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Stockholm-based EIR correspon-
dent Hussein Askary, who covers 
Southwest Asia and Northern 
Africa, was interviewed by Schil-
ler Institute vice president Portia 
Tarumbwa-Strid, from Wiesbaden, 
Germany, on Jan. 5. The interview 
can be viewed at http://www.la 
rouchepac.com/node/17162.

Tarumbwa-Strid: With the 
coming referendum on Jan. 9 in 
Sudan, where the South Sudanese 
will decide whether or not they are 
going to secede from the North, 
the threat of civil war in is looming 
large. The media is presenting the 
situation as though the secession 
of the South is the most natural 
thing in the world. Can you tell us 
about the actual background of 
these conflicts in Sudan?

Askary: Yes, sure. This referendum, which will 
take place on the 9th of January, was part of the com-
prehensive peace agreement between the government 
of Sudan in Khartoum, and the Southern Sudanese 
rebels. That peace agreement was signed in 2005. That’s 
the official story of why it is being held. And the gov-
ernment of Sudan, President [Omar] al-Bashir, and the 
SPLM [Sudan People’s Liberation Movement], the 
Southern Sudanese government, have agreed to hold 
the referendum.

The fact is, that holding this referendum for the se-
cession of the South, was included in the Comprehen-
sive Peace Agreement [CPA], which the government of 
Sudan accepted under huge pressure from the [George 
W.] Bush Administration. So, that was put in the peace 
agreement as a future element for further destabiliza-
tion of Sudan. But if the secession of Southern Sudan 

will take place, then it’s very bad news for Sudan, and 
for Africa, and for the world, especially now with the 
circumstances we have in the world, of total collapse of 
the financial and economic system.

But the stage for this was set up after a very long 
civil war, which was supported and manipulated by the 
British Empire, with the support of elements in the 
United States, for many years, and certain countries in 
the European Union have supported this. But even 
before the civil war, ever since the British set their foot 
in Africa and Sudan, that’s when the problems really 
started, which we are living the consequences of today.

When the British took over Sudan in the 1880s, and 
later consolidated their power in the 1900s, what they 
did is that they actually separated Southern Sudan from 
the North. Now, you have theses types of descriptions 
that the Southern Sudanese are either Christians, or 
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The secession of Southern Sudan, should it take place, will be very bad news for Sudan, 
for Africa, and for the world, especially now with the collapse of the global financial and 
economic system. Here, voters turn out to cast their ballots in the referendum, Jan. 9.



32 International EIR January 21, 2011

types of African tribes, and the Northern Sudanese are 
Muslims; but the real fact is that the British separated 
Northern Sudan and Khartoum specifically, and the 
area south of Khartoum, because it was rich agricultural 
land. They could use it for cotton production and other 
crops to be shipped over to other parts of the British 
Empire. Southern Sudan was of no interest for the Brit-
ish, because it was difficult to have agriculture there, 
and it would require enormous infrastructure invest-
ments, which the British, of course, are not interested 
in; and, in addition to that, they needed to raise the 
living standards and the power of the labor of the people 
of Southern Sudan, which the British didn’t give a damn 
about. So, they left Southern Sudan extremely poor, in 
extremely primitive conditions, while, in Northern 
Sudan, they had a relatively better situation, because 
they needed people to grow the crops and manage the 
system there for the British account.

So, the reality is that it was the British who sepa-
rated Southern Sudan from Northern Sudan. It’s a fact 
that the whole country is called Sudan historically.

But even when the British wanted to withdraw, just 
a few months before the British left Sudan in 1956, the 
civil war was already ignited, and you had a war be-
tween South and North. And then, the British left the 
place to its own fate, while manipulating the conflict 
from the outside this time.

That’s really the story behind the whole situation. 
You have the Darfur situation, you have other problems 
in the east of Sudan—it all goes around the whole Brit-
ish policy in all of Africa, but especially in Sudan, the 
largest country in Africa. Any trouble in Sudan will 
affect all the neighbors: Ethiopia, Kenya, Uganda, 
Chad, Egypt, and so on and so forth. Because Sudan is 
a very, very important country, both for its large area, its 
multiplicity of ethnic and tribal groups, which all could 
be united under one flag. That’s very, very special actu-
ally. And then you have the water of the Nile, which is 
very crucial for the survival of many nations in Africa.

So, by splitting off Southern Sudan, you will have 
the old, classic British policy of dividing and conquer-
ing, and this will be a total disaster, because if you split 
Sudan on an ethnic and tribal basis, then you divide 
every other country, or Sudan itself actually, into smaller 
tribes. Because in Southern Sudan itself, you also have 
different tribes; you have the Dinka, the Nuer; you have 
all kinds of problem there emerging, but also in the rest 
of Sudan.

And then you can imagine what could happen in the 

rest of Africa, where you have all kinds of tribal and 
ethnic groups living together right now, under nation-
states; but if that happens in Sudan, it will be like throw-
ing a hand-grenade into Africa. This is the classic Brit-
ish divide-and-conquer policy.

Then they believe that they could manipulate the 
smaller groups from the outside, in order to prevent the 
idea of national sovereignty taking hold in Africa, and 
also the question that you can achieve peace through 
economic development and massive investment in in-
frastructure, in agriculture and so on. A renewed civil 
war, ethnic divisions, in all of Africa, will prevent all of 
that.

British Manipulation of Africa
Tarumbwa-Strid: According to the latest press re-

lease from the German Foreign Ministry, issued on Jan. 
4, the German government said that it wants to work 
towards the long-term stabilization of the political situ-
ation in Sudan, and, as a newly elected member of the 
UN Security Council, Germany is, of course, trying to 
support the Darfur peace negotiations. What must 
happen in order to make peace possible?

Askary: Well, the general idea that these conflicts 
are generated because certain people inside Africa or 
inside these countries don’t like each other, that they 
have personal problems with each other—that has to be 
removed.

But the real problem, in order to achieve peace, is, 
you have to remove the cause of the problem, which, as 
I said, is British geopolitics—the manipulation of Africa 
through the decades. That has to be removed. And the 
Obama Administration’s support for the British policy 
of supporting rebel groups, separatist groups, and so on 
and so forth, should be stopped. That’s a precondition.

But the United Nations and Germany are not the 
ones who run the game in Africa. Who runs the game 
there is the British and their allies in the United States 
and in other parts of the world. The United Nations 
doesn’t have much to say. What should be done is a 
change in U.S. policy, especially. Because it’s very dif-
ficult to change the British policy, unless somebody 
steps in there with the power and authority of the United 
States, to say, “We are going to turn over the table.”

You have to go back to the policies of Franklin 
Roosevelt, who was in Africa during World War II, and 
he saw the devastation, the real slavery which was cre-
ated and run by the British and their colonial allies in 
Africa. And he said: After the war there will be no colo-
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nial systems anymore. These nations will become sov-
ereign. They will become free. What we will do in 
Africa, instead of looting these countries for their raw 
materials, which is a very poor trade actually, we are 
going to develop these nations. We are going to put in 
infrastructure developments, water projects, agricul-
ture, industry, and so on, so we raise the living standard 
of the people in Africa; and that way you can actually 
achieve a fair type of trade, and you can also achieve 
peace through that.

So, you have to return to the policies of Franklin 
Roosevelt, and get rid of the whole British colonial 
policy. And you have people in the United States like 
[U.S. Ambassador to the UN] Susan Rice, who is an 
admirer of the British policy, and who, like Henry Kiss-
inger, hates the legacy of Franklin Roosevelt. She 
should be removed as the representative of the United 
States at the United Nations. There are other more inter-
esting people, with better knowledge and better moral 
standards, in the State Department in the United States, 
who should be brought in, in order to reimplement the 
Roosevelt kind of policy.

That’s what has to be done. You have to approach 
the problem from the top. And with the ideas that 
Lyndon LaRouche and the LaRouche movement are 

fighting for, of establishing a new, 
just economic order, you can start 
from the top down, and then you 
can get major nations of the 
world—like the United States, 
Russia, China, and India—to in-
tervene in such situations with the 
idea of bringing economic devel-
opment to such nations, as the pre-
condition for achieving peace.

That’s how you do things. You 
don’t start from the ground up—
what are the social, ethnic, and 
other religious differences among 
those people—and try to settle 
them down, as has been going on 
with the Darfur situation. But you 
start from the top down. You 
change the U.S. policy. You get rid 
of the British colonial policies. 
And then you start a collaboration 
among nation-states, based mainly 
on the idea of economic develop-
ment, and bringing a better living 

[standard] for the people of Africa and their future gen-
erations.

‘Good Governance’ or Economic 
Development?

Tarumbwa-Strid: Most people, when they think 
about Africa, think about corruption. In Germany, most 
people think that the source of all evil is neither under-
development nor poverty, but rather the corrupt heads 
of state. Jean Ziegler [UN Special Rapporteur on the 
Right to Food, 2002-08], however, thinks that every 
child who dies in Africa of hunger, is murdered, be-
cause we have all the technologies to stop this from 
happening. You were in Sudan, and you spoke to the 
people there. Do the people need “good governance,” 
or does Sudan first need economic development, in 
order to build stable government structures?

Askary: Well, if “good governance” means what is 
going on in the United States and Europe: that you print 
money, to save bankrupt speculators and bankers at the 
expense of the population, and you impose crazy, fas-
cist austerity on people, sick people, poor people, un-
employed—in order to save some money to bail out the 
bankers—if that’s called “good governance,” then ob-
viously the world is not in a good situation.
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The Darfur region of Sudan is a microcosm for the British imperial policy in Africa. Get 
the British and their assets like George Soros out, and the problems can be solved. Here, 
Askary visits a displaced persons camp in Darfur, April 2009.
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No, that’s not really the issue. It’s not a question of 
good governance. The problem is that Africa has been 
trying to recover from the effects of the colonial poli-
cies imposed on it over centuries. No nation in Africa 
has been able to stand on its own feet and start building 
its own structures.

Of course, you need governments, you need stable 
governments and so on, but first you have to remove the 
problem. You know, the reality of the situation is that 
since the 1970s—as I mentioned, the overturning of the 
Roosevelt policy and going back to British policy—but 
you also have an even worse policy with the U.S. Na-
tional Security Study Memorandum 200, drafted by 
Henry Kissinger, which said that economic develop-
ment in Africa, and in other developing nations, is a 
great danger to us and our allies, because people in these 
countries will use the raw materials, which are existing 
in Africa, for their own development, and that will de-
prive us of these strategic raw materials. And therefore, 
the suggestion was that destabilization, depopulation is 
the official policy of the United States and Europe.

And that’s what has been going on. You go in with 
raw material companies, with mercenary groups, and 
you destabilize nations. You kill one leader, you bring 
in another leader, you support the rebel groups, and you 
finance the rebel groups. The rebel groups will have to 
buy weapons from the British. And the mercenary 

groups will try to find the raw materials—the 
diamonds, gold, and so on—and sell them to 
the British, the Dutch and others, to buy the 
weapons.

So, you can get one leader after the other. 
And the leaders who stood up for the sover-
eignty of their nations, for the development of 
their nations and their independence, were ac-
tually killed. And there are many examples.

The policy has been to keep Africa under-
developed, but also destabilized. And there-
fore, you have this phenomenon of rebel 
groups coming to power, military coups, be-
cause this is the way the game has been played. 
But the ones who are running the game, are 
running the game from the outside. It’s not the 
Africans themselves. But they have been 
treated inhumanely, and then they are told 
that “in order to have a government, you have 
to come to power. In order to come to power, 
you have to get weapons, and you will have to 
have rebel groups. And we will help you. We 

will need some of your raw materials as a kickback; but 
that’s how business is done.”

And therefore, you have Africa living in this enor-
mous maelstrom of military coups and so on. When you 
have a government in Africa which stands up and says, 
“We are not going to play that game anymore”—I mean, 
look at Sudan, for example. In Sudan, you had a civil 
war between rebel groups, the SPLM and the govern-
ment in Northern Sudan, for many, many years. But as 
soon as the Southern rebels and the government of 
Sudan under President al-Bashir, came to an agreement, 
and signed a peace agreement in 2005, then all Hell 
broke loose. Suddenly, the government of Sudan, which 
is trying to seek peace with the rebels, to stop a 30-year 
civil war, a bloody civil war, suddenly they are becom-
ing villains. They are being accused of committing 
mass murder.

And then you have new fronts opening up in Darfur, 
for example. Then you have a huge international media 
campaign and propaganda campaign, run by people 
like George Soros and other British assets, to paint the 
Sudanese government and the Sudanese leader as a 
mass-murderer, as a corrupt person. But the reality was 
that the President of Sudan, and the government of 
Sudan, were trying to achieve peace and stop this bloody 
civil war, and trying to develop anew some of the raw 
materials that were discovered in Sudan, like oil for ex-
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UN Special Rapporteur Jean Ziegler has charged that every child in Africa 
who dies of hunger is murdered, because the technolgies exists to feed them. 
Meanwhile, the NGOs push “good governance,” while blocking the 
economic development required to expand food production.
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ample, for the benefit of their own 
nation. And that’s where the United 
States and Europe were working 
against the government of Sudan, ac-
cusing them of this corruption.

So, you have the irony there: that 
Sudan actually, since the peace agree-
ment was signed, has been more 
stable then ever—in spite of the prob-
lems in Darfur, of course, where you 
had the rebel groups with a semi-civil 
war in that region. But in the rest of 
Sudan, you had a stable situation. 
You have the first steps toward build-
ing infrastructure, a modern econ-
omy, schools and so forth. And it’s in 
the middle of that situation, where 
the Sudanese government and the 
rebels were trying to stabilize things 
and come to a peace agreement, that 
you have this massive attack on the 
government of Sudan.

And it’s the same thing, I guess, in every other Afri-
can country: When they come together, and say, “Let’s 
have peace, let’s have development,” then they get at-
tacked. Like the President of Zimbabwe, [Robert] 
Mugabe. He was trying to get his country out of the 
hands of the British colonialists, and tried to do some-
thing about it, but immediately, at that point, you get the 
massive operation against the country with economic 
sanctions; and then the misery, which is a result of the 
economic sanctions, is blamed on the government—but 
it’s imposed from the outside.

China’s Role in Africa
Tarumbwa-Strid: The last five to ten years have 

seen the Chinese play an increasingly important role in 
Africa. Many people in Europe criticize the Chinese, 
saying that even though China is building a lot of infra-
structure in Africa, all they really want is to secure raw 
materials. How do you see China’s intervention in 
Africa?

Askary: Well, this is a very ironical situation. As I 
mentioned just now, before the peace agreement, you 
had American and European companies trying to ex-
plore for oil in Sudan; but as soon as the peace agree-
ment was signed, sanctions were imposed, and these 
oil companies were forced to leave Sudan. The gov-
ernment of Sudan was begging American and Euro-

pean companies to come and dig there for oil and other 
materials, but they refused. So the Sudanese govern-
ment had no choice but to go to other nations, like 
Malaysia first, actually, and later, China, to get the 
help they need to take that oil and use it for their own 
benefit.

There is nothing wrong in that. Actually, this is the 
Roosevelt policy of fair trade. Of course, you need raw 
materials. You have trade between nations; you give 
something and you take something. That’s very natural. 
What else should people do?

What the Europeans have been doing, is they are 
looting Africa but giving nothing back. So the Africans 
are going to China or India and other Asian countries, 
and saying: “Well, if you give us something, you get the 
raw materials.” That’s no problem. This is how trade is 
done. And actually, in the countries where the Chinese 
have been active in Africa, Africa never experienced 
such massive expansion of infrastructure.

When I was in Sudan, I saw first-hand the massive 
developments, especially around the Merowe Dam 
construction.1 But it’s not simply a water dam; it’s a 

1. See, Hussein Askary, “Sudan’s Economic Accomplishments Become 
Casus Belli for British Empire,” EIR, March 13, 2009; and Lawrence K. 
Freeman,  “LaRouche Delegation in Sudan: Target the British Empire!,” 
EIR,  April 24, 2009.
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China’s role in Africa is an ironical one, says Askary. When the sanctions imposed 
against Sudan forced Western companies to leave, China stepped in to help in the 
development of Sudan’s oil resources. Shown: A young Tanzanian is instructed by his 
Chinese teacher on coal-mining processes.
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complete infrastructure, agro-industrial de-
velopment project—like the Tennessee 
Valley Authority in the United States, which 
was built under Franklin Roosevelt—where 
you build dams, you generate electricity, 
and you use both electricity and the water 
resources, and the roads, railways, bridges, 
and the canals you build, to develop the 
whole area. You have millions of hectares 
of land. You have millions of people now in 
a totally different type of activity than they 
were in before.

We visited the area around the Merowe 
Dam. We saw the places where people had 
used the same agricultural techniques since 
the time of the Pharaohs of Egypt, with very 
low productivity. Their products were de-
stroyed by floods or by droughts. Now, they 
live in modern villages. They have water 
year-’round, and the weather conditions do 
not really affect their agricultural productiv-
ity. They produce many times more than 
they did before, because they use modern 
techniques. The farmers get education. The 
kids and the families get health care and ed-
ucation. You have airports in the area. You 
have modern hospitals, and so on and so 
forth.

This is a fantastic opportunity for Africa, actually. 
The pity is that the United States and Europe are not 
participating in that, because China alone cannot do all 
that work.

And there is nothing wrong with getting raw materi-
als from Africa, but you have to give something back. 
Stop looting Africa, and start building Africa, because 
that way you can actually get many, many times more 
benefit, for Africa, for the world, and for your trade 
partners, if you develop the region instead of looting it; 
as Roosevelt realized that when he visited Africa, and 
saw what the colonialists and the British were doing.

Heed the Words of Zepp-LaRouche
Tarumbwa-Strid: Africa is dying, and has been 

largely written off. The BüSo party in Germany, and 
especially BüSo chairwoman Helga Zepp-LaRouche, 
has been fighting for the construction of large-scale in-
frastructure, such as the Transaqua project, with the ul-
timate goal to eliminate hunger, wars, and poverty 
within the coming generation. Mrs. Zepp-LaRouche 

even thinks that the moral survival of Europe depends 
upon this selfless development perspective. Do you 
also think that Europe’s future lies in Africa?

Askary: Sure. But first of all, I want to say that the 
German government and leaders have a lot to learn 
from Helga Zepp-LaRouche. Because Helga Zepp-
 LaRouche’s role, and her knowledge, through her work 
in Africa and elsewhere, is actually a source of the re-
vival of the soul of the German nation, and of Europe 
generally. Because the moral aspects which Helga 
Zepp-LaRouche has been fighting for—this is what is 
also expressed by certain people in the United Na-
tions—but Helga Zepp-LaRouche has been fighting for 
this for many, many years. And actually, her knowledge 
of the history of Europe and of Africa, her knowledge 
of the economic programs that are necessary, means 
that Germany is in dire need of the ideas of Helga Zepp-
LaRouche and the BüSo.

Because that is what is really at stake. If Africa dies, 
then actually it’s the death for Europe and the United 
States, both morally, but also, even economically and 
otherwise.
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The author is pictured here in Sudan, in April 2009, at the Merowe Dam, a 
TVA-style agro-industrial development project, which has begun to raise the 
level of agricultural technology, from that in use under the Pharaohs, to 
modern methods.
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So, there is a great deal that they need to learn from 
Helga Zepp-LaRouche, and also, to get the courage she 
has, in order to stand up for truth and fight for that.

Now, of course, Europe’s future lies in Africa. This 
was actually even the slogan for our campaign here in 
Sweden in the last European elections. Our major poster 
was “Europe’s Future Lies in Africa.” It’s not only a 
moral issue, which should be the leading, guiding prin-
ciple—the morality of our nations and of us as individ-
uals—but even the economic crisis that we now live in, 
cannot be solved unless we implement the ideas that 
Helga Zepp-LaRouche has been fighting for. And that 
includes the development of Africa, the massive water 
projects.

And people in Africa are receptive to these ideas. As 
we experienced in Sudan; as you yourself, Portia, saw 
in Chad in the conference around Transaqua; as Jacques 
Cheminade, our friend in France, saw in Niger, people 
love these ideas.2 They want development. They don’t 
buy the greenie ideologies which have been spread 
here. They want economic development. They want to 
become like Europe. They want to have a future for 
their kids. And this is very important for Europe.

Now, we have the collapse of the European and the 
American economy, and actually the worldwide econ-
omy, because of the same policy which has kept Africa 
poor, which has spread wars in Africa. It’s the same 
policy which is killing Europe economically, and kill-
ing the United States economically and even morally. 
So, what you need is to revive the legacy of the Franklin 
Roosevelt policy, and follow Lyndon LaRouche’s and 
Helga Zepp-LaRouche’s policy for rebuilding the world 
economy with a new currency system, and massive in-
vestments in infrastructure development, especially in 
water, energy, transport, and so on.

And that way, you can actually rise to a higher moral 
level, but even to a higher economic standard. Because 
that is what we are worthy of; it’s to develop ourselves, 
but also to develop our brothers and sisters in other na-
tions. And this is how you can create peace, and you can 
create a fraternity among nations.

So, this is the solution which Helga Zepp-LaRouche 
has been fighting for for many, many years, and I think 
it’s now the time to heed the words of Helga Zepp-
 LaRouche.

2. See,  “Schiller Institute Brings NAWAPA Approach to Chad,” EIR, 
Nov. 12, 2010; and “Cheminade in Niger: A Project To Renew Lake 
Chad Presented,” Dec. 24, 2010.

U.S.-China

Gates Visit Helps To 
Reset Military Ties
By William Jones

Jan. 13—The visit of Secretary of Defense Robert Gates 
to China Jan. 9-12 has helped set the stage for a “reset” 
of U.S.-Chinese military relations, as Chinese Presi-
dent Hu Jintao arrives in Washington for an state visit 
on Jan. 19. Gates told reporters on Jan. 12, “I think that 
the discussions were very productive, and set the stage 
for taking the military-to-military relationship to the 
next level.”

The two militaries have never had a real working 
relationship, except for a short period in World War II, 
when President Franklin Roosevelt sent a U.S. Army 
Observer Mission to assist the Eighth Route Army of 
Mao Zedong, and to evaluate China’s fighting capabili-
ties prior to a planned invasion of Japanese-occupied 
Shandong Province in northern China.

The military relationship is doubly important for 
China, whose military apparatus represents an indepen-
dent power structure, a peculiar result of the historical 
circumstances of the formation of New China, in 1949. 
At the same time, it is this relationship that often proves 
the most vulnerable, as in January 2010, when a $6.4 
trillion sale of U.S. military equipment to Taiwan led 
the Chinese government to end military exchanges with 
the United States.

An attempt to reestablish the relations in 2010, in-
cluding a planned trip by Gates to Beijing, failed to 
materialize. In March, the Korean Peninsula went into 
a tailspin, when an explosion sank a South Korean cor-
vette, the Cheonan. In November, North Korea shelled 
Yeongpyeon Island off the coast of South Korea. Fi-
nally, as EIR reported last week, a combination of Chi-
nese pressure on Pyongyang and U.S. pressure on 
Seoul defused the conflict. On his trip, Gates readily 
recognized the Chinese role in helping to bring that 
about. China’s crucial role in averting a new Korean 
war set the stage for the Gates visit, and reset the agenda 
for the Obama-Hu Jintao meeting in Washington next 
week.


