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LAROUCHE WEBCAST

After Tuesday: Last Chance
To Avert a Global New Dark Age

Lyndon LaRouche delivered this
webcast addressfrom Northern
Virginia, on Nov. 6, 2010, just four
days after the midterm elections.
Debra Freeman, LaRouche’s na-
tional spokeswoman, was the mod-
erator. (The webcast is archived
at  http://larouchepac.com/node/
16370).

Debra Freeman: On behalf of the
LaRouche Political Action Com-
mittee, I'd like to welcome all of
you to today’s event. And in fact, |
think it is going to be quite an
event. I know that, whether we are
talking about people in Washing-
ton, or people scattered around the
United States, there are many eyes
glued to computer monitors today,
as we embark now on this critical
post-election period.

It is, in fact, the case that prior
to the Tuesday election, Lyndon LaRouche had outlined
a clear path, that could have been taken, and again, this
goes back, indeed, to the early days of the Obama Ad-
ministration: It continued, it escalated. Warning after
warning was issued, prior to Tuesday, from the stand-
point of what the American people needed, what the

the United States!”
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Lyndon LaRouche addresses the Nov. 6 webcast: With an insane President, and fascists
like Rand Paul in the new Congress, “we are now on the verge of a fascist dictatorship in

nation needed, and what those who were seeking public
office, had to do.

For the most part, those things were not done. The
election has come, and it has gone. And now, the United
States is in a very deep crisis. And who better to address
that, than Lyndon LaRouche? So, ladies and gentlemen,
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without any further introduction, I bring you Lyndon
LaRouche.

Lyndon LaRouche: Thank you. Thank you. The old
man thanks you!

Let’s start with history, American history in particu-
lar, because that is what our politicians have lost sight
of. We are a Constitutional republic, which is different
than Europe. There is nothing like us, as we were
founded, in Europe. In point of fact, the reason we were
created, beginning with the Plymouth colony settle-
ment and the Massachusetts Bay Colony, was, people
from Europe, at that point, English and some Dutch,
recognized that the aspirations of humanity could not
be realized at that time, within Europe. And therefore,
we must move the best of European culture, to a new
territory, separate from Europe, and separate from the
pressures of the corruption inherent in Europe, which I
will refer to.

We launched the first success in this direction, even
though there was an initiative by Columbus and others;
but, unfortunately, Columbus was under the control the
Habsburgs, and the entire Portuguese and Spanish na-
tions were controlled completely by the Habsburg tyr-
anny, so that, the settlers who settled from Spain, in par-
ticular, who settled in the Americas, found themselves
crushed by a Spanish faction which were the servants or
slaves of the Habsburgs. So thus, the launching of the
Massachusetts Bay Colony, was the first concrete step,
in founding what became, later, the United States. This
Massachusetts colony was crushed, later, by the Brit-
ish, as they were becoming an empire.

But nonetheless, the legacy of what had been ac-
complished under the Winthrops and Mathers in Mas-
sachusetts, during the period of a virtual republic in
North America—this did not die. And under the leader-
ship of various people, most notably Benjamin Frank-
lin, in the course of events, we founded a republic,
which was unique, among all political systems on the
world up to that time! Yes, the ideas had existed earlier:
They were represented by people like Nicholas of Cusa,
in the great Florentine Renaissance, and by his legacy.
But, the first time a political system was established,
which was fit for mankind, was in North America, in the
area of Massachusetts, in the 17th Century.

Now, Europe was punished for its bad behavior. It
was punished, because it was sucked into what was
called the Seven Years War. And in this process, the
British Empire, which was then a company, a private
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company, the British East India Company, organized,
through its control over the British monarchy, a war on
the continent of Europe, known as the Seven Years War.
Now, to understand the whole history of the United
States, and where we stand today, and what the crisis is,
today, in the United States and the world, this is what
you have to take into account.

The Idea of Humanity

See, we live in a time, where people don’t under-
stand humanity. The idea of humanity, the idea of the
individual person as human, no longer exists as knowl-
edge, in educational institutions, for example. We don’t
have historians who are teaching in universities any
more! Oh, there are some retired relics, like me, hang-
ing around, and who still know what history is, and
what the teaching of history should be. But, in our
schools, we don’t have that. Our people don’t have
that.

If you take the characteristics, for example, of the
younger generation today, as the Boomer generation—
my children, so to speak, are dying out, of old age, and
similar kinds of symptoms—we don’t have any knowl-
edge. You know, people today will say, “I exist from the
time I’m born until the time I die. And I have to locate
everything within that period of time.” That’s insane!
That’s immoral! But that is the popular belief today,
among the young adult and slightly older generation:
They don’t believe in history! They believe in history as
some kind of a story. Like Obama: You can make up a
fake story, and call it “history,” like his autobiography:
a complete fake story.!

They don’t believe in history. They don’t realize
that mankind, unlike all other living species, has this
quality of immortality, which no animal has. Because
no animal has the power of willful creativity. Yes! The
universe is creative. Every aspect of the universe is cre-
ative. People who say that the universe is fixed and
finite—they’re idiots. The universe is inherently cre-
ative. Even the nonliving part of the universe is cre-
ative.

Look at astronomy, look at real astronomy: It’s cre-
ative! New galaxies are created, new stars are created.
And these things affect the entire universal system. The

1. See the LPAC video, “The Obama People,” which exposes the sham
of Obama’s so-called autobiography, Dreams from My Father, as likely
ghostwritten by the “ex”-Weatherman terrorist Bill Ayers (http:/la
rouchepac.com/node/16348).
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Christopher Columbus’s expedition was a creative act, carrying through the mission
outlined by Nicholas of Cusa. Unfortunately, Columbus was under the control of the
Habsburgs, who crushed the mission’s potential for the time being. Shown: Columbus
lays out his plans to Queen Isabella at the Spanish Court, painting by V. Brozik, 1884.

universe is creative! Even the nonliving side. The living
side is creative. I mean, your grandfather was not a di-
nosaur. He was not a reptile. He was not a one-celled
animal, or plant. Life is creative! Forms of life have
evolved, and they are creations, not derivations.

And mankind is unique, in being a willful creator.
We create through the medium of ideas, a medium of
ideas which no animal is capable of doing. Therefore,
when we talk about creating a society, we are talking
about a society which is based on mankind’s capability
of shaping the future, through the willful utilization of
creative ideas—universal principles for example, their
discovery and their application.

And that’s what the Massachusetts Bay Colony rep-
resented: It represented, specifically, the proximate her-
itage of Nicholas of Cusa, who is the leading founder of
all modern science, or at least a central figure in the
leading of all modern science. And the beginning of
modern European civilization, was this.

And we in the United States, represented that. We
represented a distillation, of what had been, in Euro-
pean civilization, these ideas, which we can trace back
to Plato and his immediate predecessors. We can trace
them through Charlemagne, and other creatures of that
type, human creatures, who had changed the course of
mankind’s destiny by being creative.

But then, Europe was always—as Cusa recognized
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when he projected the colonization
across the oceans, before he died.
This legacy of Cusa, was picked up
by a Genoese navigator in the Portu-
guese service, who also was active
in Spain: Christopher Columbus.
And Nicholas of Cusa carried out
the mission assigned, not to him, but
through his heritage, to Christopher
Columbus. The act of Christopher
Columbus was a creative act, which
reflected a creative movement
within European civilization. Yes, it
was crushed! But it was not eradi-
cated, it was not uprooted.

A Melting-Pot Nation

And here, in North America, we
had the opportunity. And when we
recognized that we were a melting-
pot nation, to receive people from
all over the world, to participate in
this mission, which the United States has come to rep-
resent through its Constitution, we became essential. If
the United States were to die today, as it could, on to-
morrow morning, or some other proximate date, then
civilization would die, and every nation on this planet
would disintegrate. It’s now ready to disintegrate! We
are moments away, from the disintegration of the entire
planet!

The first place where it’s going to collapse, is in the
trans-Atlantic region, and Europe included. Then, at a
later point, China, India, and countries on the Pacific
Coast will degenerate: All of South America, all of
Africa, all of Eurasia, is on the verge of a process of
disintegration, now! And the reason is, because we, in
the United States, have lost our legacy, lost sight of it.
We no longer believe in creativity. We believe in kiss-
ing the butt of somebody who may have more power
than we do, and hoping they like it! And don’t use us up
all at once. That’s what it is.

Now, therefore, when you are dealing with the prob-
lems we face today—and we are now on the verge of a
fascist dictatorship in the United States! But the usher-
ing in of a hyperinflationary form of fascist dictator-
ship, which is what’s on the way right now, under the
new Congress!

And you take a case like Rand Paul: This guy’s a
Nazi! He’s a killer. He’s the enemy of civilization. And
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he simply exemplifies a crew that is now recently
elected, which is coming in to take seats in January in
the Congress, which are fascist, just in the same degree
that Adolf Hitler was fascist! And the attempt is going
to be made by these kinds of people, called “Republi-
cans’—because there are Republicans who are also
human, these are not—Rand Paul is not a human Re-
publican—he’s a something. They will destroy civiliza-
tion.

For two reasons: First of all, morally. They’re not
fit. A society which lives under them is not fit to exist.
No concession, to a Rand Paul, or what he represents:
None! Crush him! Because, if we don’t, we lose our
nation. We have to think in those terms.

And don’t think in terms of parties! Don’t think of
Democratic Party and Republican Party. Republican
Party doesn’t mean anything any more. It lost all mean-
ing, all distinction. It’s a crazy house! And some people
in it, are decent by instinct, and some are not. Rand Paul
1s one of those, who are not.

So, we have to look back to something, not party.
We have to look to nation, and to the meaning of our
Federal Constitution, which is something which distin-
guishes us from Europe, in terms of our legacy. You
look back to figures like President Franklin Roosevelt.
Look back to figures like Abraham Lincoln, and others,
who were great heroes in their time: And these were the
people who led, after Benjamin Franklin, after the
others who created this nation, who led, in creating this
nation, for the benefit of the world, as Franklin Roos-
evelt understood that mission.

We exist, not just for the benefit of the United States;
we exist for the benefit of the world. Because, if the
United States goes down—and it can go down, in the
weeks ahead! We are in a hyperinflationary process,
and under the present head of the Federal Reserve
System, the United States is on a short fuse to suddenly
vanish into chaos. Unless we change the way things
have been going of late.

How Did We Become the United States?

Now, how did we become a nation, and how did we
come into problems? We became a nation, through a
war against our British oppressors, and we are about to
be destroyed under the influence of our British oppres-
sors, today.

For example: In 1971, two actions occurred, which
have, up to this point, doomed the United States: One,
was the termination of the fixed-exchange-rate system,
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which had been installed at Bretton Woods, by Franklin
Roosevelt. The second thing that was done, was to bring
in a new world imperial system, launched by the British
monarchy, through its instrument, Lord Jacob Roth-
schild: The world today is dominated by a banking
system, which was brought in to replace the United
States’ fixed-exchange-rate system, with the British
system. And the British system, which is the Inter-
Alpha Group system, is the financial power that con-
trols the world’s finances today.

So therefore, our war is against the British Empire:
the other English-speaking empire. You know, the Devil
speaks English, and we speak English, and there’s a
certain misunderstanding about the use of the language
between the two, as the British will agree, when it
comes to me.

So therefore, what are we? How were we created?
And how have we been destroyed? We were created,
through a process, which led into the so-called Revolu-
tionary War, against the British Empire. How did we
win that war, with the defeat of Cornwallis? How did
we win it? We won it because of the King of France, the
King of Spain, and the League of Armed Neutrality, led
by Catherine the Great of Russia—this combination of
forces enabled us to have the victory of establishing our
United States.

But then, beginning in 1782, Lord Shelburne, who
was, at that moment, the Prime Minister and also was
the leader of the British East India Company, through
his establishment of the British Foreign Office, ran an
intelligence service which organized the French Revo-
lution, to destroy France. And which, with Metternich,
cooperated to destroy Europe, using—guess who? Na-
poleon Bonaparte, as the instrument! Napoleon
Bonaparte destroyed Europe! He was a British agent—
and didn’t know it! What he did, he unleashed wars,
just the same way the British had organized the Seven
Years War, earlier, which had made a mess of all Europe.
The British, again, went back to another Seven Years
War: The Napoleonic Wars!

Remember the history of Napoleon: Napoleon was
a fascist, already. He was a no-count character, and he
tried to run something on his own. Now, at the time that
Napoleon started his career as a military adventurer,
France had a tradition of being allied with the Ottoman
Empire, against the Habsburg interests; that was the al-
liance. So Napoleon went off, on this basis, and went
into Egypt and so forth, and had his little expedition
trying to conquer the Mediterranean. And the British
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kicked his ass. He came back,
and he divorced his wife,
whose family was tied to the
Ottoman side of French
policy—and  married a
Habsburg princess!

Now Napoleon was actu-
ally a tool of Metternich and
the British, and Napoleon
conducted wars which were
nothing but predatory wars,
which destroyed all of
Europe, again! Very much as
the Seven Years War had
been used to weaken and de-
stroy the nations of Europe,
earlier.

And then, they got rid of
him. And the British—the
Habsburgs and the British
controlled Europe. And the
United States was placed in
danger, because no longer
did the combination of forces
exist, to maintain the United States.

Now, there’s the other side of the thing: What was
lost and how was it lost? What was lost was, you had
Jefferson became terrified; he did crazy things. Other
people who had been leaders of the American Revolu-
tion did crazy things, and were destroyed, morally and
otherwise; but we had a few Presidents and a few other
great leaders, who came forward and kept returning us
to the principles on which we had been founded, the
Constitutional principles on which we had been
founded. And one of the great ones, John Quincy
Adams, was typical, and accomplished great things, not
only while he was President and before, as a diplomat,
but also in providing the legacy for what Abraham Lin-
coln did.

We have been the victims of this destruction by the
British Empire! But, the problem also has been, that
inside our country, as in Boston, with the Boston Vault
crowd, or in New York, with the founding of the Bank
of Manhattan by a traitor [Aaron Burr], who was work-
ing as a British agent, we have always had in us an
enemy: an enemy within. The enemy within was an ex-
tension of the British monetary-financial interests,
which is centered today, in the Boston Vault banking
interest, and is in the Manhattan banks, in Wall Street,
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The Panic of 1837 was triggered by President Andrew Jackson’s demolition of Alexander
Hamilton’s Bank of the United States. This contemporary cartoon rightly blames Jackson for
the hard times, showing Jackson’s hat, spectacles, and pipe in the sky overhead. The cartoon
was issued in July 1837 (the slogan on the flag on the left ironically celebrates Independence
Day).

and also Chicago, and a few other locations. But tradi-
tionally, it’s Wall Street and Boston, where the British
East India Company controlled things, and largely is
controlling us now: It’s that interest, through Britain,
which controlled us on behalf of Britain, to the effect of
our self-destruction, by these kinds of policies.

Traitors in the White House

Now, what they did, is, these financial interests—
like Andrew Jackson was really a traitor, he was a Brit-
ish agent—really. And the guy that owned him [Van
Buren], who was part of the thing, was also a traitor!
So, we had many Presidents of the United States, who
were, in fact, traitors, because they were British agents,
against the United States. And they successfully de-
stroyed the United States: 1837, the operation set into
motion through the New York banking system, which
shut down the Constitutional system of national bank-
ing, and resulted in the 1837 Panic, the crash of the U.
S. economy.

This has happened repeatedly. Lincoln created and
used a fixed-exchange-rate concept, in the greenback
system: That’s in the Constitution—that’s Constitu-
tional! But they shot Lincoln, on British orders, on Brit-
ish direction, and the government changed, and the
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greenback policy was repealed.
And the United States was bank-
rupted by this treasonous break-
ing of the greenback policy.

How did we get into World
War 1?7 Well, they assassinated
the President of the United States.
Theodore Roosevelt, whose
uncle, who had trained him, had
been the chief spy for the Con-
federacy in the Civil War—an-
other pig.

These are the kinds of prob-
lems which we have faced. So,
look at the Presidents we had:
They killed McKinley. How was
McKinley killed? He was killed
by an imported agent, an assas-
sin, brought in through Hull
House in Manhattan, and con-
veyed around, introduced, and he
shot the President of the United
States. Now, the right-wing fac-
tion, as it was called, the Wall
Street faction of the Republican
Party had put in Teddy Roosevelt as Vice Pres-
ident; so, by killing McKinley, they put the
system in the charge of, what? Of Teddy Roos-
evelt.

Now, what was happening? The British had
never forgiven Germany, or Russia, in particu-
lar, for what had happened when the United
States had launched the idea of a transconti-
nental railway system. What had happened, is,
Bismarck had gone for the same thing: Bis-
marck, from 1877 on, had reformed the German
economy, in a very decisive way, and had gone
for an international, or continental railway
system organization of an agro-industrial econ-
omy.

This had been imitated by the Tsar of
Russia, with the result of the production of the
Trans-Siberian Railroad, which is not merely a
railroad, but it was actually, under the direction
of this program, a search for the mineral depos-
its and other natural wealth, or potential natural
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wealth, of the entirety of Russia! And to make a railway
track, which would go through these places where the
greatest, richest ore known to them—as Mendeleyev,
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The Trans-Siberian Railroad and Connecting Routes

Obedisk markin

batwesn Eurap Trans-Manchurian rouls

Tran
Rrops

Parm
.

-mlﬁw”aﬂ:m
3 : Wamaw

Cologne

Heng

<y

connecti

German Chancellor Otto von Bismarck adopted Abraham Lincoln’s strategy of
transcontinental railroad building, and was ready to sabotage any British operation that
would impair his good relations with Russia. Construction on Russia’s Trans-Siberian
Railroad began in 1891.

FIGURE 2
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Plans for this railroad began during Bismarck’s rule in Germany. Not only
would it have enormous economic benefits, but it would be a mighty blow
against the British Empire. The map shows the nearly completed railroad;
construction was disrupted by the outbreak of World War 1.

for example, knew—and they built a railway system to
connect these areas in Siberia, which contained the
richest potential for development of natural resources.
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Now, what happened then? At this point, Bismarck
was a friend of the Russians. He had a Russian agree-
ment. And he was prepared to sabotage any British op-
eration, or any Austrian operation, which would destroy
or impair the relationship between Germany and
Russia.

The British freaked! Because the British viewed
that as the extension, or the end of, the British Empire’s
control of the planet. Because the British Empire’s con-
trol of the planet had been accumulated in maritime
power! If you open up the development of the interior
part of a nation, through the development of canal sys-
tems, and then transcontinental railway systems, you
have now shifted from dependency upon sea transport;
you have now shifted the weight to the development of
the interior of the nation, the landed area.

And of course, this is the secret of the United States:
You see this in the case of what Lincoln did, during the
course of the Civil War, was precisely that! He brought
in populations from all parts of Europe and China, and
brought them into the United States, and this influx of
immigration, into the United States, during and follow-
ing the period of Lincoln’s Presidency, was what cre-
ated the greatness of the industrial power of the United
States. Because, we also brought in with the same pro-
cess, the best knowledge of science, partly, which was
developed in the United States itself; but we had a trans-
Atlantic relationship, of Germans, French and so forth,
with the scientists in the United States, as in the case of
Alexander von Humboldt, which was key to this par-
ticular relationship.

So, now, suddenly with the victory of the United
States, over the British, over the British puppet called
the Confederacy and the British themselves, you had a
growing cooperation, among Germany, Russia, the
United States, and other nations, which were now look-
ing for a trans-Atlantic, and broader connection, to de-
velop a system of nation-states on this planet, which
would base their relationships on cooperation in these
great ventures, in the development of the potentiality of
mankind.

The British considered this a geopolitical threat to
the British Empire! That is, the shift from maritime im-
perialism to landed development of nation-states, coop-
erating nation-states. So therefore, that’s why they got
Bismarck out, which was the beginning of the war: It
was the beginning of a permanent system of war, from
1890 to the present day! We are still living under per-
manent warfare, prescribed by the British, launched by
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the British, directed by the British, by the manipulation
of stupid Americans and others, in other parts of the
world! People who are stupid enough to listen to the
British, the British Empire, and kow-tow to it, and treat
it as “our closest relative”! It’s close so it can pick your
pocket. That’s the nature of the beast.

So that’s where we stand.

Patriotism, Not Political Parties

Therefore, the question is, what should politics in
the United States be? Party politics? No!

Should parties exist? Yes. Should the government
be based on party politics? No! Because, party politics
is based on the accidents of the present moment. Some
idiot leads the Republican Party, or some other party.
You have a clinically insane man, like Obama, as Presi-
dent of the United States today. The man is clinically
insane! He’s a British agent, totally controlled by the
British—and he’s insane.

And you find the United States is the one nation
which is destroying itself, with the help of the Federal
Reserve System. The United States is now being fin-
ished off, in a very short term, if it’s continued, by the
present policies of the Federal Reserve System. Very
soon, the United States will cease to exist, if this is al-
lowed to continue. We’re not talking about a long-term
view. We had a fairly medium-term view, back in 2007,
when I warned, that unless we made a certain change,
right now, the United States was going into a great
crisis.

I made a proposal, which is called the Homeowners
and Bank Protection Act of 2007, which would have
prevented all of the crap that has happened to the United
States, in the main, since that time. And you had the
Democratic Party, among others, lead in sabotaging
that act! And if you want to know what the problems
are, in the United States today, look back into how that
act was sabotaged: It was building up rapid support on
the state level, within the Federal states. And then came
the bailout: The bailout was the alternative. The bailout
has destroyed the U.S. economy.

And people are playing this thing as party politics!
How about patriotism, instead, instead of party? Right
now, the parties don’t really mean anything. Yes, they
do: What they mean, is something significant, in the
sense that the Republican Party is evil. The Democratic
Party is noted for its stupidity, the Republican Party for
its evil. And that doesn’t mean all Republicans are evil,
because, actually, what you’ve got is, there’s not a Re-
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Discussing the government’s insane economic/financial policies, LaRouche said: “And
people are playing this thing as party politics! How about patriotism, instead, instead of

party?” Shown, a Tea Party rally in Washington, Sept. 12, 2010.

publican Party. You have a zoo over there. It’s not a
party, it’s a zoo. And, we can not be run by a zoo!

Now, the plans of the Republican Party are to black-
mail the Administration, by striking a very close alli-
ance, with the President. Now, the President is not ex-
actly an interchangeable part. It’s a question of an
interchangeable species, hmm? So, this President now
is already, and has been, committed to the same policy
that the worst of the Republican Party, as typified by
Rand Paul, typifies.

Rand Paul is virtually an animal. He’s a fascist. A
strict fascist, no question about it. And he has to be
taken out of office, or neutralized. Tennessee is practi-
cally ready to go back to the period before the Tennes-
see Valley Authority, go back to the swamps again, pro-
duce more of these kind of things, like Al Gores.

So therefore, the point is, it’s not party, as such: It’s
a nation. It’s the Constitution.

Now, you have a wave of sophistry inside U.S. poli-
tics, which is centered around so-called “party loyalty.”
Would you swear an oath of allegiance to a party? Did
any of you swear an oath of allegiance to a political
party? As opposed to the United States? Or, did you
recall—as you should—the historical basis for the exis-
tence of the United States!? As a unique creation, for
the benefit of mankind, but as a nation-state! We are not
going to run the world. But we are going to run a nation-
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state, and we’re going to cooperate
with other nation-states, on a
common principle! A principle of
sovereignty, and cooperation
among sovereign states.

But you don’t have loyalty fo a
party! You have loyalty to a U.S.
Constitution, and what it means.
You don’t turn the thing over to
dickering between parties! What
about the United States? In this
conflict, in this mélange, between
the Democratic and Republican
Party today, what have we got?
And the Tea Party—who knows
what? Right? This mélange. We’re
destroying the United States, be-
cause we don’t believe in the
United States any more! We make
laws which violate the intention of
the U.S. Constitution! We adopt
policies which are contrary to the
very basis on which this nation was founded! We’re a
mélange of people who are either traitors, or too stupid
to know what the difference is.

And that’s the way we have to understand this.

EIRNS/Stuart Lewis

Rand Paul’s ‘Creative Destruction’

So now, what’s happening? The election has hap-
pened—well, almost happened. It’s probably still not
completed yet, anyway. The dead have not yet been
fully counted—and buried. So, that’s our situation. So,
it’s not settled in that sense.

But what’s the debate today? How the Democratic
Party is going to get along with a Rand Paul, and what
he typifies? That degenerate? A complete degenerate!
He’s also an idiot! Certifiable!

Look at Rand Paul’s policy. You want to get an idea
of what a real idiot is, a dangerous one: His policy is:
We’ve got to balance the budget. He’s nuts! He’s talk-
ing about balancing the monetary accounts!

What about our unemployed? What about our dying
citizens? What about the states that are bankrupt, when
most of them are? What about the destitution being
wreaked upon our people? Is this in our Constitution?
How did that SOB get elected in the first place? And
there are people like him! This is the policy of the new
Obama Administration! The second half of the Obama
Administration is based on the policies of “creative de-
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Creative Commons/Gage Skidmore
Rand Paul during his Senatorial campaign in Kentucky, May 15, 2010.
“Anyone who supports Rand Paul,” said LaRouche, “is voting to
destroy this nation! And with such people, we don’t make agreements!
We crush them. We neutralize them.”

struction,” by that fascist, Schumpeter, and his prede-
cessors, Nietzsche and so forth: A policy of creative de-
struction. Which is a monetarist conception.

This guy is an enemy of humanity! But he’s now the
newly elected Senator from Kentucky. And he’s typi-
fied by what the leading Republican edge is now: to get
the Democratic Party to capitulate. You know, this is a
time, that an old soldier like me—and I’m not much of
a soldier, but anyway, strategist, maybe, not soldier—
says, “No, no, no, no, no! We make no concession, to
Rand Paul!” Because the United States’ existence de-
pends upon physical economic conditions. And money
conditions are not physical economic conditions—
they’re paper! And it’s pretty much toilet paper by the
time that Bernanke gets through with it, right now.

We are already in a hyperinflation, comparable to
that of Germany in 1923. That’s the process which is in
process, now. It’s not merely confined to one nation, as
Germany in 1923 was a case of one nation, within its
own borders, confined to a certain special treatment.
This is now the world economy. But, if you look at the
pattern, what Europe has rejected, is what the United
States has accepted: We have accepted the self-destruc-
tion of our nation! And Rand Paul typifies that threat!
You can not be a supporter of Rand Paul, and be a true
patriot of the United States. Because if you can’t defend
the United States and its citizens, you’re not defending
the United States. There’s no room for a Rand Paul in a
safe United States.
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What are they going to do? The cuts that they
plan, the cuts they’re going to try to blackmail
the Democratic Party leadership into accepting,
mean mass death in the United States! This is
mass murder! This is the destruction of the
United States. You're going to find that in the
law of the United States? Can the law of United
States, or the power of lawmaking of the United
States, be used to destroy the United States, as
it’s now being destroyed? As Europe is on the
way to being destroyed? As Russia is being de-
stroyed by the same kind of policy? And in the
long run, China and India—or not so long, will
also be destroyed.

The policy is to reduce the world’s popula-
tion to less than 2 billion people, from 6.8. And
this is the way to do it! These kinds of economic
policies.

Real Economy Means Nuclear Power

Real economy is based on physical economy. It
always has been. We use certain technologies, for ex-
ample mineral technologies, other things; and we, natu-
rally, being not stupid, don’t use the least rich concen-
trations of ores and things; we use the relatively best
concentration of ores and things. Now, by going to the
best concentrations, we reduce the amount of that con-
centration. As we increase the population, we increase
the rate of consumption of these raw materials. So
therefore, a fixe mode of production doesn’t mean any-
thing in terms of economy: It’s the rate of increase of
potential relative productive powers of labor, that
count.

And this involves technological progress, or the ap-
plication of technological progress. It involves great
changes in infrastructure, because there can be no prog-
ress in economy, without great changes to that effect in
infrastructure: water systems; green systems in terms of
plant life, animal life; all these things. And we use up
things, in their richest concentration. But we haven’t
used up the resource; we’ve used it up in that concentra-
tion.

Therefore, what do we do? We go to use of higher
degrees of power, increased rates of power, per capita
and per square kilometer; we go to higher energy-flux
density in modes of power produced; we go from burn-
ing Bushes—especially George and company; we
burned the Bushes behind us, or something like that,
because we don’t like to see the spectacle—and we use
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up some ore, in their richer con-
centration. And we go, by scien-
tific discovery, to develop technol-
ogies  which increase the
energy-flux density. As now: if
you’re not using nuclear technol-
ogy, you’re not civilized any more.
Because, without nuclear technol-
ogy, we can not meet the needs of
mankind.

We require, also, thermonu-
clear fusion, as a technology. Oth-
erwise, we will not be able to meet
the requirements of mankind, even
on a fixed level. Because we were
drawing down some of the richest
concentrations of resources, and
we haven’t lost them! We haven’t
lost any mineral resources, by
using them up. We’ve lost the rich
concentration of mineral resources.
Now, how do you compensate for
that? You go to a higher degree of
energy-flux density. You go to nu-
clear power, and thermonuclear
power, right now, and beyond that. You start to reach
out into the Solar System, and get control of some of the
processes inside the Solar System, beyond Earth itself.
You increase man’s power to maintain the existence
and development of mankind.

And that’s the principle. That has always been, es-
sentially, the American principle. Since the founding of
the Massachusetts Bay Colony, that’s been the Ameri-
can principle. That was the principle of Nicholas of
Cusa; that was the principle of Charlemagne. It was the
principle of every great progressive movement, for
mankind, in human history. So that’s our criteria.

Rand Paul: He’s going to cut this, cut that, cut this!
This is the Republican program! Which they’re now
trying to shove down the throat of the Democratic Party!
And someone says, “Well, we have to go along with
them.” I say, “No, we don’t go along with them. We do
not go along with them! You have sworn an oath to
uphold this Constitution and defend this nation. If
you're an honest patriot, you won’t go along with
them!

They want a crisis? Give them a crisis!” Don’t con-
cede: Give them a crisis. Change the agenda! Don’t try
to work within the agenda: The agenda which has been
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International Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor (ITER)
To compensate for declining mineral resources, we have to go to higher degrees of
energy-flux density: first nuclear, then develop fusion power. Shown is construction for
the ITER Poloidal Field Coil at the Naka Fusion Institute of the Japan Atomic Energy
Agency.

worked up, is a doomed agenda. You will lose the
nation! How can you compromise, to lose the nation?
How can you compromise, to lose the very meaning of
the existence of this nation?! How can you betray this
nation?

And anyone who supports Rand Paul, is voting to
destroy this nation! And with such people, we don’t
make agreements! We crush them. We neutralize them.

That’s what patriots do.

Compromise Is Off the Table!

Now, I admit the generations lately don’t have much
patriotism, not because they’re unpatriotic, but because
they really don’t have the culture built into them, of the
World War II generation, which would have fought this
nonsense.

And therefore, my job is—there are a lot of good
people out there, Democrats and Republicans, and so
forth, and they are good people, but they’re confused.
It’s like the dog that’s trying to mate with a dog of the
same sex: We don’t say they’re bad, we say they’re con-
fused. So you don’t make agreements with certain
people: It’s like the dog that makes that little mistake.
And you say, “Well, what can you do? It’s a dog! How
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can you explain this to a dog?” And some Republicans
and Democrats are like that, and you say, “How can you
explain this? I mean, after all they’re only poor dogs.
They don’t think much above the dog level; as a matter
of fact, they don’t even know how to pee properly.” But
that’s the situation.

So therefore, the issue is this: Are we willing to stage
a fight—because, if we concede, if we concede to this
crowd, now, we are not going to have a nation.

Now, our predecessors, our patriotic predecessors,
have been there before. We’ve been at that point, before.
And up to now, the nation has survived, because, more
or less, at one time or another, American patriots have
come forth, without respect to party, but with respect to
the cause of the nation, and defended the nation, even at
the risk of their own life, at the peril of their own life.
And we are there, again. If we do not defend this nation,
if we concede, if we compromise with the Rand Pauls,
we are not going to have a nation. So, what’s there to
compromise about? Compromise is off the table! With
this crowd: It’s off the table, for every patriot. And that
is how you define a patriot; he or she is one who says,
“This is off the table.”

Because you’re about to lose this nation: And in my
forecasting, I’ve never been wrong. You better worry. |
was right in 2007, in particular. Look what you got! You
got exactly what [ warned you against! And now, you’re
going to get it, full.

We can defeat this—why? Well, forget the politi-
cians for a moment. What do we have—beside politi-
cians? [ mean, this is a nation of politicians? No. It’s a
nation of people.

Now, who is threatened by this? Well, the politicians
in the end, yes. They will always get it in the end; some
of them like it, apparently, like that. But it’s the people.
And the people are not being consulted! Consulting
means an honest consultation, of telling them, what
you’re going to do to them. And acting with their con-
sent! Knowledgeable consent! By ensuring they have
the knowledge they need. You don’t make deals with a
Rand Paul; you don’t. He belongs to an inferior species,
or feces, if you prefer. You don’t trade the nation off, for
a deal that sells the nation down the road to destruc-
tion.

That’s the primary thing: If we don’t understand
that, nothing else means anything. If we go along, with
conceding to the Rand Pauls, we are not going to have
a nation! It’s not going to exist! And the only people
that count, are those who are assembled to fight, to pre-
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vent that from happening, to save this nation: For the
people in it! It’s the people who are being betrayed. And
the politicians can not go behind the back of the people
to betray the people! That’s the end. And that’s what’s
missing.

I’ve got some good Democrats out there, and they’re
leading Democrats, and many of them are very intelli-
gent. But they don’t have the stamina, apparently, at
least—maybe I can talk them into having the stamina—
they only want to compromise. They want to go by suc-
cessive steps of compromise, to get agreement. That’s
not the way you deal with this kind of situation! We’ve
had foo much agreement! That’s what the problem has
been! Too many deals. Too many com-pro-mises! And
what happens to a person who compromises too much?
They become compromised. Divorce court is awaiting
them, or something worse. Compromising, compro-
mised personalities. That’s our situation.

The Planet Is About To Disintegrate

Now: The other side. What’s the option? What’s the
other option, presuming that we are in tune with real-
ity? Well, right now, the entire planet is about to disin-
tegrate. Why? Well, it’s been a long story. You have a
story at the end of the war, what the British managed to
do, once Roosevelt was dead, and Truman, with the
British, conspired to do it: What was created, first of all,
was the so-called Anglo-American war against the
Soviet Union and China, eventually. What was this for?
Go back to the Seven Years War! Go back to the Napo-
leonic Wars! How do you destroy nations? You get them
involved in long wars. Perpetual wars. They destroy
each other! And the British Empire sits back there and
laughs about it.

The British organized all this stuff! Everything!
From their organization against railroads! Now, what is
Rand Paul for? Oh! Destroying the railroads! An old
British trick! Why doesn’t he go back to another coun-
try, you know, like go back to Britain. Why doesn’t he
transfer to British patronage? He doesn’t belong in the
United States! He’s not really one of us. He belongs to
something strange: Destroy railroads! We’ve already
done that. Destroy industries: We’ve already done that.
No, this thing has to be eliminated.

But what are we going to do? The other direction:
We have a shortage of energy-flux density, now, in
terms of production on the planet. We can no longer,
with the present level of technology, as installed and
operating, maintain the present population of this
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planet. We have come to the point, that’s not possible
any more. We have been living on drawing down accu-
mulated capital improvements of various kinds, includ-
ing basic economic infrastruc-
ture, over this period of
time—especially most recently,
in the past decade: The rate of
destruction of the U.S. econ-
omy, in the course of this past
decade, the past ten years, has
been an accelerating rate. It was
already started, before then.
But the rate of destruction of
the U.S. economy, willfully, by
the hand of government itself,
has been monstrous.

The same thing has hap-
pened in Europe. This coin-
cided, in part, with what hap-
pened with the breakup of the
Soviet Union. What happened,
of course, was, essentially, that
the British, Francois Mitterrand
of France, Margaret Thatcher
of Britain, and George H.W.
Bush, the President of the United States, agreed on
what’s called, in effect, the Maastricht agreement. The
Maastricht agreement was targeted to destroy specifi-
cally Europe, continental Europe, especially from Ger-
many into the Soviet Union. And there has been a mas-
sive destruction of the economy of Central and Western
Europe—and also France, and others—since that time.

This took off about ten years ago, and it was the Al
Gore paradox that occurred. You had a man who was
not fit for habitation among man or beast, Al Gore. And
he, through a series of things, which some people un-
derstand, became the candidate for the President of the
United States. And Al Gore was the guy who elected
George W. Bush, Jr. And George W. Bush, Jr., was really
a nothing, a thuggish creature of no particular intellect.
He was really a stooge for other people who used him,
and George Bush, Jr. did a great deal in destroying the
United States and destroying our freedoms!

Behind the 9/11 Attacks

For example, what happened with the coverup in the
takedown of the towers in New York City: It was a
planned operation. Who was it run by? We know who it
was run by. We have evidence enough to know who it

November 26,2010 EIR

World Wildlife Fund

Prince Philip wants you to give him a hand.

EIRNS
The British imperial intention is to reduce the
world population to less than 2 billion people:
“That’s the policy of Prince Philip, with his
World Wildlife Fund.” Shown: Prince Philip
at Windsor Castle, Nov. 3, 2009.

UNPhoto/Mark Garten

was run by. It was run by BAE, the British BAE, in col-
laboration with a leading faction of the Saudi monar-
chy. We know personally, that the Saudi ambassador to
the United States, was personally involved in recruiting
and sustaining pilots who were used in the attack on
New York City. And that was covered up.

Why? What had happened? The British organized
it, with their usual Saudi accomplice: The same Saudi
group which created the wave of Islamic terror in this
whole region of Southwest Asia. That’s how it hap-
pened. This was used to put dictatorial institutions into
operation, inside the United States, and to create a state
of terror, which was used to control the population of
the United States. Wearing out the population that was
dying of old age! Because the younger population
today, generally does not have the characteristics, even
the young adult population today, does not have the
characteristics, as a generation, which are sufficient to
save a nation, to maintain and save a nation. They’re
too demoralized. They’re too oriented to a simplistic
conception of personal adaptation to society. That’s
where the problem comes in.

So, we are now being permanently destroyed, as a
planet. What is the intention? The intention is an old
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one: The intention is to reduce the world population
from about 6.8 billion people to less than 2. That’s the
declared intention of the British Empire! That’s the
policy of Prince Philip, with his World Wildlife Fund,
and all these other funds, all these other operations.
What’s happening is, the carrying-capacity of the
planet, for human beings, is being destroyed. And Rand
Paul’s initiative, is simply a deep cut in the population
potential of the United States and of the planet. This
guy is worse than Hitler, in terms of his policy, and the
policy he represents.

Do you compromise with that? No! Those of us who
understand the Hitler phenomenon, understand how it
was created, say: No! Nyet! No! No Hitler. No Hitler-
like policy. Rand Paul has a Hitler-like policy. We can’t
compromise with him. He calls himself a Republican.
What’s that? What’s a “Republican” mean any more?

So, what we have before us, is the opportunity: Now,
what we could do as a nation, if you’ve got people with
the brains, and guts, in government to do it, and there
isn’t much in terms of both brains and guts in govern-
ment, right now, to do much of anything any good—
but, maybe we can muster it. Maybe some of the people
will become angry enough to insist that their politicians
rethink the recent election, which was a farce! A Presi-
dent who is insane, is now being given Republican
backing, for his insanity!

Well, we have a policy: The key to economy, real
economy, as opposed to all this monetarist nonsense, is
physical economy. That is, mankind, especially with
such means as increasing the energy-flux density of the
modes of production we employ, by increasing the cap-
ital intensity in terms of technology, that we develop
and employ, we are able to increase the power of man-
kind to exist, to sustain a larger population, and this ul-
timately means that we’re going into space. We’re going
to extend man’s operation into space.

The NAWAPA Project

Now, we have a policy right now, which my asso-
ciates and I are pushing, and some other people are
sympathetic to, which is this NAWAPA project. Now,
we’ve given new meaning to the NAWAPA project,
from what it was meant in 1964, because we are now
talking about the new implications, which are not read
into the design of the NAWAPA policy. NAWAPA
policy, as it was defined by the Parsons Company, was
a very good design, and it still, essentially, is the foun-
dation of a very good design. Itis the necessary design,
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because we have a situation, now—Ilet’s take the
United States in particular: Take the Western land-
area. Look at the 20-inch rainfall line. We are now
losing the aquifer level of resources, to maintain the
production of food in the central states of the United
States. We are draining deep wells of water, we are
draining the subterranean resources. And this is pro-
ducing a destruction—along with certain policies—of
the ability to produce food!

And also, we’ve cut out nuclear power. We no longer
are competent in nuclear power, we’re no longer com-
petent in energy policy, in power policy; we have these
windmills and solar power, solar cells. Windmills?
These things—they’re only good for killing birds, not
as a source of power! And the cost of a windmill is
greater, from the time of its construction through its de-
molition, when it’s worn out—is greater than all of the
income you got from it! The same thing, the solar col-
lector, the same thing: It’s a complete waste of time!

Well, then, what’s the natural form? Nuclear power.
And you know, Asia’s a nuclear power. China’s a nu-
clear power. India’s a nuclear power. Japan will be
active in nuclear power, now. So, the sane part of the
world is going to nuclear power, and that’s already a
little bit late. Because we now have to go to thermonu-
clear power. We need to increase, as has always been
the tendency, the energy-flux density of the application
of power, which enables us to transmute materials and
so forth, this sort of thing.

Now, in the case of NAWAPA, what are we doing?
Well, we’re realizing what NAWAPA means. It not only
means an adequate water supply, to maintain the fertility
of the United States, and Canada, and Mexico, but it
means the steps into space. We are now going into areas
with NAWAPA, in our work on this, which is beyond
anything really, until recent years, that has been consid-
ered. This thing has the implications—it really is a part
of space. When you look at the cosmic radiation relation-
ships, and the process of that, and their relationship to
what NAWAPA means, it means that we actually are, on
Earth, in terms of NAWAPA, we’re going into the Arctic,
we’re going into areas like that; into areas of technology,
where we are really looking at the relationship of what’s
happening in nearby space, in solar space, how it affects
life on Earth. And with NAWAPA, we are intersecting
precisely that question! We are taking the first concrete
step toward mankind’s development of nearby space.

This means that we’re moving into an area of energy-
flux density per capita, per square kilometer, and so
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forth, which is beyond any-
thing we’ve considered

FIGURE 3

The North American Water and Power Alliance (NAWAPA)
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What are we going to do
for India? They’re doing
fairly well, so far, but they
have big problems. What
about Africa? What about
South America? What about
other, poorer areas of the
world? Without these tech-
nologies, we really do not
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the needs of the existing pop-
ulation of the planet, and to
continue that process.

Why not reach upward, as we in this nation have
always tended to do, as a nation? To look to higher
forms of technology, to improvements in the organiza-
tion of infrastructure, to all these kinds of things which
result in the increase of the productive powers of labor,
and thus, the means to satisfy our needs? That’s the al-
ternative.

ion of Existing

Waterways,

5, Resevoirs,
For Water

ribution

Dams, Power Plants,
ater Hesources for

Avriculiure

The Third American Revolution

So, we have come to a time, where the Third Ameri-
can Revolution has got to occur: We have to go to the
people—don’t talk about the politicians. Yes, the politi-
cians are fine, I know some. They can be used, they’re
useful: If properly fed, and directed, and educated,
they’re useful, a very necessary species. But, we are in
a situation where we can reach a point, right now—Ilet
me give you a concrete:

What’s the program? My program is, number 1:
Obama out! Why? He’s clinically insane. We have a 25th
Amendment. The 25th Amendment says, an insane Pres-
ident can be removed. Now, let’s stop—don’t worry
about the details: He’s insane. We have a law, we say that
insane Presidents can not function. They’re out. So, he’s
going to be out. That’s number 1. If you don’t get this
President out, you’re not going to do anything good!
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The NAWAPA plan is designed to redirect freshwater from Alaska and the Canadian Yukon, all
the way to Mexico. This requires a series of dams, canals, tunnels, lakes, and pump lifts,
allowing for irrigation of some 86,000 square miles, and transforming the arid landscape
along the way. See http://www.larouchepac.com/infrastructure

Get him out: He’s now the New Republican. He’s a
post-election Republican—and you’re going to find out
that’s true, very fast, and very painfully. He’s going to
make Hitler look like a humanitarian? That’s what
you’re dealing with.

So, what’s going to happen then, is, we have the
greatest crisis in all humanity on our hands, now. The
option is to move ahead, get him out of there, in order to
make room for the policy which is needed.

Now, the first thing that’s needed, is actually a
formal introduction of Glass-Steagall. Now, only Glass-
Steagall will do this, itself. There is a potential of doing
that, agreeing to do that in government, among politi-
cians; they know how to do that. But it’s not just that we
need: We don’t just need a Glass-Steagall effect, we
need the Glass-Steagall principle, not a Glass-Steagall
effect. Difference, hmm? We need it for this planet, be-
cause, what we’ve got to have, is a fixed-exchange-rate
system! A planetary fixed-exchange-rate system. We
don’t want any more monetary systems!

We want a fixed-exchange-rate system, which is
essentially a credit system. That is, each nation creates
its own credit. And it creates its own credit in a knowl-
edgeable relationship with other nations, which also
are creating their own credit. You’re going for, as
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Roosevelt defined, a fixed-exchange-rate
system of credit, not a monetary system! A
fixed-exchange-rate system of credit! National
credit! We utter credit, which is then used, as
credit, for financing all kinds of things on
credit.

For example: NAWAPA. The NAWAPA
project is being installed, which can be done
after that, once you’ve adopted the fixed-
exchange-rate system, as part of this reform,
the Glass-Steagall reform. You go to a fixed-
exchange-rate system, and the first thing you’re
going to do, is, you are going to do two things:
Number 1, you’re going to cancel this present
banking system. You’re going back to the pro-
tection and development of a commercial bank-
ing system, as it existed under Roosevelt, and in
U.S. tradition generally. So, you’re going to do
that, and then, you’re going to act, to save the
Federal states of the United States.

Now, this is where Rand Paul is way off
base, politically, and even as an opportunist.
Because, if you do not do that, if you do not
take these measures—get Obama out; get the
Glass-Steagall formally adopted as Glass-
Steagall, not something that can be managed to
look like Glass-Steagall, but formally; if you

FIGURE 4
Proposed Route Options for the InterAmerican
Railway Through the Darien Gap of Panama
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An extension of the global NAWAPA program and the completion of the
World Land-Bridge: bridging the Darien Gap between Panama and
Colombia, and developing economic platforms for South America more
generally. See http://www.larouchepac.com/infrastructure

do not then revise the whole banking system,
banking reform, generally to go back to the U.
S. standard of that system, you can not save this nation.
It will not exist. And under the present Federal Re-
serve System, the nation is about to be finished, right
now, anyway! So, the first thing, you have to get Ber-
nanke and that crowd out.

But, once we do that, we then have to bail out the
states, because the states can not fund essential state
operations, on their own resources. The only agency
that can do that, is the Federal government, under Fed-
eral law: We have to save the states, which are now
disintegrating! Does Rand Paul accept that? He says
no. No Rand Paul.

Once we do that, now we’ve got to get some real
production. And real production means, inclusively,
high-speed modern rail, on a large scale. Do Rand Paul
and Co., want rail? He’s banning it! Eliminating it!
Enemy of civilization, again: Rand, you’re not doing
well, in your score.

Now, how is the rail thing going to develop? How’re
we going to do that? Well, we’re going to finance the
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long-term credit for the development of NAWAPA.
How’s that going to work?

Well, NAWAPA means you’re going to be doing the
greatest engineering job that the world has ever seen. It
covers Alaska, Canada, the United States, especially
the Western part of the United States, Canada, and
Mexico. A grand project! Wonderful. Those of you who
are young enough to enjoy that, will see some of the
most wonderful changes in the landscape you ever
imagined.

But—what happens then? Well, if you’re going to
build NAWAPA, you’re going to build dams, a system
of dams, which is higher than any dam you’ve ever
seen! It is comparable to, but greater than the Three
Gorges Dam in China. The greatest dam system, the
greatest water system you have ever seen, man has ever
seen. You are going to have nuclear power all over the
place in this thing, because that’s the improvement over
the Parsons approach to this thing. You’re going to
change the ecology of the planet!
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We Can Transform the Planet

But at same time, how are you going to do this?
You’re going to have to build railway lines, from places
such as New York State, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Michi-
gan, Indiana, Illinois, out to St. Louis, and down into
certain parts of the southern states. Because, without
this rail development, you can not provide the material
developed, which is necessary for the NAWAPA proj-
ect.

What you are talking about, therefore, is a sudden
increase, in the employment, and usually, largely skilled
employment, including highly skilled employment, of
about 4 million people. And it starts on a dime! The
minute the law is passed, to implement that policy,
which depends upon the previous steps I indicated,
once that’s done, we are out of the woods! We’re on the
way to recovery!

And then, if you take this thing, and say, “Let’s
apply the same thing globally”—well, globally is obvi-
ous: Break through the Darien Gap, in South America,
with the rail system, we can do it. Transaqua in Africa:
We can save Africa, particularly that part of Africa,
which will save all of Africa. It can be done! What could
happen in Siberia, especially, after we agree on the
tunnel, or rail and tunnel combination, in the Bering
Strait, between the NAWAPA project operating in
Alaska, and Siberia, you have a revolution in the world
system: an economic revolution. This we can do.

This can be the achievement of the coming genera-
tion, which can be completed within two generations,
meaning 50 years: Within 50 years, we can transform
this planet. Within 50 years, we will be ready, then, to
launch the effort on Mars. We can reach that point, now.
We can make scientific revolutions, which we, in the
Basement, for example, are discussing and exploring,
now. Tremendous potential.

So, why should we take this crap? Isn’t it worth
more than your life to prevent what Rand Paul, and the
Democrats who would butter his bottom, would do?
Wouldn’t it be worth it, to take the effort to do that, for
the sake of a couple of coming generations of humanity,
for the benefit of humanity as a whole? Isn’t it worth
that?

This is the time, and kind of issue, on which a great
statesman would go to the point of declaring war, to
protect that opportunity! There is no moral excuse, for
compromise. And the only way you are going to win,
against these bastards, is not by placating them. You’re
going to win by crushing them—and it can be done.
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Dialogue with LaRouche

Freeman: Well, as I think people here can imag-
ine, we have a broad variety of questions that have
come in. And the questions fit into different catego-
ries. Some of the questions come from people who—I
guess the most accurate way to identify them is—who
are tied, in one way or another, to the institution of the
Presidency. Then, we have a number of questions that
come from members of Congress, both from the House
side and the Senate side. We do have some questions
from the Stanford Group. We have some questions
from the working group on NAWAPA. And then we
have a wide potpourri of questions from all over the
place....

Because there are so many questions from so many
people, 1 always take some liberty in merging ques-
tions. But for the purposes of today’s event, I'm going
to take more such liberties, because very often I have
five questions that are a variation on an identical
theme.

We also have some guests here—I see Rachel Brown
over here. And, now, I see Kesha Rogers, who I'd like
to bring up here. Kesha, come on up here. As people
know, Kesha just ran an absolutely brilliant campaign,
and she ended it with a call for some “Sane ducks in
Washington, as opposed to lame ducks.” So why don’t
you say a few words?

Kesha Rogers: The Fight’s Not Over

Kesha Rogers: Well, I think what we have just wit-
nessed with Lyn’s marching orders here, is that, as I put
out in the final statement at the end of my campaign, the
fight’s not over yet. And I think it’s clear, we have clear
marching orders, that the first order of business, is that
we have to get Obama out.

We have a mission for the country, to reorganize this
bankrupt banking system. And I have to say, for the last
year, it has been an extraordinary process, because what
we found, is the mass strike hard at work, and the popu-
lation responding to leadership, and recognizing that
with the atrocious policies of this Administration, and
as Mr. LaRouche defined very rightly in his April 11
[2009] webcast, that we have a narcissistic President,
more and more people have been responding to the fact
that what we represent is the only solution to this eco-
nomic crisis. And I think the questions coming in from
people today, are going to be typified by what we can do
to turn this country around.
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LaRouchePAC organizer and former Democratic Congressional candidate
Kesha Rogers addresses the webcast audience in Northern Virginia: “We
have clear marching orders, that the first order of business, is that we have

to get Obama out.”

And so, we had a lot of fun during the campaign,
and if people haven’t had an opportunity to see some of
the recent videos, and look at some of the material, the
responses that we’re getting from supporters, then you
should go back and study that.

But, I won’t take up too much time: And I think what
we can look forward to, in these coming days and
weeks, is people responding to the only solution that’s
being put out there: That Obama has to go; that we have
a generation that is represented by the LaRouche Youth
Movement, that really characterizes what alternative
and revolution in science and potential we can have.
And what we’re seeing right now—I mean, [ was blown
away by Rand Paul—we can’t allow any of this to
unfold in our nation, because we are at a point, where if
we don’t fight as if our lives depend on it for the saving
of this nation, then we have no chance of surviving.
And so, I think the questions that are going to come in,
today, are going to really exemplify where we go from
here, and Lyn has laid that out, very clearly.

Thank you.
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A Russian Editor: Will There Be War?

Freeman: Obviously, had more Demo-
crats followed the lead that was exemplified
by Kesha’s campaign, by Rachel’s campaign,
and by the campaign of Summer Shields on
the West Coast—we wouldn’t be in this
mess!

Before I dive into the mire of these ques-
tions from the U.S., as people know, in addi-
tion to the fact that many people here in the
United States look to these webcasts, and look
to what Mr. LaRouche has to say, as critical in
helping them discern a reasonable path, for
themselves and for their constituents in this
current period of grave crisis, it is also the
case, that there are many people around the
world, who look to Lyn, in an effort to under-
stand what would seem to be a rather insane
situation inside the United States.

And today, we’re very honored to have
one of those people here, and I understand he
does have a question. He has asked questions
via the Internet, at previous events, but I'd
like to ask him to come to the microphone:
Ladies and gentlemen, this is the deputy editor
of the Zavtra weekly, in Russia, Mr. Alexan-
der Nagorny.

Alexander Nagorny: Thank you very
much for this opportunity to pose a question, but per-
sonally, I would pose 100 questions to Mr. LaRouche.
Mr. LaRouche is very famous, especially in intellectual
groups in Russia, and of course, his ideas, one way or
another, they penetrate into different countries.

And my question would be rather, I would say, com-
plex: Because the latest elections showed that in the
United States, there is a rising resentment towards the
current situation, and current political leadership. But,
we can not say that those elections gave some hope for
the future, because, one way or another, they show more
reactionary results. And if we stem from the situation in
the States, and the election campaign, we will say that
the British connection is always there, and it always
uses the crisis circumstances, to prepare another circle
of war.

How would Mr. LaRouche connect those things?
Don’t you think that, if the crisis deepens in the United
States, in connection with the Federal Reserve System,
and all other things, which you mentioned, that those
circles could prepare war, first, say, in Iran, and with a

EIR November 26, 2010



EIRNS/Stuart Lewis
Alexander Nagorny, deputy editor of the Russian periodical
Zavtra, shown here at the webcast, asks LaRouche whether the
deepening crisis in the United States will lead to war.

strategic goal, to arrange the war between China, which
actually is carrying out the more LaRouche-type policy,
and the other countries?

Thank you.

LaRouche: Yes, there is a danger of that sort of war,
warfare—it’s really quite probable. Under the condi-
tion in which what I propose be done, is not done, I
would say—the inclination would be, for example, in
the United States—the United States is the key to all of
this thing. If the United States does not do what I know
it should do, if it tries to compromise internally, be-
tween the leadership of the Democratic Party, or what I
would consider the core of that leadership, the valuable
core of that leadership; and the Republican Party, espe-
cially the fascist wing of the Republican Party, now, I
think the world will go down to Hell.

But Hell would take many forms. It would take, ob-
viously, the form of local warfare, would be a new wave
of warfare—it would be worse, it would be like the Eu-
ropean crisis in the Dark Ages. The planet as a whole
would go into a Dark Age, which would probably be
characterized by all kinds of local killing and warfare,
chaos. Because all that holds the world together, is the
degree of cooperation. We can not maintain the popula-
tion of this world, without cooperation around some
common principle of development of nation-states.

We just are not going to have the means to maintain
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populations. When you get into this kind of extremely
negative development, as we’ve seen in the Dark Age
of the 14th-Century Europe, that would be the kind of
situation, but on an augmented scale, we could expect,
if we don’t succeed in ending this process, now. So,
therefore, it’s important that leaders of nations who
have the guts, as we say, take a strong stand on behalf of
seeking cooperation among nations, among forces
among nations, which will work together to prevent this
process—|[otherwise], I don’t think we have a chance. |
think chaos is here.

If we can find forces in various nations, especially
key nations—. For example, we have the case of Russia,
China, India—these are key nations, together with the
United States. If you have cooperation among these na-
tions, if that’s possible, then you will automatically
have cooperation with Korea. Japan is obviously going
to cooperate, and other nations are going to cooperate.
Europe: Germany will tend to try to come back into
some kind of relationship to this. Some things in north-
ern Italy might work out. Some people in France would
like it.

But it will be a hellish situation, and therefore, if the
United States does not—I see the United States as
having the greatest responsibility, for the situation, be-
cause if we do not do what we could do, as a leading
nation, and if we do not bring other nations to acommon
table with us on these kinds of conceptions and poli-
cies, we’re not going to make it. This planet’s going to
a dark age.

And what we’ve seen since the fall of the Wall, in
Germany, the kind of chaos which the British and
French, Mitterrand, and the United States, with H.W.
Bush, brought into play, will be the characteristic
throughout the world. That kind of chaos.

So, we are at a point where we have to, first of all,
accept the challenge of preventing this chaos from hap-
pening. And we can only do that by coming to an agree-
ment on policies of development, which creates stabi-
lizing conditions. If we can create a condition under
which people believe that in their governments, there’s
a way upward available to them now, even if it’s not
perfect, but it’s a way up, we can stabilize the planet, if
we have good leadership in some key nations. And I
think there is that possibility.

What I said today, earlier, what I'm talking about,
are the U.S. internal negotiations now, which will be
going on this week. There’ll be very intensive negotia-
tions among the parties this week, with party leader-
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ships. And if the right attitude is
not taken, if a firm position is not
taken against what Rand Paul
represents, in the United States,

. B ROTHSCHILD
The Inter-Alpha Group of Banks

then the whole world is going to
go to Hell. And that I can predict bt
with certainty. alls
Because if the United States
goes to Hell, the consequence
will be, the whole world will go

1R & Santander!

= =
COMMERZEANK NDI‘dEDH INTESA [71] SN

SOCIETE
GENERALE

KBCING B BANK oo o |

to Hell. The British can’t make
it. Some of the smarter British
admit it, but they don’t do much
about it, apparently. But we’re
headed toward hell right now,
and therefore, that is the issue.
We must find a solution. We must
establish that solution. 1 believe
it’s reasonable, I believe it can be
done. I believe there is a will
among forces among nations to do it. But we have to
achieve it. We just can not talk about it. We have to
achieve it actually.

How To Wipe Out the Imperialists

Freeman: Lyn, one more question from Russia, and
then I’m going to bring you back to the United States.

This question is from a professor and a group of stu-
dents at the MGIMO in Russia, which is the University
of the Russian Foreign Ministry, and, as I believe you
know, Lyn, on Nov. 24, they’re holding an open semi-
nar on world financial centers. There’s been a great deal
of talk, apparently, about Moscow becoming a world
financial center, and they’d like to have your views on
this. They say,

“Mr. LaRouche, first and foremost, what do we need
world financial centers for?”” And they note that they’re
asking this question particularly in the context of the
latest moves by the U.S. Federal Reserve.

LaRouche: Well, the U.S. Federal Reserve system
does not represent the interests of the United States, I
can assure you of that. It’s an insane institution, and it
can be the center of a very destructive process right
now. So there’s nothing good about the whole thing.

On what can Russia do, and that kind of process, 1
don’t think it will work.

The problem in Russia now, in terms of Russian
policy, is that there’s still a strong influence of a British
intelligence operation which is called IIASA, the Inter-
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The Inter-Alpha Group was founded in 1971 by Jacob
Rothschild (shown here) to destroy the United States
and to create a new global financial system to replace
the Bretton Woods system. The more recent formation of
the BRIC group (Brazil, Russia, India, China),
following a plan submitted by Goldman Sachs, is part
of the Inter-Alpha operation, as best shown by the
machinations of Banco Santander in Brazil, and the
Rothschild penetrations into Russia.

LaRouchePAC

national Institute for Ap-

plied Systems Analysis,
which was created by Ber-
trand Russell’s interests.
And this thing has had a
long—in the history of the Soviet Union and Russia,
Bertrand Russell has had a very bad and strong influ-
ence.

Now the problem is, IIASA does not believe in
actual production. They believe in financial systems. A
financial system, if you study it—and I’ ve been fighting
these bastards for a long time, the IIASA crowd. Back
in the 1970s, I was deeply involved in fighting these
guys in the leadership of ITASA. They were totally in-
competent. They were tied to the Club of Rome, and
they were tied to those people, and it’s a completely
destructive kind of conception.

And in Russia, there’s a certain government ten-
dency to try to think in terms of using some vehicle like
this, for these policies—Ilike the idea of going to a Cali-
fornia model of economy. It won’t work.

What is needed is precisely, a new world fixed-
exchange-rate system, which has to be in the form of
not a monetary system, but a credit system. This would
mean, automatically, the end of the British Empire. Be-
cause what you’re running into is, Lord Jacob Roth-
schild’s 1971 launching of his system, of the Inter-
Alpha Group, otherwise known as the BRIC. That
institution was organized at the same time that com-
plicit people inside the United States set up the breakup
of the fixed-exchange-rate system.

The only way you can have sustainable cooperation
among nation-states is through a fixed-exchange-rate
credit system, as opposed to a monetary system. In
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President Franklin Roosevelt had an agreement with Soviet Generalissimo
Joseph Stalin (left), to thwart their wartime ally, Winston Churchill, in his
determination to preserve the British Empire after the war. The three are shown
here at the Tehran Conference in November 1943. (FDR offended Churchill by
staying at the Russian Embassy compound in the city, so that he could talk to

Stalin without Churchill being around.)

other words, the curse of all European civilization, as
defined by European civilization starting in the Medi-
terranean region, as a maritime culture, has been ex-
actly this: That the monetary systems, or money Sys-
tems, have been established in such a form as, whether
by agreement or imposition, the power of money is su-
pranational. In other words, as Rosa Luxemburg de-
fined it, the problem is that international monetarist sys-
tems are inherently imperialist systems. And the reason
that Europe was screwed up on the question of imperi-
alism, was they didn’t understand this. They didn’t un-
derstand the history of the Roman Empire, Roman law,
these kinds of things.

As long as you have an international monetary
system, based on agreements on monetary agreements,
you can not have a healthy economy. Therefore, you
have to do, as Roosevelt did with the fixed-exchange-
rate system, which is an approximation of this—that is,
the U.S. dollar was tied to a Glass-Steagall standard for
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commercial banking. The role of the
dollar as a commercial banking currency
was thus used among other nations, for a
fixed-exchange-rate system. A credit
system. That was the basis for stability.

The cancellation of the fixed-exchange-
rate system, as had been established by
Roosevelt, in 1971, was the beginning of
the end of the world economy. And what
we’re facing today, is we’re at the break-
down point of this whole system.

Now, the other side of the thing is that,
in the post-war period—and this is par-
. ticularly relevant to all Russian institu-
3 ~ tions—the point is: At the end of the war,
- — the Soviet Union and the United States
had an agreement of opposition to their
common ally, Churchill. The agreement
was, and Stalin understood it, and main-
tained it as long as he lived, and as long as
he had a prospect of agreement from the
United States, that there would be no war,
there would be no conflict of a war type,
in Europe, as long as this relationship be-
tween the Soviet Union and the United
States Presidency continued.

What happened was, as soon as Frank-
lin Roosevelt died, President Truman
became a patsy for the British imperialist
interests, typified by Churchill. And so,
therefore, you had a period of struggle, which was con-
tinued up until the assassination of President John F.
Kennedy.

The assassination of John F. Kennedy: Kennedy was
determined, under the advice of Gen. Douglas Mac-
Arthur, not to allow the United States to become in-
volved in a protracted land war in Asia. And thus he op-
posed the idea of U.S. involvement in Southeast Asia.
As amatter of fact, I’d been in military service in Burma,
at the same time the United States and Ho Chi Minh had
been allied against the Japanese occupation of Indo-
China. So that we knew, we understood this problem.
And senior people, despite Truman, despite the fact that
the policy of the United States was oriented toward the
British—you had leading figures like General Mac-
Arthur, General Eisenhower, and so forth, who still un-
derstood this principle. The lesson of World War II: We
do not, as Roosevelt said while he was alive, and he told
Churchill, no deals with the British against the world.

R\
]
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U.S. policy was, that China and the Soviet Union,
after the war, would be the key anchors of creating a
world system of peaceful cooperation among nations,
for economic progress. That was Roosevelt’s intention.
And that was destroyed. But the idea was not de-
stroyed.

We had factions inside the United States, which in-
cluded some of the OSS, the patriots, people who were
still significant in the 1980s, early 1980s. We still had
people who belonged to my persuasion, that we had to
organize cooperation among nations, along the Roos-
evelt tradition. That is, Roosevelt’s orientation toward
Europe, Roosevelt’s orientation toward Stalin, and
toward China. That we had to establish a permanent
bulwark against the kind of warfare which the British
Empire had used to control the planet. And that was un-
derstood. That was maintained.

That section of the OSS, which agreed with what I
represent, agreed. Generals like MacArthur and Eisen-
hower agreed, were typical of those who agreed. And
that’s still my policy today, the continuation of the same
principle. There is no need to try to find a way, to take
differences on these kinds of issues, and use them for
setting nations against each other, in the direction of
warfare.

What is needed is an understanding of common in-
terests, and common principles. Now, it may not be per-
fect, but if you have an agreement on common interests
and common principles, you can improve upon that. If
you go directly to warfare, you can’t improve upon it.
You get warfare. And that’s the way imperialism, since
the time of the Roman Empire, and even earlier, has
always operated in European history. It’s the utilization
of protracted warfare, among nations which should be
cooperating, as the way by which empires control na-
tions. Therefore, you must have a unity of principle
among nations, as nation-states, and you must protect
that interest of nation-states, against any imperialism.

That is why you must eliminate a monetarist system,
because a monetarist system makes money the emperor
of the world. And those who control the money system,
can control the world in an imperial fashion. Which is
what has happened to us now.

So, our policy has to be based on those consider-
ations. And what we need is not these so-called practi-
cal steps. I abhor them. They don’t work, they stink.
And I’'m an old enough man to really know what I’'m
talking about when I abhor them. They stink.

What you have to have is state-to-state agreements,

74  Feature

of this nature, and you have to have a fixed-exchange-
rate system. Otherwise the treaty agreements don’t
mean anything. You need a fixed-exchange-rate system,
among leading states, and I’ve indicated that if you
have an agreement among the United States, Russia,
China, and India, you have sufficient agreement among
nation-states to re-establish what had been Roosevelt’s
policy for the post-war period, and a policy which had
been continued whenever they had the opportunity to
do so, by MacArthur and Eisenhower.

And that is why, under the influence of MacArthur,
John F. Kennedy was determined not to go into a long
land war in Asia, and rejected the idea of the Indo-China
war. And the only way they got the Indo-China war was
by assassinating President Kennedy. That was not done
by a lone assassin. It may have been done by a banker,
but not a lone assassin. That’s how it was done. And
that’s what destroyed the whole process.

That’s how the United States was destroyed; that
long, ten-year long war in Indo-China, destroyed the
United States, and let the British come back into power,
in the form of Lord Rothschild’s Inter-Alpha Group, the
so-called BRIC group. And what you have to do, is de-
stroy the BRIC group—that’s the first step. And go back
to a fixed-exchange-rate system, based on a state agree-
ment among the United States, Russia, China, India,
and some other countries. If you get that agreement, the
world is safe. If you don’t get that agreement, the world
ain’t safe.

From Marriner Eccles, to Hamilton & FDR

Freeman: Lyn, since you touched on this question,
I’m going to mix up the order that I had so carefully
established, and ask you a question that comes from
one of the economists who’s associated with the Stan-
ford Group, who actually is an expert in international
economic law and economic history. And he wanted me
to preface his question by saying that, even though he
happily serves as part of the Stanford group, he teaches
at Princeton.

He says:

“Lyn, as I'm sure you know, we are about to enter
head-first into a period of even greater deficit mania,
and demands for austerity. And while it would be nice if
this could all be blamed on the Republicans, I think that
in fact, this is a view that is shared by many Democrats,
and most specifically, by the President.

“I think that, if we watch the activity that comes out
of the meetings of the Federal Open Market Commit-
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Federal Reserve chairman Marriner Eccles (left) with President Roosevelt.
LaRouche responded to a questioner that Eccles’ policy had many good
features to it, but lacked the deeper dimension of strategic understanding that
characterized FDR and Alexander Hamilton.

tee, we can conclude that Bernanke’s view may very
well be the consensus of both Washington and Wall
Street, but anyone who knows history, and just a little
bit about economics, knows that it’s also the exact op-
posite of the fiscal advice that was offered by one of
Bernanke’s most effective predecessors, and I’m refer-
ring to Marriner Eccles, who was the chairman of the
Federal Reserve during the 1930s and 1940s.

“As I’m sure you know, Eccles called for larger def-
icits, and increases in government spending programs,
to pull the country out of the Great Depression. He then
went on to enlist the Federal Reserve to finance the
huge World War II debt, at low interest rates, so that the
post-war recovery could flourish. He was proved em-
phatically right, first in 1937, when the economy fell
into a steep nosedive after the Roosevelt Administra-
tion, based on some bad advice, tightened fiscal policy.
And then again, when the massive World War II fiscal
stimulus of the 1940s, ended the Great Depression once
and for all, and fueled the highest economic growth rate
in American history.

“Fiscal conservatives prefer to ignore the history of
the *40s, but it’s a period when the Federal Reserve was
far more accountable to elected officials, and far more
independent of the private financial interests that have
come to dominate the Fed in more recent days. During
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the ’40s, the Federal government spent and
borrowed far greater than today, as a per-
centage of overall economic activity.”

And he notes that today, Federal spend-
ing is about 25% of the GDP, but in the
’40s, spending peaked at about 45%. He
also said that today the deficit is 9% of
GDP; in the *40s, the deficit peaked at 31%.
And he goes on to cite other figures. He
says:

“After the war, the policy continued,
and massive Federal spending funded
social policy, through the GI Bill of Rights,
which made available job training, tuition-
free education, health care, and housing
subsidies, to the 16 million returning veter-
ans, who represented more than a third of
the American workforce. The GI Bill spent
a lot of money, but it bolstered an expand-
ing working class. and middle class, and
created the conditions for sustained eco-
nomic growth.

“The growing economy pushed up tax
revenues. It lowered the debt burden. And it helped
Federal government pay down the debt.

“The fact is, that what we did in the *40s, both the
spending and the borrowing, was much higher than it is
today. There was no rise in interest rates. The Federal
Reserve was held accountable to democratically elected
officials. It was directed by the White House, and the
Treasury, to peg interest rates at 3/8 of 1% on short-
term Treasury borrowing, and 2.5% on long-term bor-
rowing.

“The so-called peg period of public finance, began
in the weeks following the attack on Pearl Harbor, and
as the Federal Reserve itself would later describe the
division of responsibilities, the amount of government
spending was properly determined by Congress, and it
was the Treasury’s responsibility to determine the rate
of interest it would pay on the borrowing. It then became
the Fed’s duty to purchase government securities in any
amount, and at any price needed, to maintain the inter-
est rate pegs for Treasury.

“Where am I going with all of this? Well, where I'm
going is as follows: Many people run around today and
scream that we should shut down the Federal Reserve,
that the Federal Reserve is illegal, etc., etc. And perhaps
that’s true. But the bottom line is that the current reality
is starkly different from the reality of the ‘30s and *40s,
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and the way that the Federal Reserve
operated then. Back then, the Federal
Reserve supported much higher levels
of deficit spending, but they were
needed for a recovery at low interest
rates. In contrast, today, we have very
low interest rates, but they’re support-
ing business-as-usual in the banking
center, and it is not translating into re-
covery for the real economy.

“The Federal Reserve today is not
part of the solution—they are part of
the problem.

“Few economists ever learn about
this period in Federal Reserve his-
tory. It’s been airbrushed from most
mainstream texts, most especially
from Bernanke’s own economics
textbook. To the extent that the Eccles
period is discussed at all, it’s dis-
missed as an odd anomaly. Today’s
new norm is a Federal Reserve bank
captured by private financial inter-
ests, that is pursuing an elite agenda
of deregulation, fiscal austerity, bail-
outs, and bonuses for bankers. But
our nation’s history shows that at one of America’s
finest hours, it doesn’t have to be that way.

“I raise this very specifically, because among the
things we have been looking at, as part of launching an
economic recovery, is embarking upon the NAWAPA
program, really the greater NAWAPA program that you
have proposed. My argument is that, the Federal Reserve
can play a role in this, if we choose for it to play such a
role. I'd like your comments on this overall, and later on,
I know that we will have some more questions for you
regarding the whole issue of the Federal deficit, and
whether or not it’s something we should worry about.”

LaRouche: Well, the thing you didn’t mention ex-
plicitly, which is crucial to this matter, is: Take a point
of reference: the closest associate, the collaborator, of
the former head of the Treasury [Alexander Hamilton],
was Isaac Roosevelt. And Isaac Roosevelt was the
founder of the Bank of New York, and he was the ances-
tor of Franklin Delano Roosevelt. So, Alexander Ham-
ilton’s connection is there. And one has to look at this
legacy, particularly of the role of Hamilton in defining
the credit and banking policy of the United States,
which was absolutely crucial.
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FDR Library
Roosevelt’s family connection to Alexander Hamilton is illustrated here, in a detail of
a mural painted for the post office in Poughkeepsie, N.Y., at the request of FDR. It
shows his ancestor Isaac, with other leaders of revolutionary America. Left to right:
Alexander Hamilton, Abraham Bancker, John Jay, James Clinton, Isaac Roosevelt,
and John Hobart. Isaac was the founder of the Bank of New York.

And the destruction of the United States system,
came essentially as the result of Andrew Jackson.
Andrew Jackson against the Second National Bank of
the United States—which led into, directly, the Great
Panic of 1837. So, the problem is, that the British inter-
est—and this is what it was, the British interest—was
typified by the founding of the Bank of Manhattan. It
was founded by the British, and what we call Wall Street
today, is a result, chiefly, of the founding of the Bank of
Manhattan, which became later Chase-Manhattan. And
that was the opposition to the Bank of New York at that
time.

Now, Franklin Roosevelt returned to that, as other
Presidents had also returned to the same policy in later
periods, though the re-establishment of the Bank of the
United States, the National Bank, was not restored. And
the problem with the Federal Reserve system is that it is
not the National Bank, but it was created by the Wilson
Administration on the instigation of the Teddy Roos-
evelt Administration. And this was done to try to de-
stroy the United States’ ability to establish, re-establish,
national banking.

What Franklin Roosevelt did, was use the available
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junk institutions which existed at that time, and through
the inauguration of the Glass-Steagall Law in 1933—
without the Glass-Steagall Law, there’s no understand-
ing of this process in modern times. You have to go
back to understanding the greenback policy under Lin-
coln; you have to go back to Isaac Roosevelt, you have
to go back to Hamilton and the national banking con-
cept. And that’s where the thing is.

The key thing here is what is required is the replace-
ment, and elimination, of monetary systems, by a credit
system. Because only the control of a currency, under
the rule of a credit system, can handle this problem.

Like this question of debt size. All right. When you
create debt—well, that does not answer the questions
that are involved, does it? When you create debt, under
national banking, you are uttering credit. Let’s take the
NAWAPA project.

What we’re talking about is, first of all, the United
States is going to have to bail out the states. We’ve got
to get the police in place, we’ve got to get the institu-
tions of state government functioning, the essential
social and other institutions of state government.
They’re collapsing now. And Rand Paul doesn’t know
about that. He doesn’t know about infrastructure, he
doesn’t understand economics at all; he’s an idiot on
economics, which helps him to be an assassin in terms
of other things.

So, therefore, you have to understand the American
System, as it was defined by the constitutional effort, to
which Hamilton made a great contribution, because
Hamilton was the person, as an official at that time, who
organized the reform of the banking system of the United
States, which led to the adoption of the Federal Constitu-
tion! The Federal Constitution is based on the Hamilto-
nian principle! And what saved the United States at that
time, was the establishment of that principle.

The idea was to free the Americas from the foreign
banking influences, to establish a national banking in-
stitution which would be able to determine the value of
the U.S. currency in its own borders and abroad. No
monetarism is allowed! We may have a form of mone-
tarism, because it’s in the world at large, but we had to
defend ourselves against monetarism.

And our basic enemy of the United States since
1763, has been the British Empire; the only permanent
enemy of the United States is the British Empire, and
that’s been since 1763, since the Treaty of Paris in Feb-
ruary 1763. That’s the quarrel. We’ve got to get rid of
the British Empire.
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Now, Roosevelt had a good idea of how to do that,
but Truman was a Wall Street whore, hmm?

I’d better explain this, because this is crucial, and
it’s important. It goes back to *37, and the *37 crisis and
Marriner Eccles’s role in that crisis.

What had happened was, that in a certain period, the
British had made a comeback against the Roosevelt re-
forms, after 1936. And, this forced the President to back
off from his own program, and to cut back his own pro-
gram, because he did not have the political power—this
was the issue with the Supreme Court reform—did not
have the political power. The Supreme Court was still
an agency of the enemy, by and large. So, therefore,
Roosevelt had to back off at that point, and cut back on
his reform program for that moment.

The British were running high, they were unloosing
Hitler on the world; at that time, they were the backers
of Hitler. After all, the British Empire created Hitler,
and they were his backers.

Now later, there was a little difficulty which came
when France fell. The French army, the French military,
vastly out-gunned, out-massed, the German forces at
that time. So, the Wehrmacht comes running through.
How do they conquer France? Well, in the meantime,
the fascist government of France had rearranged the
military preparations, as well as the commands and so
forth, for military forces which had a vastly superior
force to that of the Germans! Why did the Wehrmacht
come through? Because the French government opened
the gates, for the Wehrmacht to overrun France. So this
was what was going on.

At that point, then Churchill turns around; he had
been out, determined, like the British, to destroy the
United States, when they thought they had France under
control, and were going to keep Germany with a war
against the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, and the
Soviet Union and Germany were supposed to destroy
each other. So, the Wehrmacht had an arrangement with
the fascist government of France. So, the fascist gov-
ernment of France capitulated to the Wehrmacht. And
then you had a shift. And then, Churchill screams for
Franklin Roosevelt to come and bail out the British.
That’s how the change occurred.

So, this is the background of the situation.

So, now at this point, the British also had the agree-
ment in the 1920s for Japan’s attack on Pearl Harbor. It
was part of a coordinated attack on the U.S. Naval
forces. So now, it’s changed. Now, Roosevelt is brought
in by Churchill to support the British against the Nazi
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Raleigh News and Observer/Warren
This 1937 cartoon identifies what was behind President
Roosevelt’s temporary retreat from his New Deal policies,
because of the Supreme Court’s blockage of his reforms.

force in Europe. At that point, the Japanese are stuck,
because they had been allied with Britain to attack the
United States at Pear]l Harbor. They built the entire fleet
operation for the attack on Pearl Harbor, in the 1920s.
The Billy Mitchell case was a part of this same case.

Now suddenly things have changed. Churchill is
now screaming for the United States to save the British
from the danger that there will be a western attack on
Britain, and wipe out Britain. So, at this point, the
United States is now supporting the Soviet Union’s as-
sistance, by the aid program. The British are allied with
the United States as prisoner, because the only way they
can save themselves, is with the United States. Japan is
stuck; it still has the attack on Pearl Harbor in part, but
it knows it’s a potential loser. But they decide to go
ahead anyway, even though they knew in the long run,
they were going to be a loser.

So, this is what the history has been. Then, at the end
of the war, Roosevelt dies, and the same bunch of bas-
tards in Wall Street, which had caused this problem in
the first place, now come in with Truman, who had been
a Wall Street hack.
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What had happened in 1944, in June of ’44, when
the United States had led the breakthrough into Nor-
mandy: At that point, the British changed their policy,
and Montgomery was a good example of that. They
changed their policy. So suddenly, Wall Street, which,
as long as the British were screaming for U.S. help,
Wall Street was behaving itself. Truman, who had been
a fascist part of the Wall Street operation, had been
elected—nominated and elected as Vice President—be-
cause the fascists were back in power in Wall Street;
they had been unleashed again. The war in Europe was
extended for another 12 months, virtually, by the Brit-
ish. A surrender of Germany was ready at that point,
and the British intervened to have the German generals
killed, designated, and killed, in order to keep the war
going for another year.

So therefore, we came into completely different
conditions, at that point. And that’s been the history.

So now what happens is, we still have the fixed-
exchange-rate system. We have the Bretton Woods
agreement, which is Roosevelt’s creation. The world is
still organized for recovery, led by the United States.
Now, they’re out to destroy United States by the end of
the 1950s.

At that point, they have a problem. Kennedy is
elected, and Kennedy does not act like his father. Ken-
nedy acts like a patriot, which his father was not too
strong on. So Kennedy does a number of things: He de-
fends the steel industry, against the steel bosses. He
conducts negotiations; there is an agreement which is
the Eisenhower-de Gaulle attempt, with Khrushchev.
And Khrushchev was a British agent, so that was a real
problem. Khrushchev screwed the whole thing up.

So now, things are going on, and then you’ve got
these other developments which ensued, and that’s how
the history unfolded.

So then, you had the assassination of Kennedy,
which allowed the Vietnam War to occur, and it was the
Vietnam War, Indo-China War, which for ten years de-
stroyed the United States. Now, the British move in,
with Nixon, and by the assassination of two Kennedys,
which helps this process along, in order to destroy the
United States. And what destroys the United States?
The British move in with the Inter-Alpha Group, which
controls 70% of the world’s banking today. The British
financial system is the imperial force in the planet today;
and my intention is to destroy it.

Thus, the question that’s posed, really has to be re-
framed in this context. Because the form of the prob-
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lem, is not necessarily the cause of the problem. And
addressing the form of the problem will not correct the
problem, because it’s the cause of the problem you have
to deal with. What’s the root of the problem? And it’s
still the same thing today.

We’re still in a fight in the United States since 1782,
when the British started a counter-operation against the
American Revolution. We’re still in that same situation,
today, and the issue is still the same thing: The Hamil-
tonian system of a fixed-exchange-rate system, which
is the intention, the idea of our national banking policy,
which is a Hamiltonian policy. The idea of a credit
system, rather than a monetary system. We’re now at
the point where we should realize that after all this ex-
perience, we must eliminate the existence of monetary
systems from the planet. And we must re-establish credit
systems, national credit systems, which are bound to-
gether by fixed-exchange-rate credit systems of agree-
ment.

We must organize—for example, let’s take the case
of this NAWAPA project. This NAWAPA project, we’re
talking about essentially, 30- to 50-year bonding, just to
get the thing going. Remember, in order to build
NAWAPA, we have to build rail lines to carry the heavy
freight which is going into the mountain areas, up to
5,000 feet, in the Idaho region. And we’re going to be
hauling this; we’re going to build the greatest dams that
were ever built. We’re going to more organization of
water by far, than Three Gorges Dam. We’re going
change the weather system of the world. We’re going to
take the entire area from the West Coast to the 20-inch
rainfall line area; we’re going to create a new rainfall
line area as a by-product of this water project.

We’re going to change the character of the planet.
We’re going to open up the Arctic. Russia is dealing
with the Arctic; Canada, Russia, the United States are
the big factors in the Arctic region. We’re going to go
into this Arctic area, which we’ve never mastered,
which has many important features which we have to
master.

We’re going to do these kinds of things. We’re going
to create a new world system. We’re going to connect
the entire planet, except for Australia, by railway sys-
tems. We’re going to solve the problem of Africa, which
we’ll begin by the Transaqua policy, which some of the
Europeans are opposed to. We have all these means.

So, what we have to do, when we’re looking at the
Eccles policy—which has many good features to it, that
is true—but it doesn’t bring to the surface what the real
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deeper issue is, and which Franklin does, and the Ham-
ilton view does. And what I’m saying is, the time has
come that we should learn from our mistakes. The na-
tional mistakes, and world mistakes. We have to go
back to a true American System of political economy,
which is based on a global fixed-exchange-rate system.
And the idea of the fixed-exchange-rate system is to be
able to generate long-term public credit for great proj-
ects which are needed by mankind, over the long term,
at a fixed-exchange-rate and modest interest charges.

And you take this NAWAPA project, as I outlined it:
You’re talking about putting, in a very short period, 4
million Americans back to work—4 million. Not the
phony stuff. Right now, the United States and the world
are in a general breakdown crisis. The United States is
not in a recovery; it’s not in this, it’s not in that. The
United States is on the verge of being totally self-de-
stroyed, right now! There’s no recovery. You continue
this President, there is no United States; there’s no fi-
nancial system.

Some people want to negotiate with these guys. I
say, No! No, the Eccles thing is an important issue, but
I think if you look at it in the way I’ ve just defined it, in
broad terms, you get a better understanding of what the
issue was at that time, because Eccles was in a period
which passed through the Franklin Roosevelt period
and the post-Franklin Roosevelt period.

Save the Presidency, Remove Obama Now

Freeman: Lyn, the next question comes from a
Democratic political consultant, who operates out of
Washington and other places as well. And he says, “Lyn,
before I pose my question to you, I think it’s really im-
portant to set the record straight, because press all over
the United States, and all over the world, are saying that
the results of the election last Tuesday represent a hu-
miliating defeat for Barack Obama. And the fact of the
matter, is that as a Democrat, I have to disagree. Oh, I
think he’s humiliated; he’s humiliated because the press
says so, and he doesn’t like that sort of thing.

“But the bottom line—I know it and a lot of other
Democrats know it—is that this President and his staff,
were hoping, for exactly what they got. Because in fact,
they could not implement the policies that they wish to
implement with a progressive Congress. They want to
go on an austerity spree. They’ve made very clear, long
before the Tuesday election, that it was their intention
to cut Social Security, to cut Medicare. It was not the
Republicans who put together the Presidential commis-
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sions. It was, in fact, this President, who, I believe, still
identifies himself as a Democrat. Now, if we watch him
following Tuesday’s election, he holds up his hands,
and he says: ‘Oh, what am [ to do? I’'m a hostage now.
I’m a hostage to a hopelessly gridlocked Congress.’

“My response to that is CRAP! It’s time for him to
stop pretending that he’s a Prime Minister. Any decent
President would act like a President. I think that the one
thing that I want to communicate is that, built into our
system of government, the President is not a hostage of
Congress. If a President wants to pursue an agenda,
there are plenty of ways he can do that, without any
help at all from Capitol Hill. And I would refer people
to their history books, and the Presidency of Franklin
Delano Roosevelt.

“But the fact of the matter is, that even though things
are different today, the President of the United States
oversees a massive regulatory apparatus that would
allow him—if he wanted to—to take on the banks, and
put an end to the orgy that we’ve witnessed over the
course of the last several years. There are many people
on Capitol Hill who, because, on the one hand, they
knew they couldn’t get what they wanted in putting to-
gether the Financial Regulation Reform Act, put to-
gether a bill that has a lot of blanks in it. And the fact is,
that Dodd-Frank has left so many blanks, they’ve left
so many things to the regulators, that in truth, the vast
[part] of the bill has yet to be written.

“My basic point is that people should not buy the
crap, and while we have to pay attention certainly to
what the Republicans are up to, we have to pay atten-
tion to what the deficit hawks will demand, and we do
have to recognize that in fact, that it is the case in our
system of government, that there are some limits to the
power of the Executive; that our government is not or-
ganized around a Prime Ministership; this is not a par-
liamentary system. So, if things are screwed up, yes,
blame the Congress, but understand that the real culprit
is the President, and that if he wants to change it, he
can.

“I’m saying this, because we have a number of tasks
immediately before us, and I'm very concerned that
people concentrate far too much attention on what hap-
pens on Capitol Hill, and not enough attention on what
comes out of the Oval Office. I’ll say it here, and I’ve
said it before. If the President wanted to start fixing
what was broken in the U.S. economy, he could start by
firing Tim Geithner. And then, he could proceed to pull
together a team that actually reflects something other
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LaRouche said that Democratic factions who should be
pushing for invocation of the 25th Amendment, to get President
Obama out, are ducking the issue that he is “clinically insane.”
“It doesn’t mean they’re ignoring its existence, but they’re
ducking it in the form of the calculations.” Obama is shown
here at a staff meeting in September 2010.

than the interests of Wall Street.

“I know you’ll forgive me for ranting, but this just
really aggravates me. And it strikes me that if the Amer-
ican people fall for this garbage, then in fact, they will
essentially prove Abraham Lincoln wrong. They’ll
prove that you can fool all the people all the time. I
don’t think that’s true, but my question to you, Lyn, is,
how do we address this mess? And how do we address
the fact that now everybody’s going to be screaming
about gridlock, when really with any President who
wanted to get something done, the gridlock would be
irrelevant?”

LaRouche: Well, first of all, I have to agree with
great enthusiasm, your emphasis on the Presidency;
that’s true. Our system is not a parliamentary system, it
is a Presidential system. But there’s another correction
we better add to that—that this current President is clin-
ically insane. Now the problem is, the Democratic fac-
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tions of relevance, which I would acknowledge as being
important in this matter, are ducking that issue. It
doesn’t mean they’re ignoring its existence, but they’re
ducking it in the form of the calculations.

The fact of the clinical insanity of this President—
and he is clinically insane—Ilies in his role as an asset of
the British monarchy. He’s not a Democrat or a Repub-
lican; he’s a Brit! He’s a kisser of the butt of the Queen.
He’s an enemy! Though he’s a nut! He’s crazy! He’s a
synthetic personality. He has not got a real personality.
He’s a sicko! Sick, sick, sick sicko!

Now, the problem is, is trying to get the Vice Presi-
dent, who is the responsible person inside the Presi-
dency for this case, to take the step which will force the
issue, during the lame duck session! While the compo-
sition of the Congress is what it is during the lame duck
session. Now that’s going to force a fight, at least if
there’s anybody with the guts to start that fight. But
that’s where you have to start. Sometimes, this lame
duck has got to fly! This is the time to do it. Because this
President is not—don’t think of him as a Democrat or
Republican. He’s neither! He’s a lunatic! He’s a lunatic
modelled upon the Emperor Nero, on the lunatic Adolf
Hitler.

Now in history, we’ve had the use of heads of gov-
ernment and state, who are known lunatics, who are
put in because they are lunatics. Because the lunatic
will do automatically what no one else will do. That’s
why they’re lunatics; that’s why they use these luna-
tics. As the case of Caesar—the same thing; the whole
family was a bunch of lunatics, actually. So that’s the
first thing you’ve got to start from—that this President
is a lunatic; his actual loyalties do not lie in anything
real, because there’s nothing real about him. The guy’s
a mental case of a very special type, and an extreme
type of case. He has no loyalties, because he has no
personality.

Now, I laid this out on April 11 of 2009; I laid it out.
The fact that now the thing is all over the place; the di-
agnosis, what I said, is confirmed. This guy is a lunatic.
He lives in an imaginary world, not the real world. And
he thinks of himself as the emperor of the world. I don’t
know if he really thinks that through, but that’s the way
his mind works. He thinks of himself as if he were the
emperor of the world, and the more frustrated he be-
comes, the more he goes to this imperial thing. It’s like
Hitler in the bunker! It’s like the suicide of the Emperor
Nero—he went to the extreme in violence and mass
murder. And when that no longer worked, he killed
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himself because he couldn’t stand himself anymore.
He’s a lunatic!

And you’re talking about working with a Presi-
dency, and your argument, of course, on the Presidency,
is absolutely clear to all of us who know this thing. The
Presidency of the United States is the Executive institu-
tion of the United States. The Congress is an auxiliary,
and also is a check and balance on some of the aspects
of the Presidency. But our Constitution is a Presidential
system, not a European parliamentary system. And
some of our people here have gotten so soaked up with
British parliamentarianism, that they don’t understand
the difference between a Presidential system and a par-
liamentary system. We’re not a European parliamen-
tary system; we’re a Presidential system. That’s our
morality, and that’s our strength.

And I emphasize that that is our morality, because
the person of the United States President is responsible
to a certain set of what we call checks and balances. The
President’s personality is one, therefore, which is de-
fined as a servant of a function, the servant of a mission.
And he has to be controlled to make sure he sticks to
that duty of his mission—doesn’t go off on some luna-
tic mission, like this poor lunatic. And he is a poor luna-
tic; he’s a sick, sicko kid. And he should be relieved
from these duties and replaced.

And I’m upset with the Vice President, because he
doesn’t do that. I know all the arguments, I know all the
doubletalk, and all this thing. But you’ve got a lunatic
in the Presidency! Do you say, “Well, we’ve got to keep
the lunatic there. We can’t move to get him out”?

You’ve got a lunatic in the Presidency, the most
powerful institution in our system of government. And
he’s a lunatic; a dangerous lunatic, becoming more and
more insane by the week. What’s he allied to, the Re-
publican Party, or Democrat? Neither! He’s allied to his
own lunacy. You have to understand that. He’s like the
Emperor Nero; he’s like Hitler. Hitler was a creation of
the British. It was done in a very special way, special
training program. And they found he had the talent as a
lunatic, a lunatic in a way they thought it was useful to
them. And then he got a little bit wild, and you know
how he went. Why do you think he went out? He went
out as a raving lunatic, and he’d been a raving lunatic
all the way through. And the whole Nazi system, the
whole Nazi Party, the whole Nazi leadership was largely
controlled by a bunch of lunatics, who participated in
mass lunacy around the figure of a leader, der Fiihrer,
who was a lunatic. So you had a government which was
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Vice President Joe Biden must force the issue of the 25th
Amendment quickly, during the “lame duck” session of
Congress. Biden is shown here at the Munich Security
Conference, Feb. 7, 2009.

based on the appendages of a lunatic. And when things
got bad, the lunatic became, obviously, a really com-
plete lunatic, in the process of murdering a lot of
people.

And so, that is the issue.

But the issue for me is, how do you enforce this
function of the President, if you have a raving lunatic as
President? A man who has no real personality of his
own, but only an adopted one; the adopted personality
of a psychotic. Obviously, you have no solution for
your problem unless you remove this President from
office.

And if the Vice President doesn’t act, he’ll carry that
guilt to his grave. This man must be removed from the
Presidency now, because if the United States goes
down—and if this guy remains President, it will go
down; it’ll go down soon—then the collapse of the
United States will cause a collapse of the entire world
civilization. And that’s what you’ve got to think about.
That’s my basis today. You’ve got to think in those
terms. Any change in the subject matter from those
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terms to some other issue of discussion, is a tragic mis-
take. This guy must be removed from office. There is no
alternative. There is no other subject. If you don’t put
that subject first, that mission first, everything you try
will fail.

Give Biden a List of Obama’s Crimes

Freeman: “Lyn, as you know, although you have
called for Obama’s removal from office, and called for
the invocation of the 25th Amendment, Vice President
Biden is reluctant to take such action. And one of the
things that we believe is necessary, is essentially to pro-
vide Biden with a list. A list of particulars that he can
march into the Oval Office with, and say to President
Obama, ‘Look, if you have any hope of saving your
Presidency, and of saving the nation, this is what you
must do.” Lyn, I know you will see this as compromise,
but we don’t. It’s a necessary step if, in fact, there is any
hope of moving to do something as serious as invoking
the 25th Amendment. What would you suggest be put
on such a list of particulars?”

LaRouche: I'm not opposed to doing that, but it has
to be done with a certain higher goal in mind. Yes, you
know, when you’re going in to pluck the chicken, so to
speak, you have to have an end result in mind. Why are
you plucking the feathers from this chicken? Perhaps
because you intend to cook it, which would be a good
idea.

So, therefore, obviously, in the very short term, what
is required is a rapid fire of successive measures which
lead to the orchestration of the result. One has to think
like a master dramatist. What you need is to approach
this with the mind of a master dramatist. You have a
tragedy before you. And the tragedy is going to end
with the subject of the tragedy being carried out, off-
stage. Off the stage. It will be off the stage.

Now, how do you orchestrate the drama, which
brings you to that intended result? How does the great-
est tragedian treat such cases of actual history? That’s
what you have to do.

Now, a list of these things. First of all, reasonable.

You have to go: “Mr. President, these are your mis-
takes, Mr. President. These are things which no Presi-
dent should have done. These are things that any Presi-
dent should have done.” And so forth. You can take, for
example, health care. “Mr. President, you have brought
in a set of measures which are tantamount to what Adolf
Hitler did in Germany, and what your predecessor in
Britain has done, Tony Blair, with his NICE program.
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You’ve introduced a health-care policy which echoes
that of Adolf Hitler. Mr. President, you’ve got to stop
that. You’d better change that.” And so forth.

So you go through those kinds of measures. Now,
you have to—when you do that, you’ve got to take into
view, the fact that this guy is really a lunatic. Don’t go
in there with saying, we’re going to treat him as if he’s
a normal human being, and tell him
he’s got to behave more reasonably.
This man is a lunatic. He will not hear
you. This lunatic will not hear you
[imitates Obama, staring into space].
You’re going to appeal to reason
with—what kind of fantasy life are
you living in, if you think that’s going
to work?

No. What you’ve got to do, you’ve
got to act—not to persuade him—
you’re going to act to persuade people,
that they have to do something about
him. So what you say to him is irrelevant, insofar as it is
addressed to him. Because you’ve got to think about
addressing the people who will hear what you propose.
And what I would suggest, is that we have a famous
case in France, by a famous French writer [Emile Zola]:
”J’accuse.” 1 accuse you. I accuse you. I accuse you. |
accuse you. Now that was never implemented officially,
but the impact of that being written, had an effect upon
the history of France, which was good—it was not suf-
ficient, but it was good at the time. And that’s what
we’re dealing with.

You have to list the errors he’s made. It should be a
bill of indictment, not a proposal for a compromise. You
can not get a compromise with the guy. Why try for it?
You don’t want a compromise with this guy. You want
to answer the question, that the citizens out there are
going to ask. You don’t address this President, you ad-
dress those citizens.

What’s your problem? You’ve got citizens out there
who are frightened, who are confused, who are going to
make excuses for this President. You are going to strip
them of the ability to accept, to defend him in their own
conscience. You’re going to appeal to the conscience of
the citizen. The crimes this guy has committed! You
want to present it to him—a list? Good. Excellent. But
who’s going to hear it?

You’re going to talk to this President? You want to
talk to the chicken about the price of eggs? No, you’re
dealing with a political process. What you have to do—
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Obama at a meeting on the budget, Jan.
29, 2009. “This lunatic will not hear you!”

you are showing leadership of the type that’s relevant.
And I believe, that the kind of people I'm talking about,
do understand that, what leadership is. You're lead-
ing—you’re capturing the imagination—of the Ameri-
can people, including leading circles in and around
government.

You know you’ve got a bunch of cowards out there
among our leading members of
Congress, even the lame duck
group and others. They’re cowards.
They’ve proven to me, to great
satisfaction—they’ve  achieved
the acme of cowardice, political
cowardice, in their recent period
in office. I know they’re cowards.
They may not be cowards in
every respect. They’re willing to
cook the chicken, or something
like that—they’re not cowards in
that matter. But, what you're
trying to do, is mobilize the political forces, and with
a resonance with the citizens out there, who are going
to be looking at you, for everything you say, really,
sooner or later. And you’re going to be presenting a
case.

In other words, you’re not walking around gossip-
ing about the President, the lunatic, the nut case. You’re
not gossiping about anybody. You’re not being mean.
You’re not starting a gossip action against him. You’re
challenging him to his snout. You’re telling him, “Mr.
President, you: J’accuse. 1 accuse you. I accuse you. |
accuse you. The American people accuse you. We
accuse you.”

And you say it in such a way, point by point, to ad-
dress—to reach the ears of whom? To reach the ears of
leading political figures, who have a conscience, that
you have laid out the evidence which convicts him.
You’re presenting a conviction. You’re making a judg-
ment, and you are presenting a conviction—a statement
of conviction on that judgment. That’s what you con-
front him with!

Now, what’s his reaction? His reaction is to go into
a new mental state. So you have to think about, who’s
holding the net, when this guy goes wild? He’ll go wild,
one way or the other—either catatonic, a suicide like
Hitler, a suicide like Nero? You have to understand, he
is insane! He’s clinically insane.

Did you ever try to deal with an insane person? Were
you ever face to face in dealing with—and trying to

White House Photo/Pete Souza
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The heat is on Obama: Above: the Kesha Rogers for Congress campaign in
Houston, Oct. 15, 2010. Below: A woman confronts Obama at a town meeting in
Washington, D.C. Sept. 20, 2010, on how disappointed she is that he did not live
up to his campaign promises for “meaningful change.” “I’m waiting sir, I'm

waiting. I don't feel it yet.”

handle—an insane person? Any contrary assumption,
any assumption that he is not an insane person is a ter-
rible mistake. A dangerous mistake. Your job is to con-
vince the people around him, in official position, and
the citizens, that he has to be thrown out. That will get
him out.

But you have to go in there and do that. Maybe you
want to do it over the other side of the fence, but you
have to do it.

To Stop Austerity Drive, Remove the
President!

Freeman: The next question comes from a leading
Democratic Senator, who did manage to get re-elected.
And he says, “Lyn, in the days leading up to the elec-
tion, we were well aware of the fact that the Democrats
would lose the majority in the House, and right now,
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we’re just somewhat thankful that we
managed to hold onto the U.S. Senate.
And certainly, there has been a lot of dis-
cussion about the fact that the period be-
tween the election and the swearing in of
the new Congress is an absolutely critical
one for our nation. It’s an interval when
many things can get done. And it’s also
an interval when the tone must be set.

“As I think you know, Washington
right now is gripped by austerity mania.
And we knew this, and we were more or
less prepared to deal with it—at least
some of us were—by going for the jugu-
lar of Wall Street and the banks.

“Now, here is the problem. My original question to
you was going to be, a question concerning the order of
battle, as to what you thought this lame duck Congress
should fight to ensure in the days that we have left. And
my question was, on the one hand, broad, but on the
other hand, very specific. As I think you know, while I
and many other members of the Senate, agree with
Glass-Steagall, we unfortunately failed to get an ade-
quate hearing for it in the last Senate. It’s still alive. We
can certainly take it up, but I had questions as to whether
we needed to, because, as I think you know, there are
enough loopholes in the Dodd-Frank bill, that if we
wanted to implement it to its extreme, it would essen-
tially serve as Glass-Steagall, and perhaps we could put
our energies elsewhere.

“But, all of that has now been somewhat put into
question, because in the days since I last talked with
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your representative, we’ve been informed by the GOP
leadership, that they have plans of their own for the
lame duck session. And that they have no intention of
waiting for January to get down to their agenda. And
this has to do with two very specific threats that have
been made.

“One is, as I think everyone knows—one of the
principal tasks that the Congress is going to face when
it comes back to Washington, is the passage of a con-
tinuing resolution, to keep the government going. And
the Republicans have made very clear that they intend
to shut down the government, unless the continuing res-
olution has already built into it, major cuts of a whole
variety of programs, including Social Security, Medi-
care, and various other social programs that we abso-
lutely can not cut in the midst of a depression. What
they are saying is, ‘No cuts, no votes. We’ll filibuster.’

“The other issue that has come up, with similar
threats, is the question of unemployment. As I think you
know, two weeks before Christmas, extended benefits
run out for approximately 2 million Americans, who
right now, are long-term unemployed. And we have
been told by the Republicans, that there will be no ex-
tension of unemployment benefits unless it’s coupled
with approximately $5 billion in cuts that would go into
effect immediately. That if the Democrats fail to re-
spond to this, then again, they’ll filibuster.

“So, we’re now faced with something of a different
situation. And I wanted to make sure that you were
aware of it. But also, any advice that you have on how
to approach this situation would be most welcome.”

LaRouche: The American people are still there.
And they’re very angry. Now, if—suppose that the Con-
gress, the Republicans in the Congress, decide to do a
filibuster to prevent any remedy on this expiration of
unemployment insurance, what do you do with that?
Suppose they do that—you take it to the American
people. You take it there.

You say, “These sons of bitches have said this. These
sons of bitches have done this. These sons of bitches are
threatening this.” Take it to the American people.
There’s your constituency. Your constituency is not the
members of the Congress. Your constituency is the
American citizen. And the American citizen, which has
had it, up to here, with these recent sessions of the past
ten years of government. They’ve had it up to here.

You’re going to have a mood. And you’ll find that
the constituency of members of Congress still has the
power to influence the members of the Congress. Look,
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you’re staging a fight. But you’re not going to win with-
out staging a fight. You’ve got to have the guts to stage
the fight with the intention to win it. You’ve got to let
these guys know who’s boss. The American people are
the boss, between themselves and the President.

The first move you have to do, is get this guy im-
peached! See, if you shrink from that, if you say, “We
want this guy out, on the bad things he has done to the
population on his bills"—his health-care bill, and so
forth and so on, you are showing the public what the
Congress heretofore has refused to do with this Presi-
dent. So you’ve got to go back and do what you should
have done beforehand. And use this against him. Attack
him on this.

So you go for the removal of the President from
office. If you don’t go for that as the step which must be
taken first, no other step you would take or try, will
work. I laid it out very carefully on this. I went through
this very carefully. You must first remove this President
from the Presidency! Until you do that, you can accom-
plish nothing on any issue. That’s your problem.

Until Nero dies, or retires, you’re not going to be
able to do anything. You can not let your cowardice on
one issue be an excuse, for your failure to face another.
If you do not remove this President from office, on le-
gitimate grounds, of his insanity, then you are respon-
sible for everything bad that happens to this country
and its people. And you personally are responsible.
Maybe for reasons of cowardice. Fine. Cowardice is a
good excuse, I suppose. But it’s cowardice, nonethe-
less.

Do you want that? Do you want that record? Do you
want that image? The image of the coward? The coward
who betrayed his country, when he could have acted?
There’s nothing you can do, now, without causing the
removal of this President from office, now!

He’s insane. He must be removed. We have the
amendment. The amendment means what it says. It’s
very carefully crafted. It’s very accurate. The evidence
is conclusive. Implement it! Enforce the law! Get him
out of there. Otherwise everything else will be a fail-
ure.

To Create Jobs, Eliminate the Power of Money
Freeman: Lyn, I have roughly 40 questions here—
these are institutional questions from Washington, all
of which are addressing various elements of the auster-
ity mania, the deficit hawks, and offering various proofs
that Social Security, Medicare, etc., are not responsible
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for the Federal deficit, and asking for
comments on it.

Really, I can’t help but feel, that
many of these questions are actually
an avoidance of the central issue. So
I’m going to go out on a limb, and
kind of skip over them. Maybe we’ll
come back to them....

What I do want to do though, is
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Unemployed workers sign up for
unemployment benefits following
passage of the Social Security Act of
1935.

pecially in the House, lost their
seats. And they were the people

THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT AS AMENDED

address some of the questions that
have come in on NAWAPA. And, this
question is from a new member of the
Stanford Group, who now serves on a
Congressional Committee as well.
He says:

“Lyn, you’ve been talking about
Obama. And you’ve been talking
about the economy. And one of the things that you
picked up a month or so ago, that really captured my at-
tention, was the discussion of NAWAPA. And I found
this to be particularly important, because it’s my abso-
lutely firm belief, that the problem in the economy, is a
problem that is not going to be addressed by fiscal mea-
sures, but that can only be addressed through the cre-
ation of jobs and rebuilding our nation’s infrastructure.

“Now, we have a couple of problems, and I want to
make sure that I’'m thinking about this in the right
way. First of all, the obvious problem is that many of
the most aggressive pro-infrastructure Democrats, es-
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who some of us were looking
toward as the people who would
be the obvious sponsors and pro-
ponents of things like NAWAPA,
high-speed rails, etc. So they’re
gone now and that is a problem.

“And obviously, the other
problem, is the insanity around
austerity. And this is especially what I wanted to ask
you about. Because it is the case, that most laymen be-
lieve, that the Federal government has to borrow
money in order to spend money. They believe that the
interest rate on Treasury securities is set in a market
for government bonds, that the markets impose disci-
pline on the government, and thus, ‘fiscal responsibil-
ity’ will produce low long-term interest rates for the
Federal government, while irresponsibility will be
punished by higher and eventually, intolerable interest
rates.

“Clearly, if that was true, the markets would be ter-
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rified by the long-term deficit and interest rate projec-
tions that we face now. And no rational investor would
buy a 30-year bond at 4%, if they really believed any of
this.

“So obviously, this doesn’t make any sense. The
markets are irrational. And I don’t—I think that what
has gone on over the last several years, proves that the
markets are irrational, and therefore, there’s no real
reason to address that.

“However, there is a further reality that does need to
be addressed, because people do not understand how
our government works. And again, I want to make sure
that I’m thinking about this in the right way.

“My contention is that the U.S. government does
not need to borrow, in order to spend. In the post-gold
standard world, the U.S. government spends, and the
Federal Reserve lends, by writing checks. Those num-
bers then appear in the bank accounts of the payees, and
those payees may be government employees, private
contractors, or the recipients of Social Security. The
effect of the check-writing, is to create a deposit in the
banking system. This is a free reserve. As long as U.S.
banks are required to accept U.S. government checks—
and I guess that means, as long as our republic still
exists, then the government can, and does, spend with-
out borrowing. If this were not true, we all would be
speaking German right now.

“The fact is, that if bonds are then issued, that’s just
a convenience for the banks, which prefer to earn inter-
est on their reserves. The extent to which those bonds
are held locally or abroad—which is another common
source of worry, depends on the U.S. foreign deficit. It
has nothing to do with whether the Chinese like our pol-
icies. Foreigners hold bonds, because, just like the do-
mestic banks, they like the interest.

“Additionally, sacrificing Social Security or Medi-
care to the goal of a lower deficit projection is dumb. It
doesn’t work. It has no effect. It would be cruel and it
would be crazy.

“The only way to cut a deficit caused by unemploy-
ment—and that is what’s causing the current deficit—is
to create jobs. And right now, that has to be done with a
substantial component of private financing, namely
bank credit, or some substitute for bank credit, and it’s
a simple fact of accounting.

“But I think that we have to get some clarity on
how the Federal government operates, and in fact, on
how FDR raised the money, to get us out of the Great
Depression. If we don’t resolve this, and I’'m asking
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you the question, because I want to make sure that ’'m
thinking about it the right way—if we don’t resolve
this, and resolve it immediately, then the question of
NAWAPA becomes a moot point, because these nuts
will go into a total frenzy at the mere mention of the
price tag for it, regardless of what the payback for it
is.”

LaRouche: Well, you may find out with these nuts,
that if they don’t get NAWAPA through, maybe these
nuts will find that they people are eating them. They are
looking at them for the nutritional value!

The whole thing is idiocy. Look, we’re living under
a world system, which was dominated, until bad things
happened in the 1960s—especially in the Vietnam War,
in which we lost our sovereignty, or were induced to
lose it, by canceling the fixed-exchange-rate system.
Therefore, we created a hyperinflationary process inter-
nationally, in which we were run by the British Empire.
And if you want to blame somebody for it, you have to
blame Lord Jacob Rothschild, who was a key agent of
this operation of the British monarchy. You have to
blame British imperialism.

Please be a patriot! First rule. So we destroyed our
own system, and we said, we accept the British
system.

Now, what are we talking about here? The history of
money, of monetarism—what is it? Now we can deal
with monetarism, basically—to get a continuity—you
go back to things like the Peloponnesian War, that
period. And you have a period in which the collapse of
the Persian Empire, and other land empires of Asia,
brought about the secure domination of the Mediterra-
nean region—the littoral and the lands about it—domi-
nation by a maritime power, essentially, the people who
sailed. And most of the transportation of that period,
from market to market, was based on ships. Ships run
by mariners. And the mariner class represented the
highest level of general technology existing in civiliza-
tion at that time. That is, the ability to go. The history of
the maritime culture had been—during the period of the
great glaciation, there was much more trans-Atlantic
traffic, than at a later point.

For example, you could, in the ancient period, the
glacial period, travel from the area of Gibraltar, to the
Caribbean, in about the same time that Columbus did.
Use of sail, navigation methods—same thing, you
would make the journey in approximately the same
time that it took Columbus to make journeys to the Ca-
ribbean. The maritime skills existed at that point, and
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the major maritime skill was what? Was trans-oceanic
use of star maps. Navigation. Stellar navigation.

So therefore, this continued, and the ability to de-
liver goods from one place to another, within the Medi-
terranean or otherwise, depended upon this method of
navigation, maritime culture. And maritime culture was
the most advanced technological culture in the world at
that time.

Now during this period, what emerged—as all of
this Greek material, and so forth, of the ancient Greeks
and so forth, records it—was a development of an im-
perial system, called the oligarchical model. And the
oligarchical model divided the population into—some
people were called, as in Homer, gods, or in Aeschylus’
dramas, gods. What were these? These were the people
who represented this culture, this maritime culture. And
because they were cleverer, or better educated, or had
cultural advantages, they were able to dominate and
loot the other people, the poorer people, who were the
landed people, on the periphery.
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And this continued, as a system of soci-
ety, in the Mediterranean, up until Char-
lemagne temporarily broke that, by opening
up not only the use of rivers for navigating
the interior of Europe, but also connecting
the rivers by a series of canals. And the de-
velopment of the interior of Europe as a form
of civilization and technological progress,
depended on this maritime, internal riparian
system, developed under Charlemagne, who
was the first to develop an internal economy
for Europe. We had the same thing in the
United States.

We took the same idea, the riparian devel-
opment. Rivers and canal systems, became
the way in which we penetrated the interior of
North America, from the coastal areas. So, we
had a maritime culture, we were a maritime
culture on the coast. We also had an interior
which went into the Ohio River and beyond,
through the development of maritime, of ri-
parian systems. Then, we developed some-
thing else. We began to develop railway sys-
tems, steam-powered railway systems,
moving along the banks of canals. Like the
Erie Canal, which became the New York Cen-
tral Railway system; or the Baltimore and
Ohio Railway.

Then we went further, from railway sys-
tems which went along the banks of canals, with the
shortcuts connecting to other canal areas, like Char-
lemagne: We went to a transcontinental railway system,
which was achieved as a result, or with the impetus pro-
vided by the Lincoln Administration. It started in the
1820s; started with the Reading Railroad, during the
1820s, which was the first real rail system inside the
United States of commercial significance. The same
thing happened in Europe.

The geopolitical crisis in the world as a whole, was
the British Empire’s reaction against the success of
the transcontinental U.S. railway system. It was a rev-
olution in technology, and the British said, if we
have—as Bismarck did, and as was done in Russia by
Mendeleyev, and so forth—if you go from the idea of
the achievement of what the United States had done
by 1875, as picked up by Bismarck in Germany, and
picked up by Russia, then suddenly you have land-
based power, which is superior to maritime power as
strategic power. That is what was the cause of the get-
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ting rid of Bismarck in the first place, and going on to
the preparation of warfare from 1890 up to the present
time; it has been always geopolitical warfare. And
geopolitics meant maritime control vs. land-based
control. That’s called geopolitics; it’s the only mean-
ing for it. So, now we’ve been in a period of geopo-
litical warfare, on this basis.

So therefore, the geopolitical warfare then devel-
oped a monetary system. The monetary system became
a maritime monetary system, where international debt,
in the form of money, became the control of the value of
currency. Now, there is no relationship, there is no func-
tional relationship between economic value, physical
economic value, and monetary value. They don’t mean
the same. Money is exchanged for money. You get paid
interest on money. The money system is an interna-
tional system which bridges nations. So nations are
now the slaves of whoever controls the monetary
system. Therefore, the answer to this thing is, eliminate
the monetary system by returning the power of money
to sovereign nations.

Now, what do you do with that? Then, you get sov-
ereign nations to agree on a fixed-exchange-rate system,
which protects their sovereignty. The Constitution of
the United States was based on the concept of sover-
eignty. The United States Constitution is based on the
idea of that—on a credit system, not a monetary system.
And that’s our problem. We have to recognize that’s
what our Constitution is based on—the idea of a credit
system as opposed to a monetarist system.

We are being ruined by a monetarist system. And
what happened is, as long as we had the fixed-exchange-
rate system, before it was destroyed by the prolonged
Vietnam War, the Indo-China War, the United States’
sovereignty as a credit system, protected the United
States and the world, against great hyperinflation. With
the elimination of the fixed-exchange-rate system, and
the establishment of the Rothschild system, the Inter-
Alpha Group, the so-called BRIC, you had the opening
for hyperinflationary swindles. Back to British imperi-
alism.

Until the United States’ success, British imperialism
had come to control the world. The power of the United
States, as expressed in particular by Lincoln’s revolu-
tion, against the British attempt to destroy us, and by
the effect of Roosevelt, had freed us from slavery to the
British system, the imperialist system. The Indo-China
War depleted the power of the United States, and en-
abled the British system to come in again, and take over
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with the Inter-Alpha Group system, as an extension of
British imperialism. Our problem today, since 1971, is
the role of the Inter-Alpha Group, which controls about
70% of the actual relevant banking activity of the world
—that’s our problem.

So, you have to start from the real problem, and the
real answer to the problem: Re-establish a fixed-ex-
change-rate system. Re-establish what Roosevelt set up
at Bretton Woods. Go back to it; impose it. Now what
happens? The minute you do that, and you put our banks
under that kind of control, then we now have a bunch of
bankrupt banks which the Federal government is going
to protect. These will be commercial banks, under a
Glass-Steagall standard.

Now the Federal government will create credit, au-
thorize credit to make these banks fungible. They will
be able to utter credit, they will be stabilized, be pro-
tected, under Federal regulation. We will then turn, and
the Federal government itself will authorize legislation
which will create credit for building the NAWAPA
system, and for the rail systems and other systems that
go with making the NAWAPA system work. And for
getting the states back into shape. Those are the objec-
tives. And that’s the solution; there is no other solution.
We’re talking about 30 to 60 years, essentially, of build-
ing this project, before the full force of it is completed,
or will be considered to be completed. The greatest
project that mankind has ever undertaken—this! And
that’s the way we fix it.

All we need to do is take this idea, and get people,
maybe some nation in Europe like Germany and some
others, Russia, China, India, and some other countries
to agree to become partners in this kind of re-establish-
ment of a fixed-exchange-rate system to eliminate mon-
etarism from this planet. Monetarism is imperialism,
and that must be eliminated. And the only way you can
do it is by having a system of equitable agreements
among sovereign nation-states. That’s the only way to
eliminate imperialism. We are victims of imperialism.
Kill imperialism!

And base the thing—you don’t have to have perfect
neighbors. You have to have neighbors you can live
with; there’s a difference. If you can live with them, and
cooperate with them, then you can build upon that co-
operation to evolve a system which is more equitable,
more beneficial, more just. But you have to start some-
place. So, you start with an agreement which is an
honest agreement, and you build. And the best way to
build is to define great projects of long-term, capital-
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intensive magnitude, which change the planet for the
better, and create a better situation for humanity. Base it
on that; it’s that simple, but just do it. Just do it!

Don’t Listen to Accountants on NAWAPA

Freeman: I have a couple of questions that I'm
going to make one question, that come from the work-
ing group on NAWAPA, and then I’'m going to entertain
one question from Argentina and one from Mexico.
And by then, we’ll probably run out of time.

On NAWAPA, Lyn, our questioner says:

“Regarding the subject of increasing the productive
powers of labor, it appears that there is a paradox that
occurs when the productive power is increased, that is
counter to job creation, especially in the areas of con-
struction and agriculture, with which I am most famil-
iar. This happens through mechanization and computer
applications.

“Agriculture, of course, is a very clear example. At
the turn of the century, a farmer could, on a typical 160
acres, produce enough food to provide for his family,
and maybe six other families. Today, a typical commer-
cial farmer can single-handedly produce enough food
to feed some 6,000 families, through the use of ever-
larger sophisticated equipment and systems.

“I worked as a consultant to the construction indus-
try, and [ know firsthand that in a capitalist, profit-driven
system, the goal is not to create jobs, it’s to make a
profit. In this current paradigm, the use of machines of
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ever more advanced software, etc., are far preferable to
humans in the quest for profit. So, the question is, how
do we reconcile that paradox in the new economy?”

And then, along with that, is “How can we build
NAWAPA if we can’t loosen the environmental regula-
tions?”

LaRouche: Well, in your argument there are sev-
eral assumptions which are mistaken, and I think if you
eliminate those assumptions, the problem will tend to
go away.

First of all, we are not really achieving much by the
way agriculture has been going in the United States of
late. As a matter of fact, agriculture in the western
United States and the United States, is now in state of
collapse. It is not in a state of collapse only because of
the commercial aspect of distribution of agriculture
products; it is that because we have not been paying for
the water we use. We are not paying for the effects of
depletion of land which we do by cutting away hedge-
rows and things like that. In other words, what you’re
doing is raping the land rather than improving it. And
this is generally true in much of our production. We are
raping the land.

Now, the productive powers of labor do not come
from what most people, the accountants, will tell you.
The first thing you want to do if you want to under-
stand productivity, is keep the accountants out of the
room. Because they don’t understand. Now, I’ve been
a management consultant, and a very good one, and I
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can tell you, accountants
don’t know what they’re
doing. Some of them know
what they’re doing, but not
when it comes to organizing
production. They don’t un-
derstand it. The very princi-
ples of accounting will pre-
vent you from understanding
production.

The secret is not money.
See, the problem here is,
people who are in account-
ing, think in terms of money.
And money as such is not
the measure of value. When
we impose money as the
measure of value, we create
a distortion. We create actu-
ally even a crime. Now,
there’s nothing wrong with
doing accounting, but when
you start to impose account-
ing methods on the design
of industry, and manufacturing, and economy, you are
making a terrible mistake. Because accounting is not
competent for that purpose. Accounting is competent
for what it does. It is the use of prices as a mechanism
for sales, employment, and so forth; the role of that.
But that does not determine value; that’s where the
mistake lies.

For example, the crucial thing in economy is the in-
crease of the productive powers of labor; the physical
productive powers of labor, per capita and per square
kilometer. This requires the increase of the energy-flux
density of the power sources employed. Now, accoun-
tants don’t know anything about this stuff.

For example, take the Western states: We’ve lost the
ability to produce food in these states. It was a failure;
the whole policy was a failure. The changes in agricul-
tural practices were a failure—not all of them, but for
most of the recent period, yes, a failure. Especially since
1980, agricultural policy in the United States has been
a net failure. It’s been ruinous.

Using land? The productivity of land? The produc-
tivity of land is collapsing! Look at the Western states,
the 20-inch rainfall line. Look at the collapse of the
water resources; look at the conditions there. We have
the destruction of the means of production of agricul-
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers/Bob Heims
“If I were running the economy,” said LaRouche, “we wouldn't have any problems. And the
first thing [ would have to do to get the economy to be more productive, and provide more
employment, and provide better incomes, is NAWAPA.” Shown is the Dalles Dam in Oregon.
NAWAPA will bring water from the Arctic through the Pacific Northwest, and down to the arid
regions of the Southwest United States and Northern Mexico.

tural product, per capita and per square kilometer.
Why? Because we said we’ll take the water from the
deep well. They go down to deep wells, and the deeper
you go, the more costly it is to get the water up. You
create a monopoly, you regulate prices. Monsanto
comes in—Monsanto is a piece of thievery; it should
not be allowed to operate the way it does. It’s thiev-
ery.

So therefore, you have to look at the cost of the pro-
cess of production, not the market price. The market
price is one big swindle. The productivity is expressed
by the increase of the productive powers of labor, per
capita and per square kilometer.

The key parameter of this is technology in general:
The advancement of technology is also expressed con-
stantly by the increase of what we call energy-flux den-
sity. The increase of the energy-flux density employed,
per capita and per square kilometer, and also in terms of
intensity of employment. That’s what determines value
and product, which involves the expressions of the
human mind in creating these improvements, and it’s
the practice of this.

What we’ve done is destroyed it; we’ve destroyed
the whole system. And all of our problems have nothing
to do with any innate characteristic of production. They
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have to do with stupidity, and stupidity is built into the
way we run society. And the greatest source of stupidity
is among the accountants; not because accounting is
bad, inherently, but because it’s employed for some-
thing for which it’s no good. That’s the mistake. This is
the old British system about technology taking jobs
away from people. The same old thing; the Malthusian
argument. Not true; there’s no truth to it.

If I were running the economy, we wouldn’t have
any problems. And the first thing I would have to do to
get the economy to be more productive, and provide
more employment, and provide better incomes, is
NAWAPA. By employing 4 million people for the
NAWAPA directly, and also for the supporting struc-
tures required by it throughout the United States, we’ll
create the number of skilled jobs—we’ll upgrade the
degree of skills in the population generally at the same
time. We’ll change the rainfall line. We’ll multiply the
rainfall in this area, which is now desolate for lack of
rainfall.

We can do it. We have the people we’re not using,
who know how to do it. Many of them are retired, but
they still know how to do it, how to set it up, and how to
get it organized. We can build this United States to a
degree of success and a standard of living per capita
throughout, which is beyond anything we’ve ever imag-
ined before. And we can do this over the next quarter
century, and we’ll do it with projects like NAWAPA.
We’ll drive it up; we just have to get our minds
straight.

And don’t assume that accountants can tell you how
to run an industry. They can tell you when your figures
are not working out for you. A good accountant can
even tell you when your bookkeeper is swindling you,
under the table, or something like that. I’ve had a lot of
experience with that sort of thing. But that’s the kind of
thing; accountants are useful for some things, but when
it comes to economy, they’re not good. It’s not their
profession. Economy is physical; it’s physical produc-
tion, it’s the mind, it’s invention, it’s creation of meth-
ods and procedures. It’s all these things. It’s investment
in increase of energy-flux density. And of course, the
small business mentality is not always too good at it,
either.

For Argentina, the Problem is the U.S.
Freeman: The next question is from Argentina:
“Dear Lyn, a big greeting from Argentina. Your

words are well known in these pampas, and some of us
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remember them well. I am an activist, and I am a leader
of the Fronte Grande youth, which is part of the govern-
ment coalition of Cristina Kirchner’s government.
Right now, we are very sad, at the loss of a great leader
and a great man, our beloved Néstor, who left us, but
who also left behind his seeds already growing and
flowering.

“But my question for you is the following: the death
of Néstor Kirchner has left a vacancy in a strategic area
that is very important to us, which is the post of Secre-
tary General of the Union of South American Nations.
It is our understanding that Lula is being named as
Kirchner’s successor. What do you think of this, above
all because of the importance of the Darien Gap, and
that which keeps us from securing the project’s unify-
ing high-speed rail throughout all the Americas? How
do you propose we address the loss of this leader and
the incoming Lula at UNASUR?”

LaRouche: Well, the practical thing, I think, is
sometimes an indirect approach to a problem like that.
The problem is the United States. If we had a decent
leadership in the United States, we would immediately
go—it would coincide with NAWAPA. The Darien Gap
policy is an extension, essentially, of the idea of
NAWAPA; it’s to build systems which are global sys-
tems, implicitly, which can provide the infrastructure
for nations, through cooperation and so forth, to de-
velop to a higher level, per capita and per square kilo-
meter.

Now, we know, for example, in Argentina, from
studies we did years ago, that the potential of Argentina
in land area and population is much, much greater than
we have realized so far. Because there are whole areas
of Argentina which remain essentially underdeveloped,
greatly underdeveloped. And this represents one of the
greatest potentials for riches in that area.

Now, there’s also a history in Argentina, within the
population of Argentina, of skills. And therefore, the
population has a built-in cultural potential for achieve-
ments in production. This was true back in the begin-
ning of the post-war period, it was clearly manifest at
that point, with Perdn; that sort of thing. So, it can come
back.

Take the case of Mexico, which has been virtually
destroyed since 1982, since, you know, the destruc-
tion of Mexico, ordered by the British, and supported
by people in the United States. And Mexico is nowhere
near what it was back then. The people have been de-
stroyed, to a large degree; the culture has been de-
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argentour.com
LaRouche Youth Movement organizers in
Argentina campaign for the World Land-
Bridge in 2007. This plan, long circulated
by the LaRouche movement, has since
developed to an even higher conceptual
level, with the idea of an expanded
NAWAPA. Above: Argentina’s legendary
agricultural productivity is only a part of
its rich potential.

stroyed; the drug traffic is made possible by this cul-
tural destruction, which is done by international,
British-controlled financial interests. Colombia is a
nation of considerable potential. Venezuela has never
been quite as much developed. Brazil has potential,
but it also has an internal social crisis between the
very poor, and those who are, shall we say, more influ-
ential and more powerful. There are problems. Peru
has been crushed from what it was trying to do
before.

All these kinds of things are going on. So therefore,
I think only a change in the United States would facili-
tate this as something you could schedule as program-
mable. If we had the right kind of government in the
United States—and I can think of one former President
who would probably still fit the bill to be President—
we could organize from the United States, the kind of
cooperation in the hemisphere, which would allow the
potential of these various countries to be realized, and
to be freed to be realized.

There is a cultural potential in Argentina which I am
familiar with. It’s good; but it needs an international
context, a trading context, and so forth, to realize its
potential. And I would think that a Roosevelt-style of
approach to the hemisphere is the obvious answer.
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When you take things like the Darien Gap project,
which we’ve laid out, that would open that up. There
are other things there which could open that up. Simply,
if the United States were playing the part of what Roos-
evelt called a “good neighbor,” as with the Treaty of
Rio and so forth later, in his time. But we could do these
things.

And I think what we have to look for is, first of all,
the political, intellectual cooperation of intention among
these nations to summarize what their potentials are.
And we need a system within the hemisphere; it’s the
kind of thing we’ve always fought for, some of us,
which would give us the means to do that. Right now,
there are no means to do that, but we could very easily
create the means to do it.

And I think the first thing is the intention; if we have
the intention among people in these nations to move in
this direction, by establishing that intention as an agree-
ment to intention, we can create the basis for actually
realizing the result. The first thing is to make the inven-
tion of the idea, and then to work out to get the idea
adopted for implementation. I think we should be opti-
mistic, in that sense. I'm looking for—we’re hoping
that our work now will enable us to be in closer contact
with some of the nations in South America, and that
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The takeover of Mexico by the drug traffickers is an old British trick to destroy
nations. Here, the LaRouche Youth Movement campaigns against legalization of
drugs in Argentina, January 2009. Narcotréfico S.A. is the Spanish version of EIR ’s

bestseller, Dope, Inc.

mere contact, and work, and cooperation and discus-
sion together, will lay the basis for actually achieving
what we want to achieve.

To Defend Mexico, Defeat British Drug Policy

Freeman: This next question is from Mexico. It’s
the last question that we’ll take this afternoon. One of
the reasons I wanted to pose this question, is because
this same question has been asked in different ways
from many people in different parts of the U.S.—people
who hold office, who have held office in the past, and
also by organizers.

“Lyn, we wanted to send greetings. As you know,
we are watching the webcast in the office with a group
of contacts, and as you also know, we are going to have
a conference in the Mexican Congress, around the
NAWAPA/PLHINO project next week. That confer-
ence will enjoy the participation of Congressmen, Sen-
ators, the nuclear industry union, engineers, LYM
Mexico, and the Basement Team.

So far, we’ve organized in different universities, ob-
viously, the Mexican Congress, and a variety of other
institutions, as well as the population in general. And
we’re getting very good responses, but, we’d like to
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know what your message is for the
patriots here in Mexico, and also
around the world, who we keep run-
ning into, who want to fight. They
want to fight for this new infrastruc-
ture concept, because they under-
stand that it is key to stopping the
current crisis, and is the first step to
building a real future. That isn’t the
problem. The problem is that they’re
scared. And they’re scared exactly
because they do realize that this is a
very serious fight, and they recognize
that the enemy is trying to stop these
kinds of efforts, and will do every-
thing in their power to stop these
kinds of efforts.”

LaRouche: Well, Mexico is a
fairly clear-cut policy: In the destruc-
tion of Mexico, after the conclusion
of the termination of President L6pez
Portillo’s term, Mexico was taken,
step-by-step, down. The economy of
Mexico was taken step-by-step
down, increasing the intensity of the
poverty, the impoverishment of the people, and the
social conditions. Under these conditions, certain very
wealthy forces, inside Mexico, largely British-influ-
enced, built up a large drug-trafficking operation in
Mexico. The reach of that drug-trafficking operation,
now, with its murders, mass murders, going with it,
feeds upon the poverty of the Mexicans, otherwise!

This drug-trafficking, which is an old British trick,
and specifically British, run in Mexico, against both
Mexico and the United States. And again, the impover-
ishment of the people of Mexico, by and large, becomes
the basis for feeding the drug-trafficking. You have
people, who don’t have stable incomes, they don’t have
stable circumstances, and the drug-traffickers move in,
like locusts, moving in on a field of grain. So, we must
destroy the drug traffic! Which means, doing something
about our own President, we have right now.

But we must realize, that without the development
of a positive economic thrust, inside Mexico, you are
not going to overcome the problem we have there. You
must create an economic basis, which is an economic-
social basis, and then you must move in, as a comple-
mentary measure, to crush the drug-trafficking—which
Obama did not do in Afghanistan!

EIRNS/Emiliano Andino
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Obama sent people in, with
the instruction, to defend the
drug-trafficking, in Afghani-
stan! And for troops to die, for
the purpose for defending the
drug-trafficking, British drug-
trafficking, in that country.

It’s the British problem,
also, in Mexico, that’s the
source of this thing. That’s how
this thing was organized. Nar-
cotics traffic in the world,
chiefly organized by the British
Empire, is one of the major
sources of income of the British
Empire, in various parts of the
world. If the United States goes
back to itself, and we start to re-
build the economy of the world,
then you’ll find in cases like
Mexico, we can win. But we
have to give the aspiration, of
freeing Mexico from its drug
addiction, give it help. We have to create the kind of
economic framework, which will enable people in
Mexico to resist and fight against this disease. And
that’s the reality.

I’ve seen Mexico destroyed, since 1982. I know
how and by whom it was destroyed. I know what the
forces were. And it’s a danger to us all, what’s being
done to Mexico.

So, obviously, Mexico has to be defended. But with-
out the development of the economy, the ability to
defend Mexico, against even the desperation of many
of its own people, is not possible. We’ve got to do it!

That’s one more reason, for getting this lunatic,
Obama, out of office.

Freeman: Those are all the questions that we have
time for this afternoon. I think that Lyn has laid out,
with just remarkable clarity, what the task is immedi-
ately before us. I think it is extremely important, and 1
can not stress to those of you here in the audience, those
of you listening via the Internet, just how important the
immediate period before us is. The period between right
now, between this moment, and the end of this year,
gives us a critical opportunity, to do what should have
been done, during the course of the last two years.

And I would stress that, even more critical than that
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LaRouche organizers near Mexico City campaign for the Northwest Hydraulic Plan
(PLHINO), June 2009. This project for arid but fertile Northern Mexico, long on the
drawing boards but never implemented, would hook up perfectly with NAWAPA.

period, which seems like a very long period of time, is
the period over the next ten days, while President
Obama is out of the country, which means that there’s a
certain freedom of discussion, without the distraction
of his insanity.

But the fact is, that what is going to be required, in
this period, is a different quality of thought, of activity,
of activism, and of support, both from you, and from
the people around you. If you're listening to the web-
cast via the Internet, then you already are aware of the
fact, that in the days leading up to the election, there
was a very significant upgrading of the website. That
continues to improve, on a daily basis. The website pro-
vides you, with everything you need to wage this fight,
and to win it! What it can not provide you with, and
what only you can provide yourself with, is a sense of
courage and moral strength, to pursue this fight. And I
would ask you to dig down deep, to do that. And as long
as you’re digging down deep, you should make a con-
tribution to LPAC.

Without any further comment, we’ve got a lot of
work ahead of us, in these next days, and I'm sure that
we will be getting together soon. But until then, please
join me in thanking Lyn.

LaRouche: Thank you! Be good! Be successful! Be
victorious!
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