We need mission orientations which are
physical. Now, physical does not mean just, you know,
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sweat. Physical means you have a conception of man’s
relationship in the universe.

There Is No Such Thing as ‘Zero Growth’

Now, we have had a great help from a Russian, and
he had great help from a lot of other people, like Pasteur
of France, things like that: Vernadsky. And Vernadsky
was probably the greatest scientific thinker, in terms of
his actual concrete achievements, in Russia, during the
first half of the last century.

What Vernadsky did, with a prompting, in large
degree, from the example of Louis Pasteur, was to rec-
ognize that the physical universe is composed of three
primary sub-elements, things which are not living pro-
cesses, nor products of living processes as such. Then
you have living processes in general—animals, plants,
and so forth. Then you have mankind. Now, all living
processes are anti-entropic, that is, they are, intrinsi-
cally, as processes, they tend to grow: They have a prin-
ciple of growth in them. Growth and development. The
entire history of paleontology and so forth shows that
the nature of living processes—and this is even true of
the non-living process—grow. There is no such thing as
zero growth in the universe! There is zero growth in
some minds, and also retrogression, but that’s a differ-
ent question—and behavior.

Butin principle, nature does not dictate zero growth.
We’re not in a zero growth. There is no such thing as a
principle of entropy: Everything grows.

Look, you have the evolution of the planet, you're
dealing with this petroleum mess in the Caribbean.
What is this? Well, the Earth—hey, buddy, the Earth
makes petroleum! And it makes it down there, deep!
Deep wells, gas, and all that gunk, it makes all this stuff!
Which is not living, but it is being created.

Then you look at animal life. You say, where does
animal life start, in our account? Well, it starts with
kinds of things you wouldn’t even recognize as life,
today. And then you have the development of new spe-
cies, one after the other, layers and layers of species,
increasing their power over the planet, changing the
character of the planet. Wonderful! And then, you get
man: And the difference in man is, we are capable of
conscious creation! Animal life itself, all animal pro-
cesses, the development of higher species, from lower
species; the development of planets!

Where’d the planets come from? They came from
the Sun. The Sun, one day, began shedding, like a disk-
like formation around itself. And it began to slow down

July 16,2010 EIR

a little bit, because it kept throwing this material off,
which sort of slowed down its rate of rotation. And then,
inside this layer of material, this disk-like formation,
the Sun irradiated this, and caused a process of devel-
opment, where you get the famous thing which you
used to get in chemistry about the 92 elements of the
Periodic Table.

And you have in the planets, forms of matter which
do not exist in the Sun! They were developed, by the
Sun, in this process of synthesis. This created a gaseous
state, as Gauss said, and, because of certain characteris-
tics of the orbit, as Gauss observed, these layers worked
like fractional distillation. The different planetary orbits
began to condense, and form planets and moons and
other such stuff. And suddenly, we had the 92-element
Periodic Table presented to us—at my age, in my youth.
Things have grown since that time. [ didn’t do it, butit’s
grown.

So the universe itself is inherently creative! The
Solar System is a creation of the Sun. The process of the
Sun creating the Solar System is a product of the char-
acteristics of the galaxy! We are simply—and our Sun,
our Solar System, is on the edge of our galaxy. Our
galaxy is one of many galaxies. These many galaxies
form a universe, beyond what we even know—we have
estimates now, but it’s there. Everything is creative.
Naturally creative! Every state of nature, defined by
Vernadsky, is creative. The animal kingdom is creative;
life is creative, inherently! And life is everywhere.

Humanity is consciously creative! Only mankind
can willfully generate a higher state of organization
within the universe, willfully, by an act of will, an act of
knowledge. Our mission is that. And that’s what should
guide us; that’s what should be our mission.

That’s what we’ve lost! Because all the greatest sci-
entists and all the greatest thinkers of mankind have
always thought in that direction, and have always
moved in that direction.

So therefore, the task is this, and that is the essence
of physical economy.

The Essence of the United States

Now, there are many more aspects to this, which
again, in the first of this series, which I have just com-
pleted—I take up there. I have more things to take up,
rapidly, in the course of these months before me, to get
this out. I find there is a layer, inside the United States, of
economists and others, especially some economists—
you would be surprised—some economists in the United
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STEREO Project, NASA
Where did the planets come from? They came from the Sun. The Sun,
one day, began shedding a disk-like formation around itself. And then,
the Sun irradiated the layer of material inside the disk-like formation,
and caused a process of development, from which the 92 elements of

the Periodic Table were formed. In this photo, an eruptive solar

prominence is lifted away from the Sun’s surface, unfurling into space

over the course of several hours.

States are actually quite competent and moral. You may
not know that from Wall Street, but that is a fact of the
matter. And so, therefore, they understand this.

We have people, many people, academic people,
who are cowardly. Their stupidity is often a result of
cowardice. They know that if they seem to know too
much, they’re going to get into trouble. So, as my father
used to tell me—and I used to get very upset about it—
he said, “You got to be stupid. Don’t try to be smarter
than the next guy, he’ll hate you for it. If you want to get
ahead, be stupid—but be sly.” I never accepted that.

Because, my view is that you have to stimulate other
people to become creative. You have to worry about—
because you are going to die! We’re all going to die. So
what’s our purpose? Our purpose is to stimulate people
who are going to come after us, to continue this process
of creativity. And to adopt missions, and to make dis-
coveries of new missions, which means that mankind is
going to continue to live in the universe. This is what
the essence of the United States is. This is what the es-
sence of the people who built and created this United
States is. It’s the essence of the greatest achievements
in Europe. Which we were trying to defend, and propa-
gate, by moving people into North America, for exam-
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ple, or the whole Columbus venture: Is to try to
save humanity, from its own depravity! By taking
the best of humanity and moving a portion of it, to
a different territory, where it’s free to make a con-
tribution to humanity as a whole.

Look what we did! Look, we started out with,
essentially, two Northern American populations:
One, about the same time, the beginning of the 17th
Century, we had the settlements in Canada, from
France. And the settlements in what became the
United States. Right? These two cultures; one, the
Canadian thing was the act of Jean-Baptiste Col-
bert, especially. He was the one who shipped these
people over here: Whole villages were take up from
France, and put on a boat, and sent up to what we
call Quebec, today. And that’s how Canada was
founded.

So these were projects, of taking the best of
Europe, taking a stratum of it, moving it into North
America, and then trying to develop a culture, free
of the European repression. And that is what we are
today.

I deal with Europe—my wife and I deal with
Europe—she deals with it from there; I deal with it
from here, and also from there—and I know the
problems of Europe, from that experience: They really
don’t have a system like ours! They use languages
which are not strange to us—usually. And they have the
same kind of potential, as people. Some of the best of
our culture comes from Europe: scientific culture,
music, poetry, and so forth, was an export from Europe
into the United States. But we selected a form of as-
similation of these things, which enabled us to achieve
the greatness that the United States did achieve, in the
course prior to the assassination of Kennedy.

That should be our mission. So, what I will be doing
in the coming period is that.

Now, what I know is about to happen, and I have
anticipated it—I have a very young lady, here, who
watches me, sometimes, and tells me about some of
my friends. And she has a battery of questions. [ don’t
know what the questions are exactly, but I can antici-
pate the character of the question. She’s given me the
categories, and identified the character of the people
who are asking these important questions. And there-
fore, I should presume that what I have said now, as
prelude, will be filled out by my doing the work of an-
swering these questions which she will now dictate to
me!
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Dialogue with LaRouche

Freeman: I do have a huge pile of questions....

This is one instance where many of the questions
that have come in for Lyn, from institutions, really, all
over the world, are very similar. So I am going to take
the liberty of merging questions. The questions come in
several different areas. There are obviously a huge
number of questions related to this financial reform bill,
but really, to larger questions that are related to that, in
terms of the global economy. That constitutes one seg-
ment of the questions.

There are also a very significant number of ques-
tions regarding the ongoing disaster that is rapidly be-
coming a global crisis, with the BP incident the Gulf,
that is now spilling out not only into the Caribbean Sea,
but has the potential to spill into both the Atlantic and
Pacific Oceans.

And then, there are also a great number of questions
on this phenomenon of the mass strike in the United
States, which I will entertain.

So, Lyn, the first question comes from Moscow:

“Mr. LaRouche, some people say that you are not in
the right century, when you talk about the British. But
recently, Prof. Igor Panarin of the Diplomatic Academy
of the Russian Foreign Ministry, gave some interviews
about the British Empire, that were quite interesting. In
the professor’s words, ‘The leaders of the British
Empire should confess to organizing both World War I
and World War I1. And there should be a public tribunal,
to find out who organized the First and Second World
Wars, and why they did it.’

“Also, Professor Panarin said that the British were,
and have been, the historic enemies of Russia, since
Ivan the Terrible, which of course was in the 1500s, and
that that has continued up to today. And we would very
much like you to comment on this.”

The British Empire’s Perpetual War Policy
LaRouche: Well, of course, in broad terms, that’s
absolutely true. But one has to understand the British
Empire. The only person who, really, in the last century,
understood the British Empire properly, was Rosa Lux-
emburg. And I understand there are some questions
about her work, which comes up in a different context.
But Rosa Luxemburg was the only competent econ-
omist of the last century. She had a peculiar history, in
that she was the daughter of a gentleman in Poland, who
was the head of an organization, known popularly as
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the Bund, which was known in the United States as the
Workmen’s Circle, which was an extension of the Bund,
of refugees who fled from Europe into the United States;
it was largely a Jewish organization, but not really—it
was Polish, Lithuanian, Russian, and so forth. But these
were organized in Europe, around something like a
trade union organization, but with a political character,
as well as being a trade union, and also a very important
cultural characteristic.

And she came out of that. She was educated largely
in Europe, from a French standpoint. She was very
much an admirer of certain things in France, and was
then absorbed into the Socialist movement in the other
parts of Europe, especially, Germany and France.

But you have to understand her, from another stand-
point: Apart from all the attributes of the pedigree, she
was a genius. It’s that simple. And therefore, like a
genius often does, they find a habitat from which to
function at being a genius. And then they find them-
selves in that habitat—they’re not a product of the hab-
itat they produce, but they’re a product of what they
produce within the habitat they enjoy. Hers was the
crisis of Europe.

Now, the crisis of Europe, since 1890, had been the
intention of the British monarchy, to launch a war in
Europe, for the purpose of defeating what the United
States represented. And the two aspects of what the
United States’ influence had been, in Europe, which
they were fighting, was Germany, which had followed
the American System, under Bismarck. Bismarck, from
1877 on, led a transformation of Germany which
became the Bismarck German system. This was the es-
tablishment of the transcontinental railway system as a
Eurasian system; it came from Bismarck, as part of the
general reform, which made Germany an industrial-
technological power.

A similar process occurred with another person who
visited the 1876 celebration in Philadelphia: Men-
deleyev, a leading scientist of Russia. And Mendeleyev
affected the Russian government on this issue, and built
the Trans-Siberian Railroad. But also, along the routes
of the railroad, led to the discovery of mineral resources
and the development of mineral resources and indus-
tries to match, in various parts of Eurasia.

So this development represented a great threat to the
British Empire. And therefore, getting Bismarck out,
who understood this, and letting the Kaiser, the dumb
nephew of Britain’s Prince Albert Edward, take over,
resulted in exactly the kind of folly that destroyed
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DoD/Sgt. Jeffrey Alexander, U.S. Army
The way the British Empire has functioned ever since the time of the Seven Years War,
has been to get other nations to kill one another! Take the long-running war in
Afghanistan. It was started by Brzezinski, a British agent! Shown: U.S. soldiers patrol
in Spera, the heart of Taliban presence in Afghanistan, near the Pakistan border.

Europe in two World Wars, and more.

Because what the British had done—they had used
the way in which the British Empire had been created in
1763: It was created on the basis of the organization of a
series of wars, which Anglo-Dutch interests centered in
Venice, had orchestrated among the nations of Europe.
So, for seven years, the leading nations of Continental
Europe were engaged in a war with one another!

And so, in 1763, at that point, the British had a peace
conference in Paris, in February, at which the British
Empire was established, as an empire of the British East
India Company!

The British Empire is not a secretion of the British
people. It’s an imposition on the British people, by an
organization, which took over the husk form of the Brit-
ish East India Company. And the British Empire today
is an outgrowth of the British East India Company,
which was an international maritime company, just like
the ancient pirates of the Mediterranean, which ruled
the systems of the world, including Rome, for example,
from this standpoint.

So, the way the British Empire functions, and has
functioned ever since that time, the Seven Years War, has
been to get other nations fo kill one another! And the
British are involved only in getting them to do that!

Let’s take some modern cases. Let’s take the per-
petual Arab-Israeli warfare, a British operation, entirely
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British controlled. Let’s take the Af-
ghanistan War, which is the longest-
running war, currently running war,
in Eurasia. It was started by Brzezin-
ski, who was a British agent. Started
by him, and continued to the present
day!

And the President of the United
States, who is an idiot—or worse, ac-
tually—is continuing that war. A
piece of idiocy! What’s he doing?
Look at the war in Afghanistan.
What’s there? Drugs! What drugs?
They’re British drugs! The British
Empire has been running drug opera-
tions throughout the world since the
1790s—the British East India Com-
pany. The China Opium Wars—
drugs! What’s in Afghanistan?
Drugs! Since the beginning of the
war in Afghanistan, the Soviet war in
Afghanistan, which was orchestrated
by Brzezinski, but orchestrated by the British, who
turned it into a drug haven. What’s Afghanistan’s sig-
nificance today? The British regime, the British gov-
ernment, is running a drug operation in Afghanistan.

It is extending that drug operation for poppy grow-
ing into Kyrgyzstan, which is now in the headlines these
days. There’s a drug operation in Kyrgyzstan. The entire
major drug problem in Europe, comes out of the drugs
out of Afghanistan. And the drug-growing in Afghani-
stan is run by the British government, and is protected
by the British military. And now it’s protected also by
Obama. You want to stop that war in Afghanistan? Get
Obama out of the United States, and just give the Brit-
ish a kick in the head.

Because if the United States and Russia agreed upon
shutting down that drug operation, I know personally
how to set up an operation, as a military operation, to do
an overnight job of killing off that drug operation. I
could plan such an operation; just give me the techni-
cians, and I could do it. The Russians know how to do
it. We in the United States know how to do it. Go in
there and shut that thing down!

You don’t need to have a war there! Why do you
want to go up and bother those people and get them into
shooting at you? Why bother? What for? They’ve been
shooting at people and each other for a long time! What
are you worried about? You’re going to go in there and
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stop that? The best way to do it, is let them get successful
growth of their economy, and grow some serious crops,
and get some serious development, and that will pacify
the area quite nicely. It won’t eliminate the heritage of
this thing, but there’s no reason for us to be there.

But this is what our problem is. The problem is that
this operation, we are the victims of this. We’re victims
of being sucked into perpetual warfare. That’s what
MacArthur was emphasizing in support of President
Kennedy. “No long land war in Asia!” No more wars in
which the United States, in particular, is sucked into a
war among other people, a war should not be supported,
and should not have occurred in the first place. When
we jump into such things, or play them, that’s a great
mistake.

And what we have to do is, you have to get rid of
this President.  mean, I could go through a whole list of
things on this President, the things that he is committed
to. And I understand his mind, as very few people do
understand his mind. I understand his mind perfectly.
He is an Emperor Nero. He’s a carbon copy of the Em-
peror Nero. He’s a psychotic like the Emperor Nero, a
psycho-type. You cannot have him in the Presidency.
You’ve got to get him out! You will not save the United
States if he remains in the Presidency; you will not! You
can’t! You can see it.

So, therefore, that’s the issue. The issue is, we are
being sucked into playing games, with ourselves and
with others, under the influence of the British Empire—
the damned Queen, right now. She is about as evil as
you get on this planet. But we can’t throw her out of
office—she’s British property, technically. We can
throw Obama out of office, and that’s what we should
do right now.

Lord Rothschild’s Evil Creation

Freeman: The next question is from Brazil. It is
from a Brazilian NGO, which is called the Brazilian
Anti-Fraud Institute. And the questioner, who is the
president of the Institute, says: “Mr. LaRouche, the
Brazilian Anti-Fraud Institute is a non-profit NGO, rep-
resented by the public ministry. We’d like to congratu-
late you on your presentation, and this is what we ask:

“Brazil, when it’s not living on samba, lives on the
World Cup. The American’s dream is his house; the Bra-
zilian’s dream is his car, and in a carnival atmosphere,
Santander is one of the biggest advertisers in the Brazil-
ian media. This bank has been issuing releases that rein-
force the idea that the Lula government is great, and that
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Brazil is a paradise. For example, a supposed study by
the Bank of Santander states that 8 million people in
Brazil got access to cars, which are financed here in
Brazil for 80 months. And they report that it is quite
healthy to dedicate 30% of your salary earned to buy
these vehicles. Santander President Emilio Botin, in a
communiqué that he issued in 2008, promised to open
600 new branches of Banco Santander in Brazil. He later
promised another 400 branches. These are promises that
were not fulfilled. And recently, of course, Santander was
forced to raise capital by selling shares. But the most cu-
rious fact is that the president of Santander in Brazil is
also a member of the board of directors of Petrobras,
along with Dilma Rouseff, who is Lula’s candidate to
succeed him as President. So, we have the government,
Santander, and Petrobras co-habitating.

“Do you think that Banco Santander might be ma-
nipulating its own possible takeover by the state, via a
multi-billion-dollar sale to Banco do Brasil, under a
possible future government under Dilma, making Bra-
zilians, therefore, pay, for the otherwise deceased and
unlamented Santander that would then be handed over
to the Brazilian government? Do you think that Brazil
is, therefore, following the U.S. example of credit that
is being issued which could victimize the elderly, public
employees, laborers, and others, and have them watch,
while their precious cars are seized?

“And finally, with a Spanish banking crisis, what
type of precautions should Santander’s clients in Brazil
take? Is there any way for Brazilians to protect them-
selves?”

LaRouche: I think you have hit upon much more
than you realize you have hit upon. I explain: The long-
term operation, from the time of the end of World War
I, by the British, was to destroy the United States, and
to re-establish firm control by the British Empire.

In 1971, after a catastrophe caused by, already into
’68—what happened in the United States, in the war in
Vietnam, the Indo-China War: that the situation had
been created by the ruining of the U.S. economy with
the post-Kennedy policies, including the war itself,
which transformed the population of young people
from what it had been while Kennedy was alive, to what
it became in 1968, in the leading universities, where
you had human beings who had been transformed into
animals. [ was there, I saw it. They were animals; [ saw
the fur.

Now, the next step of this was the bringing in of the
Nixon Administration, and the 68ers were what brought
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Nixon into the Presidency, and what went with it.
So, in 1971, two actions occurred simultaneously.
One was the collapsing of the Bretton
Woods system, the last remnant of the
Bretton Woods system. That was the
cracking of the United States. The second
thing of significance, was that Lord Jacob
Rothschild, who was the Queen’s own
banker, had created a group called the
Inter-Alpha Group, of which the Banco
Santander, a Spanish bank of no useful-
ness, was blighted on Brazil.

So, you’re not dealing with a couple
of banks conspiring, you’re dealing with
the British Empire. And the British Empire is repre-
sented by Lord Jacob Rothschild’s creation, simul-
taneously with the collapse of the Bretton Woods
system, of what became known as the Inter-Alpha
Group. And you will find a whole mass of banks,
including the Royal Bank of Scotland and so forth,
a whole mass of these banks internationally, which
are either directly, main parts of the Inter-Alpha Group,
or are subsidiaries of those parts, or offshoots and cor-
ollaries of those parts.

So, you have a group of banks, which are so-called
private banks, which are actually the British Empire
banks. And they run most of Europe and most of the
world, and they run most of the policy of the United
States, because the banks of the United States are really
an adjunct of this operation, which is the Rothschild
Inter-Alpha Group.

So, what is happening to Brazil, is not what is hap-
pening to Brazil. It’s happening to Brazil, but it’s like an
epidemic. Epidemics don’t know border lines. It’s an ep-
idemic against the world. What is its purpose? The pur-
pose is, as the British monarchy says, and as, not only
Prince Philip, but Prince Bernhard of the Netherlands
said, the purpose here, is to reduce the world’s popula-
tion from the present population, approaching 7-odd bil-
lion people, to less than 2 billion. And that’s exactly what
the purpose is.

Look at the policies of President Obama! Do they
not, in every detail, correspond to the orders of the Brit-
ish monarchy? Do they not correspond in fine detail to
exactly the policies of the World Wildlife Fund? Is not
the World Wildlife Fund one of the chief operations in
Brazil, working to destroy Brazil from the inside? The
threat to Brazil and to other nations, but notably Brazil
in particular, comes from what? The Inter-Alpha Group,
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The British Empire is represented in Brazil by Lord Jacob
Rothschild’s Inter-Alpha Group of banks, centered on the Banco
Santander. They run most of Europe and most of the world, and most
of the policy of the United States, because the Wall Street banks are
really an adjunct of the Rothschild Inter-Alpha Group. Shown: Banco
de Santander, inset: Lord Rothschild.

number one. Number two, politically, the World Wild-
life Fund, cap-and-trade. Because if you reduce the
world’s population, the world’s economy in a suitable
way, prevent development of technology, what happens
to the population? You can easily, within a generation,
pull the population of this planet down to less than 2
billion people. That’s the purpose!

The British monarchy today is worse than Adolf
Hitler. And when people wake up and recognize that,
we’ll solve the problem.

It’s Time To Stop Playing British Games

Freeman: The last of the international questions
comes from Argentina. And also, by the way, this ques-
tion comes from Argentina, but it echoes several other
questions that we’ve gotten in from developing-sector
countries, that are actually far less developed than Ar-
gentina.

The questioner says: “Mr. LaRouche, the history of
my country has shown, that it has often been necessary
to fight with other nations, so as not to sacrifice our na-
tional sovereignty. One example of this was the con-
frontation between [Amb. Spruille] Braden and Col.
Juan Per6n in 1945. It was only at great cost that the
United States finally understood, not only Argentina’s
sovereignty and national pride, but that of other coun-
tries as well. At that time, through Braden, the U.S. ex-
pressed a mentality of “It’s either us, or Nazi fascism,”
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and this was a terrible mistake. It is difficult to maintain
a community of principles, when there is such interna-
tional and intranational disparity. It is also unlikely that
a powerful nation would cede to the just position of a
weaker nation. It seems to me that ... when weak and
strong nations sign agreements, it is the more powerful
nation that must display unimpeachable behavior, and
be held more accountable, rather than the weaker one,
otherwise suspicions arise.

“Mr. LaRouche, taking into account the enormous
disparity of power among nations today, how can agree-
ments be reached that reflect a congruence between the
internal general welfare goals of sovereign nation-
states, and international objectives? How does a coun-
try regain its sovereignty? Through international agree-
ments, or as a result of each country’s internal dynamic,
which confers on the state its sovereign character, or is
it through both things? Is a degree of local sovereignty
possible without international agreements?”

LaRouche: I would say it is impossible to have
local sovereignty without international agreements
which destroy the Empire. One has to understand, that
there is only one empire on this planet: It’s the British
Empire. The British Empire is not a secretion of the
British people. And people who don’t know history, but
rely on what they consider facts, as current facts, don’t
understand this. Because people don’t know Classical
history. Generally, in universities—people come out of
these universities with no understanding whatsoever, of
Classical history. You have to go back to ancient Egypt,
these kinds of things, this period. You have to go back
to the so-called history of Greece, in which this is made
clear. You have to look at the evolution from the self-
destruction of Greece in the Peloponnesian War, for the
advantage of the Cult of Apollo! The enemy that Plato
wanted to destroy, was the Cult of Apollo, because that
was the problem.

Now, because this was the beginning of the imperial
maritime culture and its offshoots, which have ruled the
world, or dominated the world ever since, especially on
the Atlantic and Mediterranean side. And the problem
has been, essentially, that what became, through the pro-
cess of the triadic relationship among the Middle East,
Egypt, and Italy, were united finally as an empire through
a certain process, which became the Roman Empire.

The Roman Empire was destroyed by itself, in a ca-
tastrophe. It became then the Byzantine Empire. The
Byzantine Empire was destroyed in less than 1,000
years, of self-destruction. But it managed to crush
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France, Charlemagne’s France, in the meantime. The
Venetians, from 1000 A.D. approximately, maintained
control. All empires, European empires, are centered on
the Venetian system.

Forexample, let’s take the case of Henry VIII. Henry
VIII was an idiot with real problems. I think you would
say “serious problems”; you would say that in the
schools, if you were talking about a certain pupil, or a
teacher in the school. “He’s got a serious problem.” He
had a serious problem.

But the problem was, before the general period of
warfare from 1492 to 1648 was unleashed in Europe,
you had a system, despite the expulsion of the Jews
from Spain, which was the first act of criminality, of
international criminality which was expressed in Europe
at that time. But that led to a conflict.

Now, inthis period, despite the fact that the Habsburgs
had taken over the Kingdom of Spain and Portugal, and
despite the fact that the Habsburgs had taken over much
of Italy, you had France, and you had England, so these
four powers were in a kind of balance, affecting part of
Germany as well; they were in a balance.

Now, what happened? Henry VIII, but it wasn’t
Henry VIII: It was a Venetian operation which set this
thing into motion, and they took Henry VIII—a fool—
and they played him on the question of the marriage of
Henry VIII to a Spanish Habsburg princess [Catherine
of Aragon]. The divorce of Henry VIII from this prin-
cess, was used to divide the religion, the Catholic reli-
gion of Western Europe, into a warring quarrel, which
has continued, in one form or the other, to the present
day. The creation of Henry VIII as a degenerate, is the
antecedent for what became the British Empire.

Now, in this process, you have a period from 1492,
the expulsion of the Jews from Spain, to 1648, the Peace
of Westphalia. During this period, there was a transi-
tion, philosophically, from Aristotelean doctrine, which
is also rotten—Plato was opposed to this nonsense—to
the doctrine of Paolo Sarpi. And Paolo Sarpi’s doctrine
is that he has a principle, but there is no principle al-
lowed for the people.

So, what became European culture, so-called Euro-
pean liberalism, after Sarpi, is that. The British Empire
is nothing but an extension of the transnational group-
ing of people and forces which are the forces organized
around the central figure of the British monarchy, what
became the British monarchy, by the theories of Paolo
Sarpi. This was consolidated—Leibniz tried to stop this
process, but didn’t succeed. So therefore, with 1763,
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you had the establishment of the British Empire.
But the British Empire is actually primus inter
pares.

Take for example, the Napoleonic Wars.
What was Napoleon? Well, he was something
you wouldn’t—excretion from the back of a
cow, or something. But, he was used, for what? He was
used for: Look at 1782. The United States has estab-
lished its independence by victory against Cornwallis.
What was behind that? The French; the Spanish monar-
chy, the French monarchy, and the Russians, Catherine
the Great, leading the coalition of the League of Armed
Neutrality. And these forces in Europe were the key
strategic forces which enabled the United States to win
its freedom in 1782 against the British.

What happened? The British East India office, which
was established in 1782, on behalf of the British East
India Company of that time, ran intelligence operations
in Europe, including the operation known as the Queen’s
Necklace scandal in France. This was used to topple
France; and wars launched by Napoleon destroyed
Russiato alarge degree; every part of Continental Europe
was essentially destroyed by Napoleon. And what hap-
pened when Napoleon quit, or was quitted? What hap-
pened is, the British Empire stepped in, and established
itself as the British Empire over Europe. And despite the
revolts which have occurred in Continental Europe
against the British Empire, the British Empire is Europe,
is Western Europe, and runs Europe today.
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The Venetians played Henry VIII, by
orchestrating his divorce from the
Spanish Habsburg princess
Catherine of Aragon. The divorce
was used to set up the division of the
Church, leading to a brutal period
of warfare in Europe, and, to what
became the British Empire. Shown
are the painting of Henry VIII by
Hans Holbein the Younger (1540);
and Catherine, as she appeared in
her official portrait as Queen.

Why does it run Europe?
Because the dumb Europeans
are foolish to play the game!
The game became serious,
when the United States won
against the British in our Civil
War. Our Civil War was a war
against the British, nothing
else. By 1876, we had reached
the pinnacle of our power, as a
growing power. We also con-
tinued to reach power, because
Bismarck adopted the Ameri-
can System, as I’ve said before,
and Russia adopted the Ameri-
can System in part, not as a
system, but as a strategic out-
look. Europe accepted the
American System’s influence.
What did the British do? They
used various wars to under-
mine this process, and then, in
1890, by firing Bismarck, the
Chancellor of Germany, they
were able to orchestrate,
through the idiot of Austria, the
Habsburg idiot, to orchestrate a Balkan War, which was
then used to get Germany opposed to Russia.

Now the Emperor of Russia, they called him, and
the Kaiser of Germany were both idiots, and they were
both nephews of the Crown Prince of Britain. He orga-
nizes two nephews to make a war against each other! In
1905, they had a meeting on a yacht in the Baltic, and
they were all there. And the Kaiser and the Tsar looked
at each other. “Our uncle is trying to kill us.” Yes, but
despite the fact they knew this, recognized this, they
went ahead and played the game.

It’s just like the war in Iraq, the Iraq War. Two Iraq
wars: totally unnecessary. We played the game. What’s
happening now with the Afghanistan war? We played
the game. Who runs the Afghanistan war, the trap that
the United States’ troops are in? The British Empire!
The British Empire, which runs the drug operation
which the Obama Administration is protecting! Trea-
sonously! We’re sending troops in to be killed because
we are protecting a British drug operation in direct co-
operation with the British monarchy! And that’s the
way you have to look at these kinds of things. That’s
what our problem is.
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Imperialism: Luxemburg Was Right

Freeman: The next question is on Rosa
Luxemburg, and it comes from some of the
people who are working as part of the Stan-
ford Group. They say: “Lyn, we have been
lately reading Rosa Luxemburg, for both a
better understanding of imperialism, and
also, of the mass-strike phenomenon that
you have been talking about. And this has
raised two issues that we wanted to consult
with you on. First, on the question of impe-
rialism, this is a big argument among us,
but we think she’s wrong on imperialism,
and specifically because it seems that her
definition of imperialism is too narrow. And
we may be misreading what she’s saying,
but she doesn’t seem to cross national bor-
ders, when she’s talking about imperial
power.

“Number two, on the question of the
mass strike itself, when you first raised this
question, we thought it was more or less an American
phenomenon, or rather an American response that
emerges as a result of America’s unique history, and
unique institutions. But apparently that’s not the case.
Because obviously, Luxemburg was not American.

“Now you have Luxemburg, on the one hand, and of
course, you’ve also repeatedly referred to Percy Shel-
ley’s A Defence of Poetry.

“So, we’d like you to comment first on this question
of imperialism, and specifically, on whether Luxem-
burg’s view was flawed. Two, on the question of the mass
strike, we’d be interested in knowing how your view of
the mass strike evolved, because, while there are cer-
tainly echoes of Rosa Luxemburg in what you’ve out-
lined, your view seems to be a result of a unique melding
of her ideas, Shelley’s ideas—and, what else?”

LaRouche: Well, actually, the one person to look at
on Rosa Luxemburg on imperialism, is the later writ-
ings of the State Department’s Herbert Feis, and Feis’s
treatment of this—and particularly, he refers directly to
Luxemburg. She was right. Lenin and all the other
people on imperialism were wrong.

Imperialism is not an expression of a nation-state;
it’s an expression of an empire. And empires and nation-
states are not the same thing. An empire is a system that
is controlled by managing wars among the nation-states
which are part of the empire! World War I, World War
IT are examples.
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Rosa Luxemburg (shown here, in Stuttgart, 1907) was the only competent
economist of the last century. “She was a genius,” declared LaRouche. She was
entirely correct in her economic theories, and on the nature of imperialism.

The other side of the thing is deeper, but this has to
be put out of the way. Look at the history of World War
I. And look at similar kinds of histories. How was this
organized?

Well, first of all, the first thing to organize World
War I, was the assassination of the French President
[Sadi Carnot]. That was the first thing. The next crucial
thing was the assassination of the U.S. President [Wil-
liam McKinley]. There are other things in the mean-
time, which happened to the same effect.

In 1894 and ’95, the British organized the Japanese
Mikado to join a war against China, Korea, and Russia,
which continued until 1945; August 1945 was the end
of that war, which started in 1895, approximately, 1894-
95. For example, in the beginning of the 1920s, the
British organized a conference on naval power adjust-
ments, for the post-World War I period. And in this,
they ganged up with Japan, and Italy, against the U.S.
The commitment was to reduce the U.S. naval fleet.

At this time, the Mikado agreed to build up Japan’s
naval power, under British advice, for the purpose not
only of attacking and continuing warfare against China,
Korea, and Russia—but also the United States. Japan’s
specific mission, which was established in the 1920s,
by the British, Italians, and Japanese, and others, was to
launch an attack to take out the U.S. Naval Base at Pearl
Harbor. And also, the other side of the thing, was to
reduce the U.S. naval power in the Pacific. Because the
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Pacific base at Pearl Harbor was the base of the U.S.
Pacific Fleet.

Japan was also, over this period, leading into 1941,
most of this period, an ally of the British Empire. The
complication was that when the British found them-
selves with their rear-ends hanging out, with the Wehr-
macht overrunning France—which was something that
was arranged because the French fascists and the Nazis
got an agreement. And the British had been the allies of
the Mikado for the Pearl Harbor attack at that time.
They changed their mind, only when they lost Europe,
and therefore, Churchill went screaming to the United
States, for U.S. assistance under the assistance treaty,
to save Britain from being gobbled up by the Nazis.
Under those conditions, the British adjusted their
policy.

Now, Nazi Germany, which they had created,
became a great, immediate threat to them. So, there-
fore, Churchill, who was a pig, allied himself with a
man he hated, Franklin Roosevelt, for the sake of saving
the British Empire. And Roosevelt intended to destroy
it, of course, at the end of the war.

So, at that point, Japan is stuck with this thing, has
got a complete commitment, has built up, since 1894, a
naval buildup of very significant proportions—not only
for conducting the continuing wars against China,
Korea, and Russia—the 1905 war with Russia, for ex-
ample—but also the attack on Pearl Harbor, which was
decided on in the early 1920s. And this was all done at
that time, as a direct alliance with the British monar-
chy.

And then we had Operations Red and Orange by the
United States, as a response to this threat. The Billy
Mitchell case—that was the issue in the Billy Mitchell
case. Mitchell was right. And what he cited was the
British-Japan agreement, on the attack on Pearl Harbor,
as being the threat. That was what Mitchell was court-
martialled for! As MacArthur said later, it was big mis-
take to support the court-martial of Mitchell.

So, this is the way this thing developed. And that’s
the whole issue of this British Empire, is that.

But it was the Empire, as such, is what Rosa Luxem-
burg understood. The Empire. And all you have to do is
look at Herbert Feis, his review. He was the State De-
partment historian who wrote a number of books on the
subject, which confirmed that she was entirely correct,
in her economic theory, and that nobody else at the time
who wrote on imperialism, had any competence what-
soever. She was correct.
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The Classical Imagination

Now, on the mass strike thing.

Her perception is not as well documented on the
mass strike, except that she thought that the Social
Democrats’ talk about a mass strike was a piece of
idiocy, the German Social Democrats. And it was a
piece of idiocy. What she was referring to is the same
thing that Shelley refers to, exactly the same thing. But
the concept of this, in terms of modern Europe, comes
with the work of Leibniz in the 1690s, when Leibniz
introduced the concept of dynamics, which he identi-
fied as a restoration of the concept of dynamis associ-
ated with Plato, and Plato’s immediate predecessors, in
earlier times.

Now, this goes into something which I think is going
to be difficult to handle here, in the time available. It’s
something which I have written about, extensively, in
this thing which has just gone to print. But, to summa-
rize the point:

The point is this. Our conception of mankind is
rather foolish, the popular conception of what mankind
is. We think of ourselves in terms of sense certainty. We
imagine that what we sense, is reality. That is, reality
per se. It’s reality in some sense. It is a sensing of some-
thing. But it’s not reality, ontologically. And this is the
great issue which comes up—it is expressed usually by
poets, and musicians—especially poets, like Shelley—
because our education in science is incompetent—this
question of creativity, of human creativity. As long as
you believe in a reductionist, mathematical system, you
don’t understand creativity. Because what we call cre-
ativity, real creativity, is located in places like poetry,
Classical music, the paintings of Rembrandt, things of
that sort. It’s the human imagination—we call it the
imagination. We call it the Classical imagination.

The case of Einstein is an example of that. Einstein
is explicit on this. Music, for him, is the location, iden-
tity, of creativity. He’s right.

So, the point is, we are trained to believe in sense
certainty. We believe that what we see and touch, and so
forth, is a direct representation of reality, although all
modern science tells us that that is not true. And there-
fore, we don’t realize that we, within, is the inhabitant
of a carcass we call our body. And our body comes
equipped with certain things we call sense instruments,
or senses. And we are conditioned to believe that we are
directly reflected as the “we,” as “us,” as “I,” identity,
by sense perception. We think of ourselves as an object
of sense perception, and that’s our weakness.

EIR July 16,2010



In fact, as I’ve written about this matter
in this paper—I’ve dealt with it before, last
year, and so forth, but here, more clearly, 1
think—that the human individual’s identity
is not located in the identity that is narrowly
associated with sense certainty, but rather,
we have an identity which recognizes that
this is not true. The case I cite in point of
this, is the discovery of universal gravitation
by Johannes Kepler.

Now Kepler is the only person who ever
discovered a principle of universal gravita-
tion, that is, an original discovery. It was done
in the course of his Harmony of the Worlds, in
which he contrasted two different sense per-
ceptions, quasi-sense perceptions: that of
sight, that is, the view of the planetary system
from a telescope, or the interpretation of a
telescope; and on the other hand, on the ques-
tion of harmonics, in other words, hearing;
hearing, as in the musical sense of hearing.

And the way he discovered the universal
principle of gravitation for the Solar System,
was on the basis of the juxtaposition, the iron-
ical juxtaposition, between the idea of sight,
and of hearing. That is, hearing as in musical
harmonies. That without the two, there could
have been no discovery of gravitation.

The case of Laplace is an example. La-
place tried to create a fake discovery of gravitation, and
failed, because he refused to consider this conception.
He just wouldn’t consider it. So therefore, he came up
with a completely failed conception of gravitation, as a
result of this mistake, when the evidence was already
clear there in Kepler’s own harmonics, as to how this
thing was done.

So, what Kepler’s case shows to us, is that there is a
reality of mind, which is distinct from simple sense per-
ception. We find this all over the place, when we start
looking in domains beyond simple sense perception,
when we look at the universe as Riemann defined it, in
the very large, or the very small. When you get into the
very large, which is beyond sense perception’s capabil-
ity, or the very small, which is also beyond sense per-
ception’s capability, you find yourself in a universe
which does not conform to your everyday practical,
self-evident kind of thing.

Now, the way the human mind actually functions,
and even people who don’t know how their mind func-
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“A bust of Homer contemplating Aristotle,” as LaRouche has ironically titled
Rembrandt’s famous painting (1633). The poet Homer “sees” with his mind,
despite his blind, shadowed eyes, this silly fop, “the great, grand, glorious,
orator Aristotle,” whom Homer recognizes is an ass!

tions are affected by this principle, which is dynamics;
that human beings are fully aware of this kind of thing.
They’re not conscious of what the nature of the thing is,
but they know there’s something inside them, to which
they react, which is not sense-perception.

So, therefore, if you look at August of last year,
where all these meetings are occurring, of politicians
going out to meet their constituents, and they’re expect-
ing 20 or 30 in each party. Instead, they get hundreds.
And the hundreds are saying to the politician: “You shut
up! We don’t like what you’re saying. You shut up, and
listen to us. We’re giving you orders.” And that was the
mass strike.

This is the same kind of thing that Shelley refers to,
in “On Poetry,” and on general social behavior, in the
conclusion of his A Defense of Poetry, same thing. You
find this in Rembrandt. You look at Rembrandt and look
at his famous painting, and you see his Homer, the bust
of Homer, looking, contemplating this silly fop, Aristo-
tle. Then you look closely. You say, where are the eyes
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in Homer’s bust? There are no eyes—they’re dark shad-
ows. That’s the power of that painting. The power of
that painting is that it grips people who understand it.
They don’t know why. But they know the power is
there. It is the most powerful painting, probably the
most powerful, of all of Rembrandt’s work. And the
clue to it is that.

Here you have Aristotle, the so-called sacred figure,
Aristotle, the great, grand, glorious, orator, Aristotle, a
silly fop, all decorated, looking all self-inflated. An ass!
And here you have poor, dead Homer, a bust, who, al-
though a piece of stone, knows that this is an ass that
he’s looking at. And you know that!

This power of perception, which Shelley refers to,
Schiller refers to it in terms of the stage. An example,
the case of the Romantics. Romantics on drama. Ro-
mantics will tell you that in every drama, there’s a hero,
or something like that. No. In all Classical drama, there
are very seldom heroes. There is no hero in Macbeth.
There’s no hero in Lear. There’s no hero in Hamlet, and
so forth. And Schiller makes this clear. No hero.

What is there? Well, all these dramas show you a
completely idiot society, completely foolish, corrupt,
rotten, everything, wrong! Now, why do you put this
onstage, a bunch of players who are acting out, not
themselves, but a character, who doesn’t even exist?
Why are they acting out a drama, which demonstrates
that they’re all a bunch of corrupt, dirty idiots? Because,
as Schiller says, the citizen who comes into the theater
to watch this drama, which has verisimilitude in respect
to cases in history, looks at this drama, as Schiller em-
phasizes, and recognizes that it is he, in the audience,
who is being addressed, who is the hero. That /e, in the
audience, by seeing what fools are running his govern-
ments, his society, is inspired to recognize he should
stop being a silly citizen, who simply accepts things,
and should, instead, concentrate on becoming the hero
that is missing from such dramas as these.

The function is great Classical drama, in Shake-
speare, the ancient Greek—Aeschylus, for example, is
a perfect example of the same thing. How do you get a
fellow standing out there, behind two masks, and play-
ing parts, as in, say, acting out of the //iad, for instance,
behind the mask, and playing these parts behind the
mask—how does the audience conceive of something
important in this thing? Because the mind is capable of
recognizing reality, which is notencompassed by simple
sense perception.

And in all the great movements in history, that’s the
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characteristic. Sense perception-based notions of inter-
relationships among persons, is significant, many times.
Butin great matters, as in great Classical art, great Clas-
sical musical composition, for example, adequately
performed, of course, does the same thing. Poetry does
the same thing. Great architecture is great precisely be-
cause it inspires the viewer. And it inspires the viewer
to recognize a faculty within himself or herself, which
he would not recognize from ordinary sense percep-
tion.

This is the function of Classical art, what makes it
Classical art.

And therefore, when you want to deal with a people,
in struggle, in crisis, under great stress, what do you do?
You try to reach into them, to a potency within them,
which they ordinarily do not express, or are not aware
of. And you bring the sense of that quality in them. They
see it as powerful and beautiful. It inspires men and
women to do what they are otherwise incapable of
doing.

And this is the most precious thing. That’s why aes-
thetics is so essential. You will not find from kinemat-
ics, in reductionist kinematics, you will not find the
answer to these questions. And what I forecast is based
on this.

The Example of Forecasting

Let’s take the example of the forecasting now, which
I do now.

There is no possibility that I am mistaken. But why
is it that I am the only one who has been successful in
forecasting, in the recent period, since my first forecast
in 1956, when I did a limited forecast, which has worked
out fine? But then, I realized that what I had done, after
I saw the result, was based on another principle. And so
I said, okay, so this is the case; now I understand how
this society works. I was working as an executive for a
consulting firm. I did this forecast, and I realized what I
had done. Because I did it on the basis of field work,
and other things like that. I knew exactly what I had
done.

And I recognized that there is a fraud in what people
think about people. Society is not rational. People who
think they’re rational in society, are not really rational.
Because they believe in sense perception, and try to in-
terpret things in terms of the language of sense percep-
tion. They don’t realize that the human mind is capable
of recognizing something else.

Now, once you understand that, then you begin to
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see clearly what this is. How does this
happen?

Take my current forecast. How do |
know this? Well, because I look at the
world that way. More particularly, how
do I know this? Because I understand
the limitations of public opinion, and
the opinion of these asses who are run-
ning the world today. I see what they
don’t see. I see how they are controlled
by it. What they are doing is absolutely
stupid. But you look at the passion with
which they—look at all these politicians
in the Congress, who vote for this stuff.
They’re all idiots! They’re not capable
of understanding anything! And they
prove that when they vote. They get bat-
tered a bit, they’re impressed, they ca-
pitulate. They kiss the butt of their
enemy, of their flatulent enemy. And
they don’t see the reality.

Reality is: I could, right now, solve,
practically, this problem, immediately,
in terms I described to you earlier. Very
simply: a Glass-Steagall application, establishing that
as part of a system, an international system, based on a
fixed exchange rate, and that kind of international coop-
eration. I could solve the problem. Right now, today.
Why can’t I solve the problem right now, today? Be-
cause I’ve got these damned fools in my way. Because
they don’t recognize what their folly is. They don’t rec-
ognize why they’re stupid. They believe that they are
going to try to save this system, because they say, “It’s
the system we know. It’s what we’re taught to believe.”
What’s killing us is not the economy. What is killing us
is the stupidity of our politicians.

The difference is, the politician has a different mo-
rality than the citizen. The citizen has a mass strike
sense, because he senses, or she senses, the problems
that he or she faces, in reality: no food, no job, cities
collapsing, everything breaking down. And these fools
are saying, “Well, we have to come to an agreement
with the Great Obama.” And therefore, as long as they
accept that assumption—that they have to respect this
President—What do you mean respect him? For what?!
For destroying us?

There’s no chance that this nation will continue to
exist if Obama remains as President. That I can guaran-
tee you. That’s a forecast I can make, and guarantee it to
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The difference in morality between the politician and the citizen is that the citizen
is facing reality: no food, no job, cities collapsing, everything breaking down. And
these fools are saying, “Well, we have to come an agreement with the Great
Obama.” Shown: a labor union protest rally on Wall Street, April 30, 2010.

you! If you don’t get this guy out of office, you’re not
going to save the nation.

So, forecasting is based on an understanding, of
these kinds of issues of processes, of what Leibniz de-
fines as dynamics, in his 1690 writings on dynamics.
That the reality of the mind, and the reality of human
behavior, human behavior as an interaction with the
material reality of society, is located in these concep-
tions which are called dynamics. This is the way the
human mind actually functions.

The problem is, we have failed to educate our young
people to understand dynamics. What have we done, in
recent periods? We’ve introduced rock music. We’ve
introduced cheap entertainment. And we made a farce
out of the presentation of great Classical art.

Look at our art. It stinks! It’s unfit for human con-
sumption, unfit for animals. Our Classical art. What is
popular art? Popular entertainment? While passions are
associated with popular entertainment, that is what de-
stroys us. Because this kind of entertainment deprives
us of access to those powers of insight which are natural
to us. And it is only through great Classical art—which
is what the meaning of Classical art is—that you culti-
vate the mind to recognize these powers which lie
beyond simple sense certainty. Which lie in what is
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called the domain of the imagination.

But, it’s in the domain of the imagination, that the
human being is capable of recognizing that his society
is about to go down, and do something about it. It is
sometimes called prescience. But it is not something
mysterious. It’s something made mysterious by people
in a society which is depraved. And our culture is that of
a society which is depraved.

We do not understand human values. We do not
really understand the value of a human being. People
will say, “well, that’s a human being, therefore the
human being has certain rights.” To be free of pain, or
to be free of this, or to be free of that. But that is not
what the human being is. Because the human being,
under certain conditions, will give up their life, and
suffer pain—for the sake of what? For the sake of some-
thing that is more important to them, than issues of pain,
or satisfaction.

And it is only in those arts, which we associate with
Classical artistic composition, that true morality comes
forth, instead of the practical sense of morality, of a so-
called social contract or something like that. It is when
we are willing—as in warfare, you are willing to give
up your life, and suffer great pain, for the sake of your
people, and future generations. Do you have the aware-
ness to be able to respond on that basis, as a commander
in warfare must, if he is to be competent?

What we have done since the death of Roosevelt,
especially in popular culture, so-called, is, we have de-
stroyed the ability of even the so-called educated mem-
bers of our population, professionally educated, to
maintain that quality of insight which is actually a qual-
ity of intelligence; whose specific habitat is Classical
cultural art and education. That’s where the problem
lies. That’s where the moral problem lies.

Now for me, these ideas have been precious to me
for along time, and therefore, in answer to the question:
Because they are precious to me for a long time, have
been for a long time, I know them well. And I respond
to them much more quickly. And my concern is, that
others understand. And therefore, I'm dealing with this
specific subject within repeated locations, in what I
have written, and what I’m about to write.

China, and the Four-Power Agreement
Freeman: Those people who are listening to this
webcast, and those who are gathered here, are aware of
the fact that on April 29, there was a dialogue that Mr.
LaRouche participated in, with various economists
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from leading institutions in the United States, as well as
with representatives of the nations that would be in-
volved in the Four-Power Agreement that Mr. La-
Rouche has put forward.

And this question is one that has been generated out
of that discussion, from one of the participants there.
And the question is this:

“Lyn, in our continuing work on the Four-Power
Agreement, we’ve done a great deal of work on China,
and looking at China’s economy. And there’s something
that’s come up that we would like you to address. Be-
cause, on the one hand, China clearly has dedicated
itself to building up its internal infrastructure. They are
constructing nuclear power plants. They are obviously
engaged in various agreements for mass transit sys-
tems, based on high-speed rails, and various other forms
of infrastructure, that obviously all of us agree with.

“But, at the same time, you are dealing with a coun-
try that has a massive population, the very vast majority
of which are extremely poor and unskilled. And there-
fore, as admirable as these efforts are, it seems that what
China is currently doing is not nearly enough. In fact,
what has come up, and we don’t quite know how to ad-
dress this, and we don’t mean to say that China is wrong
or right, but we want you to put forward a solution to
this, because, in fact, it seems that China is running
what I could only refer to as a hybrid economy, and one
that is very dangerous. Because they have all this infra-
structure going on, on the one hand, but then, on the
other hand, there is no way around the fact that the
mass, or the majority of their population is largely en-
gaged in producing cheap goods for export to external
markets. And the fact is, that those markets are shrink-
ing, and are shrinking rapidly. This seems to be a huge
vulnerability for the Chinese economy.

“Now obviously, a Four-Power Agreement would
present a solution to that, but our question is really from
the standpoint of overall economic planning: Is the
government of China right in the way that they are pur-
suing this? Or, should they concentrate far more on
even greater projects for their own internal benefit?”

LaRouche: China is doing in general, exactly the
right thing. The problem is, the United States and West-
ern Europe are doing the wrong thing. Now China—
what’s the story here? There are several things to be
considered. First of all, China’s development was ini-
tially crippled by British influence, Bertrand Russell’s,
in particular. And China’s development was also crip-
pled by what happened with the British East India Com-
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China, said LaRouche, is generally doing the right thing
economically. It’s a question of culture: “Culture is the
ancestors inside you! It’s the creative powers of reason in your
population, which are expressed with the art, the artistic
culture, especially, and the form of language of the
population.” The painting, “Children Playing,” by Su Han
Ch’en (Song Dynasty, 1150 A.D.).

pany earlier, which laid the basis for this problem. This
is a major problem.

Now, what did China do? China responded, adapted,
under instructions from the world, to follow a certain
policy. And China was also told it would not have access
to certain technologies. Also, fact.

Now, what’s the problem? Well, there is no solution
for the problem the way the question is posed, because
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if you accept the world market which China lives in, as
it is, you're saying we’ve got to kill off about 2 billion
Chinese, because they cannot live, they cannot have
technological progress without employing their poor
people, who are poorly educated. They have to develop
their poor people! Why do they have to develop poor
people? Because that is what the British gave them,
with British policy.

We should look at our own mess, and get a clearer
and more honest view of the matter. What’s happening
in the United States? We’re all Chinese! Except the
Chinese are producing, and we’re not.

Now, we have two areas of the world, strategically.
One is the trans-Atlantic world, and we divide the trans-
Atlantic world into two parts—North Atlantic and
South Atlantic. We also have the Pacific part of the
world. The Pacific part of the world is doing the right
thing: vast investment in nuclear power, mass transpor-
tation, and promotion of technology. Europe is an abso-
lute stinking mess. The British influence is stronger
there. They had to crush us, to get it out of us. Europe
was an easier target.

So now, though, what’s the point? What is the
market? What is the world market for Chinese produc-
tion? Who is destroying that? Is it China? No, the fault
lies in our own government! I could fix this problem!
Get rid of this President! And I think we are about to
have a very big improvement in the composition, I be-
lieve, especially in the House of Representatives. I un-
derstand about 100% of them are up for re-election!
Boy! What a fine opportunity for a House-cleaning!

So, our problem is, you’ve got to look at these things
globally. What is the issue? Don’t think of nations as
entities in competition, in conflict with each other. They
are not inherently in conflict with each other. They rep-
resent language cultures, and it is not just language as a
definition, it is language cultures. And it is not just the
same language necessarily, it is the culture as such. So,
what do you form a nation on the basis of? Some kind
of contract, where you go out and set up a bunch of
people, slaves; build a stockade, put them in the stock-
ade, and call it a government, call it an economy? Or, do
you realize that they have a culture.

Again, it’s the same thing that just came up in the
previous question. It’s the question of culture. The ques-
tion of culture is not one which you can define in terms
of simple mechanical views of sense perception. Cul-
ture is the ancestors inside you! It’s the ancestors in
your language, and its evolution. It’s the creative powers
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of reason in your population, which are expressed with
the art, the artistic culture, especially, and the form of
language of the population. This enables a population
to work together on the basis of the creative powers of
the individual, as opposed to the so-called taught, me-
chanically taught, principles.

You have to get to the soul of the population! And
you have to bring that soul up to a better degree of self-
education. Now, you have a population, a nation! Ah,
that’s something real, something precious. Now, you
engage that nation with other nations in a common pur-
pose. It’s like different people, being brought together
for a common end. And you have to think, now: But
what determines the success of this proposition? The
cooperation, the relationship among these people.

What’s the relationship of China to the rest of the
world? Well, China went ahead on the basis of saying,
“Well, the United States is there. We have a relationship
to Europe, if they don’t collapse. We’ve got the right
program.” What went wrong? Europe went wrong, and
the United States went wrong. That’s what went wrong.
So, you’ve got to change the United States, not China!

Or, China will change itself. But give it what it can
adapt to, for change. You will see we have a system out
there. I look at it from a standpoint of being an old man,
and looking ahead for about 20 years, 30 years, 40
years, 50 years: being an old man, expecting to be stub-
born and hold on, and do all these things that I have to
do. My view is, “Okay, what do we do?”

We have got two parts of the world. One part of the
world is Trans-Atlantic—and that’s where the disease
is. So, don’t change the subject. That’s the disease.
“Doctor, that’s the one that needs the surgery immedi-
ately!” And we have got the other side. Well, they have
lots of problems, but they’re not dying. They are only
dying as a result of the effects of our disease, which lies
in the Trans-Atlantic area! The danger to the world is
the collapse of the Trans-Atlantic economy and culture!
We no longer perform! And our partners are suffering
as a result of that.

We don’t allow China to have access to certain tech-
nologies. Don’t complain about Chinese technology!
Stop depriving them of access to things they have a per-
fect right to. You have to have cooperation among
China, Japan, Korea, and Russia, and other countries in
that region. That is the immediate area of cooperation.
You have to think about the Pacific cooperation with a
cross-Pacific area. You have to think about India, and
you have to think about a certain part of Africa, which
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is in the same area. You’ve got to think about the min-
eral resources in Australia, especially nuclear and re-
lated resources. For thorium, for thorium reaction, for
uranium for power.

So, if we were mobilizing as a bunch of partners, na-
tions, regions of the world as partners, and we wanted
to get the job done, we’d get the job done. The danger
to China today, is the collapse of the United States. And
the danger to China is the influence of Britain and a sick
Europe on the United States, which causes the United
States to behave stupidly. And we have an ass-licker of
the Queen, as President of the United States, and that is
not doing us any good.

So, we should not blame China for the fact that it is
taking a policy which is based on the assumption that
the Trans-Atlantic region was going to function. The
Trans-Atlantic region is no longer functioning. The im-
plicit contract of China with the Trans-Atlantic region
has been betrayed. China is suffering a problem as a
result of that. Fix the problem; change the policy:
Change the President. “C’mon, hey, that diaper stinks”:
Change the President!

How To Develop a Nation

Freeman: Well, since Lyn brought up the question
of the problems here, and the fact that we’re dying, I
think this next question is rather appropriate. And it
comes from one of the working groups inside the Stan-
ford Group. And they say:

“Lyn, we have been grappling with a problem that
initially startled us, and again, we are not sure how to
address it. We have been tasked with defining various
necessary infrastructure projects that we would pursue
to restore the nation’s economy, and we have run into a
very specific problem, or set of problems. And this
comes up whether we are talking about immediate proj-
ects, like the construction of high-speed rails in specific
corridors, water projects, etc., or whether we are dis-
cussing far more far-reaching projects with an even
greater and more intense science-driver. But either way,
we keep running up against two problems.

“One is that any assessment of the U.S. economy
puts us at a point where we are forced to admit that we
have fallen significantly below what we would refer to
as a physical breakeven point, in terms of the opera-
tional capability of our physical economy—i.e., our
ability to produce what is necessary for these infrastruc-
ture projects. The second problem is the skill level of
the population. We have lost skills; we have a largely
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unskilled, uneducated population, which in many cases
is not all that enthusiastic about work, largely because
of depressed cultural levels. And although we have not
done the same kind of in-depth study of Europe, frankly,
Europe doesn’t seem to be in much better shape.

“So, while we have no problem defining these proj-
ects, and regions of the United States, and how to pro-
ceed in each geographic region, we are somewhat at an
impasse in figuring out how to address how to bring the
nation up to physical breakeven on the one hand, and
then also how to deal with this largely unskilled U.S.
population, and how to also bring them up to the level
necessary.”

LaRouche: Well, the answer is elementary.

Now, in 2005, when I had more influence on the ad-
ministration of government at that time than now, at
least in terms of the Congress, I had two proposals. One
of which was adopted, which I presented in November
of 2004, which was to save Social Security. And the
second one, which I presented in January to February of
2005, was the reorganization of the automobile indus-
try, and related industries, which proceeded quite nicely
as a project of discussion, during the remainder of 2005.
But in February of 2006, it had been killed.

Now, my argument was elementary, and it applies to
the thing today. I said, “Yes, we have been a bunch of
stupid bums in our auto industry. We have been produc-
ing junk in the auto industry, which we don’t need. And
therefore, we have also, at the same time, been shipping
our automobile production overseas to other countries.
We ship the production over there, and they ship the
goods to us. Nonsense.”

Now, the automobile industry as it existed up until
2004, 2005 in the United States, was the product of a
process, which really took root in the Lincoln Adminis-
tration, and was a process which has been going on, and
was renewed by Roosevelt in a very significant way.
The basis for industry is infrastructure, and the basis
for production is science-driven machine-tool design.

I said, let’s save the crucial component of this pro-
cess, which is the machine-tool specialists, design spe-
cialists, who are proximate to the role of science for
production in general. Look back to World War II, and
a period preceding, especially from 1938 on, when
Roosevelt prepared for the U.S. involvement in the war,
in some form or other. We knew a war was coming, and
the United States was going to be involved.

So, we built up, around the machine-tool concep-
tion, and the development of multiplying machine-tool
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American Honda Motor Co., Inc.
The basis for industry is infrastructure, and the basis for
production is science-driven machine-tool design. LaRouche
proposed in 2005 to retool the auto industry, by saving the
machine-tool component, and its design specialists, who are
proximate to the role of science for production in general.
Here, a Honda employee checks the quality of a gear:

capability—we take the machine-tool capability, and
we build around that, an employment pattern.

See, the question is, how do you transmit scientific
progress through the process of production? First of all,
you have science, which has an interrelationship with
advanced machine-tool work. Now you take that capa-
bility, a reciprocal relationship between science and
machine-tool work. Now you go down to the machine-
tool lines. Now, you get a bunch of people who are poor
slobs from the South—that’s the way we created De-
troit: poor, uneducated slobs from Southern states—and
a Southern state is not just a state, it’s a mental state.

So, how do you get production? We got production.
Look what Ford, General Motors, and others produced,
and other firms, during the period of the war mobiliza-
tion. The problem, in principle, that we face today, is no
different than that.
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So therefore, you need projects which have a high
degree of machine-tool design characteristics. And you
build a pyramid, and you develop the employment from
the top down, not from the bottom up. In other words,
you organize an industrial revolution, a new industrial
revolution. Your top level is science.

We have now, as we’re doing in the Basement work,
we’re tapping into a new domain of fundamental physi-
cal science, and it is much more than that. And you find
this also in the space program. The U.S. space program
was a science-driver program. Forget the fact that it was
for space, but the very fact of the characteristic of the
challenge of space work, requires you to go up to a
higher level of challenge. Now, you use that higher
level of challenge as your driver. Now you take all the
poor slobs from the street who need jobs, and you bring
them in, and you do with them what we did. Maybe they
today are not as qualified as they were then, but bring
them in anyway. And the on-the-job work, under this
kind of science-driver guidance, will give you a rapid
rate of increase of technological progress. That’s how
you develop a nation.

So therefore, your major projects have to be based
on this consideration. We have got a stupid population,
from a standpoint of production. They have virtually no
skill at real production. They’re cheap labor, they’re not
skilled people. They’re overworked; they work crazy
hours in crazy ways. They’re worked to death, in order
to maximize the profit of a slob who doesn’t know how
to invent something.

What we have to do is take mass transportation; stop
these damned cars, forget it! We would have to take the
territory of the United States: We need a system, which
involves the inter-relationship, with highways least,
rails or better, magnetic levitation, aircraft transport,
and water transport. And highway transport minimized;
highway transport should be essentially short distance,
short-term. We don’t need the big highways, we don’t
need all this clutter on the highways. We don’t need
people, driving, commuting, one to two hours each way,
each day, among two or three jobs to make a living. We
do not need that. We need to shorten the hours.

We do need to have a family household, which you
cannot have, with this commuting pattern we have now.
What do you think? You’ve got two, three, four hours a
day commuting? Five, six days a week? And you expect
a family life? You think you’re going to raise a child, or
is it going to be a monster? You’re getting the monster.
Then you shut down the schools, and so forth, all this
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stuff, what are you doing? What are you doing to the
population? You’re destroying the nation! Cut out this
highway orientation!

We want a transportation system, where to go a
thousand miles in the United States, you should not
have airplane travel; you should have high-speed rail,
or the equivalent. Coast-to-coast air, all right. But if it’s
less than a thousand miles, no. No air travel. Air travel
at less than a thousand miles is very inefficient as a rela-
tive method of transportation; except when it’s for an
emergency purpose to a special location.

So, we need high-speed equivalent rail. We need to
get rid of what we did before. We need to have local
high-speed transport of people, as by subway systems,
things like that. We need much freight moved that way,
the same way. We need also a sense of organization of
industry so that we have compatibility within a region.
You want the components of the thing to come in such
a way that they fit the end-product.

And therefore, if we take that approach, and take a
top-down approach and take a science-driver approach,
we don’t need some of the discussion that goes on in
government today. What we need is a science-driver
approach, structured that way. You want a national eco-
nomic research driver program. That’s the brains of the
operation. We are going to specify what we need, and
you are going to design a system, we are going to orga-
nize a system. We are going to revive Detroit, as I in-
tended to do in 2005 and 2006. My intention was to take
the excess territory, the excess area, production floor
space of the automobile and aerospace industry, and
keep what we need, but take the excess which we are
throwing away, and organize it, as we did in World War
IL, for other things.

We can build a completely new high-speed rail
system or equivalent in this nation. We can build pack-
ages of power plants, including nuclear power plants,
for this nation. We can build systems of support for ag-
riculture, which would improve our productivity in ag-
riculture in other ways. We can have a combination of a
centralized, decentralized development of the territory
of the United States. We can orient this in terms of our
relationship to nations across the Pacific and across the
Atlantic.

What we need, is just a team of people—I think you
could pull it together in a matter of a couple of weeks,
with what we have. We used to have Congressmen who
had some intelligence in this direction. We don’t like
them any more; we like stupid ones better. Or, if they’re
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not stupid, they should appear to be stupid, otherwise
we’ll throw them out.

And that’s the way you have to approach this. We
have to have a national conception, based on interna-
tional requirements within the territory of the United
States. We have to have a top-down approach, where
everybody is migrating up in terms of technology and
standard of living. And going upward is not just getting
more money; it means that you have more skill, you’re
more productive. Therefore, you get a benefit of that.
And we want a lot of research!

We don’t want any more of this green technology. I
mean, Al Gore may be skilled at attempted rape, or—
but we don’t need his way of thinking at all, and I think
that celebrated case just shows us why we never needed
him at all.

‘Blatant Lying by the President’

Freeman: This question comes from the office of a
U.S. Senator, and she prefaces the question by saying
that some of what is contained in her question is going
to be presented on the floor of the Senate during the
debate this week—to the degree that there is a debate—
of the financial regulation [Dodd-Frank] bill. She says:

“Mr. LaRouche, I think you know what our efforts
have been from the beginning on this issue, but I think
it’s also very important that the people who are listen-
ing to your webcast, understand exactly what occurred
in the Conference Committee that produced this legis-
lation. Because what is right now, in the press, is disin-
formation. Because despite the overwhelming revul-
sion of the U.S. population to the bailout of Wall Street
and the banks, and despite the fact that our President
said repeatedly, that he would veto any measure that did
not include reining in derivatives, the fact of the matter
is that, exactly the opposite has occurred. And in fact, I
do very much regret to report that it seems that the Pres-
ident is a liar.

“First of all, Senator Levin was employed to intro-
duce the so-called ‘Volcker Rule,’ as a substitute for a
different amendment, which was the re-introduction of
Glass-Steagall, as you well know. Now, Glass-Steagall
was, without question, preferable, and the Volcker Rule
was flawed. But, President Obama opposed Glass-Stea-
gall, and claimed to have supported the Volcker Rule.
But, even with all of its flaws, the fact is, that the Vol-
cker Rule, originally, as Senator Levin introduced it,
banned banks from using their own taxpayer-backed
cash to speculate in the financial markets. And as every-
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one does know, the Federal government stands behind
bank deposits, and banks have access to cheap funds
from the Federal Reserve. And former Federal Reserve
Chairman Volcker argued that the banks should not be
allowed to use that subsidy to speculate. And presum-
ably, President Obama supported that.

“However, the fact of the matter is that, on Thursday
afternoon, the Senate conferees confirmed that their so-
called compromise was that the banks could invest up
to 3% of their tangible common equity in hedge funds
and private equity firms. Tangible common equity is
considered the strongest form of bank capital, and it is
basically comprised of shareholder equity.

“That was bad enough, but, a few hours later that
proposal was amended further, after lobbying by both
the Administration and Wall Street. The adjustment
changed the metric from tangible common equity, to
what’s called Tier I capital. Bankers and banks have a lot
more Tier I capital, than they have tangible common
equity. So changing the requirement to this weaker form,
allowed banks to invest even more of their cash in hedge
funds and private equity funds. This was also enthusias-
tically endorsed on the House side, by Barney Frank.

“Now, this is a complicated issue, obviously, for the
average citizen. So just to make it clear, I want to give
you a couple of examples, of what this means in prac-
tice: Using JPMorgan Chase, which is the nation’s larg-
est bank, by virtue of their assets, let’s look at this:
JPMorgan Chase reports assets of more than $2.1 tril-
lion. The bank would be able to invest an additional 40%
of its cash, or an extra $1.1 billion, for a total of $4 bil-
lion, in the activities that Volcker supposedly wanted to
prohibit banks from engaging in, according to this new
legislation. For the Bank of America, which is the na-
tion’s largest bank, with more than $2.3 trillion in sup-
posed assets, the change—the so-called tightening under
this Volcker Rule—allows that firm to invest more than
$4.8 billion in hedge funds and private equity funds,
which is an increase of 80% over what they currently
have invested. Morgan Stanley can invest $1.4 billion,
which represents a 58% increase. Goldman Sachs can
invest $1.9 billion—that’s an increase of just 10%. But
we all know that Goldman Sachs is in trouble.

“This was strongly opposed by various members of
the Committee, but they were ignored.

“On the question of derivatives, which is an area
that the population is much more familiar with, and
which President Obama has talked about repeatedly,
Blanche Lincoln had a proposal that would have com-
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pelled the nation’s big banks to move
their swap dealing units, which deal
and trade in a type of financial deriva-
tive product, into a separately capi-
talized institution, within the larger
bank holding company. The affected
firms collectively would have to raise
tens of billions of dollars to protect
their swap desks, in case their bets
went bad. Or—and this would be
preferable—they could disband the
activity altogether.

“According to Wall Street, such a
measure would threaten U.S. banks,
and make it difficult for them to com-
pete with foreign banks. This is abso-
lutely not true. The nation’s largest
domestic banks control the swap
markets in the U.S., and they do so by
a very large majority. By forcing
them to divest their units into sepa-
rate affiliates....”

I’m not going to go through all of
this; she goes through too much here.
But, the bottom line, is, she’s saying
that, if, in fact, Lincoln’s proposal had been left in there,
it would, at the very least, mean that, if these bets went
sour, taxpayers would be saved from having to move in
to prop up the banks, just as they did in 2008.

And she adds, that a Glass-Steagall proposal would
do what Blanche Lincoln’s proposal did not do, which
is that, it would deal with the already existing deriva-
tives. But, she says: “Be that as it may, Lincoln’s mea-
sure was important enough, so that three regional Fed-
eral Reserve presidents, in a very unusual move, came
out and supported it.”

However, she reports, “At midnight on Friday,
[Rep.] Collin Peterson [D-Minn.] came out and an-
nounced that he believed that a deal had been made on
Blanche Lincoln’s measures, which he described as a
‘divisive’ measure. I think it’s important to point out to
people—because, really, the American people have the
right to know this—that, during these extraordinary all-
night negotiations, despite the fact that you had three
Federal Reserve presidents supporting Blanche Lin-
coln’s bill, the fact is that the Fed’s Board of Governors,
led by the nation’s central banker, Ben Bernanke, along
with FDIC chairman Sheila Bair, and Treasury Secre-
tary Tim Geithner, joined with the nation’s largest banks
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The shocker we are going to face in the immediate weeks ahead, is that 2 million
people are being thrown on the scrapheap, by losing their unemployment
compensation. It’s going take tough measures: “You’re going to have to fry the rear
ends of a lot of politicians” to get them moving. Shown: LaRouche PAC organizers
campaign for Glass-Steagall, opposite the White House, May 15, 2010.

in spending all night with the joint Conference Com-
mittee.

“It seemed to be a great contradiction. If the Presi-
dent of the United States said he would veto any legisla-
tion that did not rein in derivatives, then why did he
send half of the White House to Capitol Hill to make
sure that those derivatives were not reined in? And, in
fact, although the negotiations were not public, the an-
nouncement now is. Rather than banks being forced to
spin off their swap desks, they would be allowed, Collin
Peterson announced, to keep those units, dealing with
the biggest part of all derivatives trading.”

And she then goes through, what the biggest sec-
tions are. And she goes through all the percentages. But
the bottom line is that it is interest rate and foreign ex-
change hedges that are by far, the greatest part of the
amount of business that’s involved.

She said, “Despite the fact that 78% of the popula-
tion expressed support for Glass-Steagall, and an even
greater percentage of the population expressed their
tremendous dissatisfaction with the government back-
ing the gambling involved in the derivatives trade, the
Conference Committee saw otherwise.

“My question to you is really a very simple one. In
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the face of this kind of disregard for what the popula-
tion of the United States has made very clear is their
desire; but really, much more significantly, in the face
of this kind of blatant lying by the President of the
United States, how do you think we should proceed?
Because clearly, you can’t believe anything that Barack
Obama says, number one. And number two, the popula-
tion, except if they happen to be very intent on finding
out what is really going on, has been led to believe, that
this measure that is going to be voted on, does, in fact,
rein in derivatives, and from ever having to bail out the
bad debts of private bankers again.”

LaRouche: Mm-hmm. The problem is the follow-
ing, the practical problem. As long as this man is Presi-
dent, you will never change the direction, from that di-
rection. It’s a fact. That’s why he’s President. That’s
why he was made President. He’s a British patsy, who
fits the profile of the Emperor Nero. As I said last April:
He is a carbon copy of the mentality of the Emperor
Nero. He has always, since I made that declaration, has
always behaved in a manner consistent with that—not
because I predicted it, but because, that’s what it was.

Therefore, you have to get him out. We have various
means of getting him out. We have the Chicago scan-
dals, all kinds of scandals. But, and the best chance is
right now—the kind of thing you’re looking at today—
you’ve got what’s happened, as a by-product of this
process, you had the unemployed, over the coming
weeks, at least now scheduled, 2 million are cut off
from their compensation checks.

Now this is deliberate murder. These are the kinds
of issues you have to deal with.

See, the problem with the Democrats, and also the
Republicans, is that they will try to think of taking a
position which will not hurt them in their relationship
with the President, or the Presidency, in terms of things
they want to deliver to their constituents. I think the
shocker is, we’re going to have to see what the effect is,
of this cut-off, essentially, in the coming period of
weeks—?2 million people are being thrown out, into
destitution, as a by-product of this legislation process.
Because it’s going to take tough measures, and you’re
going to have to fry the rear ends of a lot of politicians
to get this thing moving.

And any Democrat leader who does not do that,
should obviously be targetted, to say: “You are out. We
don’t want you ever back again.” You have to make it
very clear.

You see, we’re dealing with thing, as in the case in
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Texas, in the 22nd District, Democratic Party. The lead-
ership of the Democratic Party in Texas is not all bad
people. But the orders are coming from Obama by way
of Chicago, and similar places, that these things will
happen. And Obama is trying to run a reign of terror.
And we’re short of people, who are willing—in posi-
tions of power, to stand up against Obama!

We have to understand, if we want to have a nation—
and if we lose this nation, we’ll lose civilization too, for
a long time to come—QObama has to go! And I've de-
scribed exactly how he has to go. Get him out of there.
If you get him out of there, we have options. Don’t talk
about the conditions under which you get him out, get
him out. Just don’t shoot him. We don’t want that mess.
Just get him out of there! That’s the issue. Are you will-
ing to get rid of Obama? Or do you want a mustache on
your lip, too?

9/11 and the Catastrophe in the Gulf

Freeman: Lyn, this question comes from a woman
by the name of Josie Rizzo, who is apparently very
active in the 9/11 survivors group. She says:

“Mr. LaRouche, both my brother and my husband
were on site at the World Trade Center on Sept. 11, and
both suffered serious injuries. But, unlike so many
others, by the grace of God, they survived. I'm grateful
for that, and I'm not complaining. But I am concerned
for the people who are immediately affected now by
what is going on in the Gulf, and this is why.

“Although we had very good health insurance, we
also had four small children. And we couldn’t begin to
meet all the medical expenses and the loss of my hus-
band’s income. To make a long story short, we settled
for what seemed like a very generous sum at the time.
To get it, we were required to sign a waiver that ex-
empted the insurance company from having to deal
with any future claims. It seemed like a fair deal.

“Today, all these years later, my husband, along
with so many of the other survivors of 9/11, is plagued
by seemingly exotic health problems, that every physi-
cian we have seen, says are a result of what happened
on that day. Nothing like 9/11 had ever happened before
in our country, and no one could have anticipated what
would happen to the survivors all these years later. I am
not attaching any malicious intent to what happened
then. But the fact is that now, people who are affected
by the BP disaster, who are filing claims against this
$20 billion fund that has been set up by BP, are being
asked to sign the same types of waivers that we signed.
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“But the situation in the Gulf is
not even close to being under control
yet. So how can anyone know what
the ultimate long-term effect of this
catastrophe will be? Personally, I be-
lieve that all those people are going to
sign those waivers, just like I did, be-
cause they’re desperate. What else
could they do? But President Obama
is acting like he has intervened to
save these people from ‘big, bad BP.’
And while I don’t think that there was
malicious intent in the aftermath of
9/11, I’'m not so sure about the situa-
tion now. I don’t think he wants to
hurt those people. But I do think that
he’s more concerned with protecting
BP’s interests and his own image.”

Now there is also, coupled with
this, you have a number of people,
several of whom are people in Wash-
ington, two of whom are elected of-
ficials from Louisiana, one is an elected official from
Mississippi, and one is an elected official from Florida,
and they all basically ask the same thing:

“Mr. LaRouche, the LPAC site has talked about the
use of PNEs to cap the leak, and maybe that is where the
solution lies, but our concern is that, even if we were to
cap the leak tomorrow—and there is no indication that
there is any possible way that that could occur—the
long-term effects of the amount of oil that has currently
flowed into the Gulf, and is now in the Gulf Loop Cur-
rent, is going to have all kinds of long-term environ-
mental effects, that we cannot even begin to estimate.

“On top of that, there does seem to be a certain
amount of disinformation, as to whether or not, there
are cracks beneath the surface of the seabed, which,
looking at the live cam of the leak, certainly does seem
to be the case. Because we don’t know how else to ex-
plain the fact that both oil and gas seem to be bubbling
up from the floor, which is in proximity to supposedly
where the leak is.

“As of now, no one seems to be studying what this
long-term effect is going to be, and what should be done
about it, even if we cap the leak. This threatens to
become, not only a catastrophe for the entire United
States, but we believe, that this could very well escalate
into a global crisis, and no one seems to be paying any
attention to it.
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DoD/U.S. Coast Guard Petty Officer Patrick Kelley
British Petroleum is an asset of the British monarchy, and Obama is a puppet of the
British monarchy. Therefore, he must be removed. “Carthago delenda est!” Shown:
Workers contracted by BP clean up oil on a beach in Port Fourchon, La., May 23,
2010.

“Some people have told us that there are studies
going on by the military and by national security units
to assess this, but certainly, if that’s true, we haven’t
been told about it. We really do feel helpless, and we are
becoming more frantic. Would you please address this
in the broadest possible terms. Use of PNEs, if it works,
fine. But what about all this other stuff?”

LaRouche: Well. You have really two questions
here. They intersect from a different aspect, but they are
part of the same package. It’s true.

First of all, the President must be removed. Carthago
delenda est! [Carthage must be destroyed!] It must be
removed. This aspect of the question is clear. And that’s
the primary concern. Because as long as you are trying
to address an Administration, and a supine Congress,
which goes along with this President, there is no honest
solution to any of these things! You’ve got to get Obama
out of there! There is no answer otherwise. There’s no
future for this nation, unless you get Obama out of there!
And what he represents. And you’ve got the British
monarchy as the enemy, because it is the enemy!

British Petroleum is an asset of the British monar-
chy. It was created by the British monarchy before there
was a Kuwait. The Ottoman Empire was in a bad condi-
tion. And the British had a plan for organizing what
became known as World War I: A British plan for World
War I. This was a reaction to the success of the United
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States in defeating the British puppet called the Con-
federacy.

The British are the enemy! Not the British people,
they’re just a bunch of fat fools. They don’t know any
better. But the British monarchy has got a grip on that
population. You have got to break the British monarchy.
And Obama is a puppet of the British monarchy. He’s
not a loyal citizen of the United States.

He also seems to be involved in a lot of things that
are questionable. As far as | can determine, he has no
morals whatsoever.

So don’t try to appeal to this guy. Don’t say, some-
body has got to appeal to him, and see if, maybe, he
might respond. He’s not going to respond! He’s a poi-
sonous snake. You don’t ask him about his motives, as
long as you know he is a poisonous snake. You know
what that means. Period. Get him out of there. Get a real
President in. Even a poor one, who is halfway human.
This guy is not human.

No one can honestly deny what I am saying about
him—there is no one who is knowledgeable, who can
honestly deny: This guy is a hopeless piece of work.
There is no way under which he and the United States
can survive together. So, that’s the first thing.

Now, the problem we have, however, is the effect of
this character. And the absolute lack of morality shown
by the leadership of the Democratic Party—there are
some people in there who would like to be moral, but
they all cave in to this stuff. And they are not going to
do anything on these questions that are implicitly asked
for. He will do nothing! And as long as he’s President,
he will allow nobody else to anything about it, either.

So you can’t complain about these things, unless
you are willing to say, “He must go!” Because, if you
don’t remove him as the obstacle, there are no reme-
dies. And it’s not just the problems that these entail. If
he is not out, there is not going to be a United States,
either. And probably, not a world civilization. Because
the United States is not only what it is, it is also a key-
stone in pulling together an intercontinental system of
cooperation that can address these other problems. We
need some kind of government among major powers,
which can deal with these problems, as a vehicle for
cooperation. And he is the obstacle to that.

So the answer is, “Carthago delenda est!”” Cato was
right. You have to get this out of the way. Otherwise,
your situation is hopeless. You cannot try to find an-
other subject. You cannot look for a different flank. It’s
not going to work. Your flank all lies in the question:
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What’s the flank that is going to induce the right people
to get this guy out of there?

The minute you get this guy out of there, you are
going to have a fundamental change, because, what
have you got? First of all, the Democratic Party is acting
like a bunch of whores, from the leadership on down.
And they are going to continue to do so, as long as he is
the paymaster. As long as he’s buying the time for the
prostitutes. They are going to go with the money, the
money, the money! So this is the crucial question.

But on the question itself: We do need to have a list-
ing of the measures we must take, which would be the
measures we would take, once we get this guy out of
there. Because, you can put them up now as proposals,
as a determination for action, but you know that they
are not going to be effective, until he’s out! I think now
the minute that he’s out!/, we have a new situation. As
long as he is not assassinated, which would be another
complication. He has got to be just plain thrown out,
Nixon-style. That’s the way to do it.

Now, what we have to do, is, we do not have any
Federal authority, which we need, to get rid of this oil
crisis. And this agreement, this waiver, as the first ques-
tion pertained to this, is right. Absolutely right. This
waiver was a swindle. We should have collected the
money, immediately, from Al-Yamamah: That is, from
BAE, because we know—some of us know who did
9/711! And that cover-up: Bush, the Bush machine, cov-
ered it up.

You had members of the bin Laden family—at the
time this happened in New York—were meeting with
the Bush family in Texas! And when the smoke had
cleared, there were no planes allowed in or out of the
United States at that point, except one. The plane that
took his family out of there! And carried them safely
back to Saudi Arabia.

This operation was run, by a British-Saudi opera-
tion! That was the only place that had the capability and
the money, to do the job. And that was the purpose: to
try to terrify the United States, by an act of terrorism,
which would allow the Bush Administration to put
through the kind of dictatorial measures, which they did
put through. We are now suffering—under the present
President!—under dictatorial measures, which were
adopted as a so-called “unitary executive policy.” And
we have to understand that.

And therefore, what we have to do, is, we have to
realize that this whole thing is a cock-up, a dirty opera-
tion was run against our country, against its people. And
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we have to have a special party, prepared to be put in
place, which will go immediately, as if in war, on the
question of this question of the oil spill.

We also have to recognize that the British are ac-
countable for this! And the British monarchy is account-
able for this! First of all, what the British allowed to be
done, was to put in an operation, which was fundamen-
tally flawed from the beginning. In other words, the
whole [BP] operation was incompetent. All the things
that didn’t work, which could have been foreseen, and
actions that were not taken! So, we hold the British ac-
countable, for this cost, and for these damages!

Now, at the same time, we have to put something
into commission, with the authority to take whatever
action is necessary, to deal with both this thing, and the
side-effects of it. We have to mobilize that, as if for
war! We can junk the Afghanistan war, and put the same
kind of effort behind this kind of problem.

Once we do that, the question is a question of morals.
But not just moral policy; it’s the morals of our people.
Our people are weak morally. They’re putting up with
things they should not put up with. It’s a moral weak-
ness. If we give people back their guts, then they will
respond politically, as our people have done before in
the past. They will respond politically to what needs to
be done. Our people have a sense of justice, intrinsic to
our culture, which surpasses anything I know of the
culture of any other nation or people.

We are now demoralized; our people are demoral-
ized. And you all know some of the factors of this de-
moralization. If we choose an act, which is an act of
liberation, from the mass of evils which is now incor-
porated in the body of this President, and his accom-
plices, you are going to find a fundamental moral
change for the better in the American people! Then,
present the issue to them! Then, the election coming up
in November will mean something.

In the meantime, we’ve got to prevent the things
from getting worse, until that election comes up. We
cannot have Obama, waiting until that election, that
Congressional election in November. We’ve got to get
him out now! And the evidence exists, enough, to pull
him out, if some people have the guts to do the things
that have to be done! The scandals against Obama and
his team are piling up! This guy is more vulnerable than
Nixon was, when he was thrown out. Throw the guy
out! Use these scandals, and use all the other things, as
a combination of intention and means to throw him out.
Want to solve the problem? Throw the SOB out.
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A Psychiatric Assessment

Freeman: Lyn, this question also came from a
number of different places, but I'll ask it in the form it
came from some of our friends out on the West Coast.
They say:

“Lyn, your accuracy in terms of your economic
forecasts is inarguable, and we’ve obviously spent the
better part of the last year, working on the method by
which you’ve been able to make these forecasts. We’re
not there yet, but we’re satisfied that we will get there.

“However, a year ago, you delivered in a webcast
[on April 11; see EIR, April 17, 2009) that everybody
reacted to, you delivered a forecast—or maybe it’s not
right to call it a forecast; maybe we should just call it an
assessment—of Obama, as suffering from a terrible
Nero complex, that would ultimately lead to his de-
struction. We have no clue how you figured that one
out! And if you can, can you share with us the method
by which you made that forecast?”

LaRouche: Well, for a lot of reasons, of experience
and special kinds of knowledge, I'm able—shall we
say—to do a psychiatric assessment of some kinds of
phenomena. I’'m not recommending myself that if
you’ve got a problem, I'm going to deal with it, a per-
sonal problem. But, again, the answer really lies in what
I’m writing in this series of papers, the first of which is
going to print now, on what the method is [see this
week’s Feature].

That, as I said here, the human mind is not what
most people think it is. And once you understand what
the problem is, in the way most people think, and then
you get used to it, then your mind is open to understand-
ing things in the way the human mind works, which
most people just don’t get.

AsIsaid, things like Classical culture and so forth—
we don’t have Classical culture in the population. We
don’t have these kinds of things that we had—we don’t
have—for example: Poetry. Classical poetry. Who the
hell knows anything about Classical poetry today? We
have people doing analysis, they don’t even know what
it is. It’s not a medium of communication to them, it’s
an object to be described! Very poorly, or incompe-
tently. They don’t have that kind of insight! And that
kind of insight comes from Classical music, Classical
poetry, and scientific creativity—altogether, they give
you the ability to understand how the human mind
works. Not in terms of sense-perception!

You getit. It’s like a different smell, a different sense
organ, that you actually are able to pinpoint what is sig-
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White House/Pete Souza
How did LaRouche know, as early as April 2009, that Obama
suffered from a Nero complex that would lead to his
destruction? “The human mind is not what most people think it
is,” he responded. “And once you understand what the problem
is, in the way most people think, then your mind is open to
understanding things, which most people just don’t get.”

nificant. For example, you have people who are in an
economy, a mass economy: The whole thing is a mess!
It’s a mistake. And they’re talking about, “How do we
fix this economy?” Well, I know how to fix this econ-
omy! Because you have to understand the mind, which
is the root of the problem of this economy! Not who
made the mistake, but the fact that the public mind, the
mind of people, does not understand what causes this
problem! 1 do!

And I look at history in these terms. The case of
Nero is clear: You take all we know about Roman his-
tory and Nero: It is very clear what the case is. And
when I look at this guy—I recognize him! Yes, I recog-
nize him! And all the correlatives I need are there, I can
recognize what this mind is! And that’s what I go by.

You know, I was a management consultant, I used
to be a very good one, except I had a problem with the
FBI: They wanted me to do something for them, and I
refused to do it, and they didn’t like it at all—that |
refused them. And they did everything they could to
try to destroy my life, because I would not cooperate
with them; they had somebody stand up, and say,
“No.” I said, “You’ve got a real problem, come to me;
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okay, I will consider it. But I am not going to do this!
This is a bunch of nonsense, you’re coming up to me
with! And I happen to know that you’re completely
idiotic on this thing—forget it!” They did not like that
one bit!

Nonetheless, I remained a very good economist, and
a very good forecaster. My forecasting depends upon
corroboration of any conclusion, which is suggested by
fact, by looking at the kind of mind, which is expressed
by the phenomenon I’m looking at. In other words, this
is a question of dynamics, what Leibniz calls dynamics.
It is not enough to have the facts that tell you that this
mind is of this type, or indicate that. That does not prove
that that is what that mind is like. You have to have an
insight into the mind itself, before you can draw a con-
clusion from so-called “facts.” You have to say, “I see
that mind! It makes sense, I see that mind.”

But most people just have not developed that capa-
bility. Anybody can do it. It may take some time; it took
me some time. But I was steeped in Classical art. I never
accepted such things as Euclidean geometry. I never ac-
cepted geometry class, and it was crap. And I got in
trouble in my education, because I never accepted
things that I thought I should not accept. Just the fact
that some professor says you’re right, doesn’t mean I’'m
going to agree with him. If he doesn’t convince me, he
has not convinced me. And the fact that I didn’t make a
lot of mistakes by compromising with people who I
thought were fools, sort of saved me in my ability to
make judgments.

Most people, by trying to make what are called
“practical arguments,” lose sight of the nature of the
human mind and its powers. The study of the human
mind, from that standpoint, leads you to realize—and I
am writing about this in this paper just gone to publica-
tion; I’ll be doing more on this—enables you to realize,
and realize the truth of the fact, that what you think, is
the evidence of sense-impressions, of sense-certainty,
is not proof of anything! 1t’s a suggestion, it’s a hint, of
what might be worth investigating.

You have to look to a completely different depart-
ment: You have to think in terms of what, in physical
science, is called, “proof of principle,” of an actual
principle. You have to think like Einstein; you have to
think like Vernadsky. You have to think like Max Planck.
You have to think about people like that, in art, in Clas-
sical art, and in physical science. And these people,
whom we call “geniuses” of that type, are really not ex-
ceptional, except they are exceptions to the rule. That

LaRouche Webcast 77



is, they are not exceptional in the sense that what they
do and what they know, is some special thing which
every human being could not have access to.

The problem in our society, in our culture, in the de-
generation of our culture, in the lack of competent edu-
cation, lack of competent experience, people just never
get to know it. It’s there: Any child properly raised, in
general, will have a fair chance of being able to do this.
But what I observe, in my experience, especially in
looking at what I do, and at professionals: They just
don’t have it! It’s there for them! They should be able to
understand it: They’re human, and a human being has
powers, which I’ve detailed in some of these writings
now, which I’'m doing now, because it’s so essential.
Anyone can do this, in principle. But you have to de-
velop that aspect of yourself, before you can do it. It’s
that simple.

What I depend upon, as in the forecast I made in
April of last year on the Nero factor in the President: I
knew it! What I presented were the facts that corrobo-
rated that thing, the so-called facts, the empiric facts. |
was completely good on that. But I also had insight that
this is the man! I looked at his face, mentally, and I saw,
“This is the man: I know him!” Do you ever get that
sense of déja vu? You run into somebody, you say, “My
God! Just like...!” You get a sense of an impression of
a personality, and you recognize that personality is just
like somebody else.

Because, if you have developed your insights
enough, you will always run across a case like that from
somewhere. And I looked at this guy, with the evidence
at hand, and I said, “This pattern, evidence in hand, on
this issue—there’s only one thing that’s characteristic,
that’s consistent. My image of the Emperor Nero! Ex-
actly the same! This is the reincarnation of the Emperor
Nero, perfectly, in effect! And this is how he is going to
behave.” And he always did, and he is still doing it. This
is the Emperor Nero: You got him. Fry him.

J.S. Bach: Insight in Music

Freeman: This last question is:

“Lyn, this may seem like a weird question, but it
grew out of a series of discussions we had, following
your answer to my question some months ago, regard-
ing physics as opposed to mathematics as a basis for
economic science.

“First of all, I agree that without a doubt, mathemat-
ics is necessary and it has its place. But what has been
clear to me, and certainly your answer back then clari-
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fied it even more, the insistence that a principle in eco-
nomic science be verified and validated mathematically
has many flaws built into it. And it has had an unfortu-
nate effect on the thinking of many economic scientists.
We have yet to be able to come up with a mathematical
system that is capable of expressing dynamics, in the
way that you’ve discussed dynamics.

“But what did come up, in some of our discussions
was the question of music: And some of us have argued
that a well-composed musical system may be the most
efficient, and also, if it is a good one, the most beautiful,
expression of dynamics in the way that you’ve dis-
cussed it.

“I’m probably doing a poor job of expressing this.
My husband, who is a closet musical theorist, would
probably do it better, but I would like to know what you
think of this, and what you think about the relationship
between economics and music, if there is one. At least,
between music and good economic theory.

“P.S., If this is idiotic, go ahead and say so. I'm
tough, I can take it.”

LaRouche: The perfect expression of this, which is
only the introduction to the idea, is the work of Johann
Sebastian Bach. All competent insight in music, de-
pends upon Bach, in two ways: First of all, Bach’s work
was a process of development in the history of music,
as such, the history of composition. But what you do, is
you take Bach, in his Well-Tempered Clavier which is a
key reference point, but not the only one, and then you
look at the history of music leading into Bach, Bach’s
work, and then you take the music leading out of it.
What comes out of Bach’s work.

Then you also have to have a conception of lan-
guage. Now, most people in the United States today, do
not know how to speak. They know how to utter, but not
to speak. They utter words, in an algebraic kind of way,
or a non-algebraic kind of way, like “Something hap-
pened. Unfortunate.”

So that they don’t live their lives in terms of under-
standing what the mind of the Bach tradition in Classi-
cal composition represents. They don’t know the expe-
rience of the mind. See, it doesn’t lie in the mechanics,
it doesn’t lie in the particulars. Bach is not that way. You
cannot get a mathematical theory of Bach. People have
tried to do that. It’s insane, it does not work!

You are looking more at the inner aspect of the mind:
Classical artistic composition, corresponds to an inner
character of the mind that most people don’t touch.
What happens is, that among competent musicians, and
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especially great ones, even if they don’t understand
what they are doing on the deepest level, they recognize
that something is valid, as opposed to invalid. And
therefore, they know the subject.

Most people in music—Ilike people who can put up
with rock, or the popular music of today—obviously
know nothing about music. They know how to make
noises; you could probably train chimpanzees to do a
better job.

But to understand what underlies music, you are
touching on the deeper part of the human mind, not the
sense certainty-organized part. That’s why it’s so diffi-
cult to have a formal, algebraic, or mathematical type,
or something like that, a formal demonstration—it’s the
communication of an idea. And, this is an idea that can
properly only be recognized, in those characteristics of
the human mind, which are not corresponding to sense-
certainties. There’s no sense-certainty explanation
which will give you a real insight into music, Classical
music, in the Bach tradition. It’s something you acquire
by developing your mind, so that in this matter, you
have a special kind of sensitivity.

You know, I’ve seen this in great musicians, who I
happen to know, for example, my friend Norbert
Brainin, who died some years ago; of my age, he was
actually younger than I am. And other great musicians.
And I can recognize, in great musicians, and some of
the recording work of great musicians, you can recog-
nize—it’s like an image in the mind: You can see the
way their mind is working. And there is no way to ex-
plain it in terms of number theory or any other such
thing. You have to recognize it. And other people will
recognize it.

You know, it’s a thing that Shelley refers to: that the
mind is moved, but does not know why. And of course,
when the mind is moved, it may be moved in a mislead-
ing direction; it may not be true to truth. But when you
become familiar with great music, great composition,
for example, then, you develop, from knowing the great
music from all kinds of experience, you really recog-
nize an old friend. And you’re at home with an old
friend. It’s like knowing a great performer in music, and
they have certain ways of performing, and you get to
know that, in various characters in music, who have a
very special way of acting, and you understand their
music from that special way which they do things.

And then they go through changes, and yet, they
don’t go through changes: Like a work of Bach, or
Beethoven in his “middle years” so-called, as opposed
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Is there a relationship between music and good economic
theory? “The perfect expression of this,” LaRouche replied,
“which is only the introduction to the idea, is the work of
Johann Sebastian Bach. All competent insight in music,
depends upon Bach.” Bach statue in Leipzig, Germany.

to his final composition. There is a change there, but
you can still recognize “Beethoven” as a personality in
his music. Even though he has made a great change, a
leap in insight, as in the Opus 132 [String Quartet No.
15 in A minor], for example: There is a great leap in in-
sight; but you can still recognize him, there; you can go
back and recognize the Razumovsky Quartets [Opus
59] of Beethoven, in the same personality, but an older,
more mature one, more brilliant, more profound, in the
Opus 132.

That’s the way it works. We are deprived of, in this
culture, access and emphasis on this quality of the mind,
which is what I am dealing with in these papers on eco-
nomics: To understand economy and how it works, you
really have to understand this principle of the mind. So
I am dealing with it in the thing that went to press now,
and [ will be dealing with it in a series of, probably, four
others, which will complete in this series on economics
that I intend to get done, fairly rapidly.
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