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Lyndon LaRouche’s regular Friday evening webcast of 
May 16, 2014 was hosted by Matthew Ogden and 
Megan Beets. It can be viewed at http://larouchepac.
com/node/30797.

Matthew Ogden: I would like to begin with our 
first question. This is from an institutional contact: “Mr. 
LaRouche, there are obviously many very pressing and 
immediate issues that you are concerned with—from 
the trans-Atlantic financial and economic crisis, to the 
ongoing events in Ukraine and other flashpoints for 
possible war. But we want to get your thoughts on a 
future pending situation. As you well know, Hillary 
Clinton is seriously contemplating a run for the Demo-
cratic Party’s Presidential nomination for 2016. If she 
does decide to run, she will have a serious chance of 
winning both the nomination and the general election. 
Our question is speculative, but we are anxious to get to 
know your thoughts on what kind of Presidency you 
would envision under Hillary Clinton.”

Lyndon LaRouche: Well, there’s more to it than 
this. This is a complex question. It can be made simple, 
but in the nature of things now, where we’re in a transi-
tional phase, this introduces a new phase of consider-
ation among the other two. The first phase is, we’re now 
still in the Obama phase. The Obama phase really is not 
connected to what will happen next. But in the mean-
time, the question of getting rid of Obama is on the 

table. Bill Clinton has made a statement, a very care-
fully formulated statement, which would, in effect, 
create a situation under which Hillary Clinton could 
become President, but Bill Clinton himself would be 
the key figure for back-up, which would organize ev-
erything which would make that feasible. Because Hill-
ary is not a very strong person in these matters, and 
she’s also been shaken by her experience inside the 
Federal government since then. But Bill is thinking ob-
viously of the fact that—two things.

First, the situation of the Presidency is not coming 
up as something for this month, or two months from 
now or so forth. This is down the line. The immediate 
situation is, we’re on the verge of two wars. One war is 
the now becoming, not really quite a joke war. That was 
an operation which was done inside Ukraine, an opera-
tion which was assigned to Obama, and Obama couldn’t 
handle it. Putin was too effective and too smart to accept 
any traps, and any steps which he didn’t have to take. 
And also, Obama’s involved himself with supporting a 
Nazi organization in Ukraine. On top of that, Obama’s 
war in Europe can not work; does not work.

So therefore, the whole thing that’s going on in 
Europe today in the present form, has nothing to do 
with the future war which is coming down the line. This 
is much trickier.

The issue is, if Obama fails, as he is failing, the 
question is, how soon he’s going to be dumped. Now 
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there are about four aspects to Obama’s present situa-
tion where he could be dumped on those grounds alone. 
In fact, he’s on the way to be dumped. But you also 
have involved people who have to be dumped around 
him. Some of them are well known, the whole bog of 
witches, these various kinds of witches. I was thinking 
of some famous Greek tragedies in which the witches 
play a key part in being very destructive. And I would 
say Obama is surrounded by these types of witches; of 
Democratic Party and Republican Party backgrounds. 
So this thing is a total mess.

But nonetheless, the question is, how are we going 
to not only prevent a general war throughout the planet, 
which would be a thermonuclear war from which very 
few people would survive, if it were to occur. In the 
meantime, pure confusion in a situation like this is dan-
gerous.

Now, there’s a timing factor. And the timing factor 
is very important, because very soon, under the present 
policies of London and Wall Street, there will be a bail-
in attempt. A bail-in attempt, run in the London-New 
York City, etc., area, would blow up the entire econ-
omy. Because in one short moment, a bail-in surge, 
coming through London and going through New York 
City, would shut down the means of existence of a 
major part of the U.S. population virtually overnight. 
There would be no solution.

Now certain things have to happen to prevent these 
two things from actually happening; from Obama caus-

ing some kind of disaster. And Obama is ready to 
be dumped. I would say it may take a few weeks, 
a few months to dump him, but he’s in the pro-
cess of being dumped. If the leadership of the 
Democratic Party—we know who in San Fran-
cisco we’re talking about—if that leadership 
gets enough support and goes to work against 
Obama, they could tend to bring him down 
quickly. They’d put him under such pressure 
he’d be brought down. The Democratic Party 
would not be excluded from dealing with an im-
peachment drive. The Republican Party could 
not handle the whole thing themselves. And if 
we’re going to dump him, we have to dump him 
effectively before the bail-in collapse comes on.

In the meantime, the British Empire, which is 
another collection of witches and bitches, is ac-
tually Satanic. To understand this, when you un-
derstand the British Empire, as opposed to some 
of the satellite entities which are under the arm 

of the British Empire, but the British Empire itself, in-
cluding the current Queen, her spouse so-called, and 
her son, are really purely Satanic evil. Their intention is 
to reduce the human population from what had been 
recently 7 billion people to less than 1 billion people. 
That’s their intention; that is what is called a Zeusian 
policy, in terms of Greek drama. Now the Zeus of the 
Greek drama of that subject, actually has the name of 
Satan. This figure called Satan, by that name, was the 
standard of the Roman Empire. The Roman Empire 
was a Satanic association; the mass killings of Chris-
tians and others, the way this was done and so forth, 
shows you were dealing with a real Satan. The Roman 
Empire was a collection of Satans.

The model of the British Empire, during the latter 
part of the period of the American Revolution, that 
model is also Satanic. The British monarchy today, as a 
monarchy, is Satanic in its expressed nature. It is not a 
charge that it has something Satanic about it; the British 
Empire, the Queen’s system—the Queen, her husband, 
her son, and so forth—they are literally Satanic. Their 
policy is literally Satanic. The Dutch element associ-
ated with the British Empire is also Satanic. So, we 
know what we’re up against; we’re up against a Satanic 
force, which is concentrated in the monarchy, the Brit-
ish monarchy as an imperial monarchy, a direct copy in 
practice, an explicit copy of the Roman Empire, which 
was a Satanic formation. This Satanic formation wants 
to destroy the Earth. It will take great risks in starting 
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even a thermonuclear war to try to 
bring down the population of Earth; 
and bring it down, as the Queen has 
specified, to less than 1 billion people 
from the recent 7 billion people. 
That’s the intention. This is a Satanic 
intention; it has the same meaning as 
Zeus. Zeus is Satan; the same thing. 
The same idea, the same function, the 
same characteristic. The Queen, the 
British monarchy is a Satanic organi-
zation.

All right, we’re in the United 
States. Forget Obama. Obama is 
something to be thrown away. He’s in 
the garbage bucket, but we’d like to 
get rid of him sooner. But in the 
meantime, he’s not running this war, 
or the future war; it’s a new war. The 
war is based on trying to invoke the 
United States’ resources, to put them 
at the disposal of the British Empire. 
A United States, under the command of the British 
Empire, would then be an instrument capable of launch-
ing a thermonuclear war and possibly surviving the war 
itself. If the United States does not join Satan and Sa-
tan’s little mercenary, Obama, then the possibility of a 
war changes. The nature of the possibility changes. 
Under those conditions, the British Empire is a disaster.

Now, this brings in another factor. In the middle of 
this whole process, we have a process in terms of the 
international financial system, from Europe and the 
whole trans-Atlantic region implicitly, but especially 
Britain and what it controls in terms of Europe and also 
the U.S. economy. Britain and the United States are 
trapped into the threat of a bail-in process. A bail-in 
process, hitting the British Empire and Wall Street si-
multaneously, would blow out the entire trans-Atlantic 
economy, which would mean money would no longer 
exist, because of the kind of panic of the kind of infla-
tion built into the system.

So therefore, anyone who is thinking about the 
future, has to say “All right, there are two wars we have 
to consider.” One is the war that doesn’t work; it’s a 
nasty war, it’s a dangerous war, it’s a war of the Nazi 
government of Ukraine. The government of Ukraine is 
essentially a continuation of the Nazi system as it was 
organized by the same entities under Adolf Hitler. And 
it also kills Jews; it also kills others in the same way, the 

same exact same form. But this can be kept under con-
trol. The danger is, if this is not dealt with effectively, 
and if we allow the second phase to come in, where the 
British Empire says okay, scrap Obama. And the scrap-
ping of Obama is in process. All that’s happening is that 
people are trying to delay the expulsion of Obama from 
office. That’s the danger point. But if we have Glass-
Steagall in place before this, if we have the Alexander 
Hamilton reforms which I’ve specified, if we have 
those things in place, we can protect the United States 
against a collapse. Without that, we can not protect the 
United States from a collapse.

Now, a change is occurring, which is partly helped 
by what’s happening in Texas with the campaign of our 
candidate for Senate, [Kesha Rogers]. She’s having a 
successful upsurge, which threatens that she will be the 
next victor in this race [the Democratic primary elec-
tion is May 27—ed.]. It’s highly likely, unless some-
thing goes wrong. She’s capable of doing it. And also 
once you sink Obama—three-quarters of the popula-
tion of the United States hates Obama—once he begins 
to fall, his authority tumbles, then we’re in a position to 
do two things. We’ll shift the entire party structure to 
the Democratic Party; the Democratic Party will take 
over the onrush of the new party, and many Republi-
cans will desert the Republican cause and join the Dem-
ocratic Party instead. That’s the goal.

U.S. State Department/Michael Gross

Under certain conditions, which LaRouche specifies, Hillary Rodham Clinton could 
be a successful President. Here, she is sworn in as Secretary of State, with husband 
Bill holding the Bible, Jan. 21, 2009.
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Now, what you need is a mechanism to quickly put 
into place a Presidency, a Democratic Presidency to re-
place the Obama Presidency, which means also the 
Vice President—or the president of vices, as the case 
may be. Under those circumstances, Hillary Clinton—
who has certain virtues, but she is not temperamentally 
or otherwise able to set up a campaign machine which 
would actually unfoolishly take over as the Presidency. 
She, by herself, as an isolated independent candidate in 
her own right, would not be successful. However, if Bill 
Clinton set something up effectively, under the circum-
stances I’ve described, then her character as a candidate 
for the Presidency is looking for a potential Vice Presi-
dent. Now, Bill is not going to be that Vice President, 
but Bill is going to be the key figure who makes her 
Presidency and a Vice President actually a feasible op-
eration. And this is very interesting.

Step 1: Glass-Steagall
Bill’s approach to this has been carefully architected 

[see Appendix]. He went through his whole history on 
the way Glass-Steagall was overthrown. He did not 
overthrow Glass-Steagall. He was put in a very—he 
could not have won the fight himself on Glass-Steagall, 
so, he gave in and hoped that by his giving in, nothing 
worse than that would happen.

But Dodd-Frank came in; or Dudd-Frank if you 
prefer. Barney Frank, or Dirty Barnacles, or whatever 
you call him. They set into motion the Wall Street-Lon-
don operation which bankrupted the United States. 
Now the United States banking system is hopelessly 
bankrupt; it’s ready for a deep plunge. We could do 
something about that! Bill has indicated the problem, in 
what he’s said so far, but it requires something more. 
And that’s where my thinking comes in, because we 
have to do this.

I have a four-phase policy, which includes Glass-
Steagall. Glass-Steagall is a great contribution to a so-
lution. It’s the original Franklin Roosevelt Glass-Stea-
gall. But there are other things that are required.

First of all, the United States financial system as a 
whole is hopelessly bankrupt; it could never be saved. 
If we don’t have a reform, which is to actually reform 
the whole system of banking. That would mean taking 
every bank in the United States—the large ones, the 
small ones, the fringe ones, and so forth—and putting 
them under a general reorganization plan. The plan 
would be the plan designed by Alexander Hamilton, on 
the principle of national banking. The inherent problem 

of the United States in this term, has been a result of the 
assassination of Alexander Hamilton. As Secretary of 
Treasury, Hamilton provided four programmatic state-
ments to provide for that, with all the things he said 
otherwise in the course of the campaign before that.

These steps would mean that all banks in the United 
States would be put immediately under an emergency 
scrutiny, and they would be assessed for what the 
worthwhile assets are of those banks; the things which 
are not worthwhile assets will be scrapped. In other 
words, all worthless assets will be stripped out of the 
banking system. Only the valid potential in assets will 
be protected. They will be protected, as banks, under 
the direction of the Secretary of the Treasury.

This is exactly what Abraham Lincoln did, in estab-
lishing the greenbacks, which defeated the British con-
trol of the Confederacy. That will work.

Step 2: A Credit System
That, however, is not enough, because here we have 

a bankrupt country, with masses of unemployment, 
hopeless health-care conditions, all these kinds of 
things. So, once we create a new banking system, we 
have to energize the revised banking system. How 
many of these banks that are now existing, have viabil-
ity, viability that is valid? But we don’t have the mone-
tary system flow, to make those banks function.

So, therefore, we have to have a backup for the 
banking system, to provide credit to go through the na-
tional employment process and production process, 
which will then energize the potentiality of these re-
formed banks, now under national government regula-
tion.

Step 3: Cancel ‘Green’ Policies
That’s not enough. We then have to add to that, a 

high energy-flux-density program for promotion of two 
categories of things: specifically, food, and production 
as we know it today. Real production, not crap, not this 
stuff, but real jobs, producing real goods, foods, and so 
forth.

But, that’s not enough. Because the United States 
has fallen way behind. There has been no net progress, 
per capita, in the economy of the United States since 
John F. Kennedy. John F. Kennedy’s assassination ter-
minated the net economic progress in the U.S. labor 
force. And the key thing there, was also not only the 
lack of progress, but also the collapse, resulting from 
the milking of the economy by the Wall Street crowd. 
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Which means we have to have a special funding for 
major high-technology projects. Cancel all the green 
policy! All green policies in the United States must 
be immediately cancelled, and reversed! They must 
cease to be in effect! Because without that, you cannot 
save the United States economy. The whole green 
policy must go down the ditch, and not come up 
again.

Therefore, if we go to a high-technology program, 
higher energy-flux density per capita, and so forth, that 
is the driver which the Federal government must fi-
nance, as a Federal long-term project investment.

The programs will address the problem of water. 
Water in North America is in a disastrous position, 
below the immediate top states of the United States. 
Mexico’s in the same situation. This is going to be a 
major challenge. There are technologies1 which we’ve 
been discussing this past week and earlier, projects 
which will give us indications of how we can manage 
the stratosphere, which has the greatest stream of water, 
above Earth—not on Earth, but above Earth. If we can 
learn these techniques for using this and managing it, 
we can develop the water projects [against the droughts] 
which are about to destroy the Western States of the 

1. See video at http://larouchepac.com/node/30782

United States. We can save them, 
But we need to develop these proj-
ects.

Step 4: A Fusion Economy
All of these projects require 

high energy-flux density produc-
tion, which means you’re operat-
ing under a thermonuclear fusion 
driver-program, as a driver-pro-
gram for the sources of energy for 
the entire U.S. economy and its 
neighbors.

You have to consider each of 
these things I’ve already dis-
cussed. If you don’t take these all 
into account, you’ll not have a so-
lution for the threatened break-
down-crisis of the U.S. economy. 
The breakdown of the economy 
means also a chain-reaction col-
lapse of a bail-in style, which 
catches the entire U.S. population 

without any resources for recovery, and causes a mass 
death of the U.S. population. Therefore, we must do 
this now!

So, we have to throw this bum out [Obama] of 
office, throw out the whole gang, and go to emergency 
structures which go to these four points which I’ve laid 
out. We have to have an interim change in government 
which goes to a Franklin Roosevelt kind of recovery 
act, in which you pull together the elements which must 
be pulled together, to create viable security for the con-
tinuation of the U.S. economy.

Then, in the course of having done that, say, proba-
bly two years from now, when the next election for 
President comes, then if she [Hillary Clinton] is in 
place, and if the apparatus which I’ve described is being 
brought into place, then even with the shortfalls she has 
in coping with the challenge of being President, she 
could become a successful President, provided she has 
a Vice President who’s also a strong support; that Bill is 
operating behind the scenes, as an advisor, to help the 
whole process; and that we pull together a Democratic 
Party, and others, who will volunteer for that intention.

That way, we could save the United States. And 
that’s the best shot we have available. And Bill Clinton, 
therefore, does become a very significant potential 
factor, in saving the existence of the United States.

Creative Commons/Rosalee Yagihara

People who support the green policy, says LaRouche, are “intrinsically evil; they may 
not know they’re evil, but if they’re green, they are evil, because they’re destroying their 
fellow creatures, they’re destroying fellow human beings, they’re destroying society.” 
Shown, a greenie demonstration in Vancouver, Canada, May 2013.
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Kesha Rogers: Going for 
Victory

Ogden: Let me ask a question 
from Kesha Rogers. She is a can-
didate for United States Senate in 
the state of Texas, and she’s run-
ning in a hotly contested Demo-
cratic Primary runoff election, 
which is coming up one week from 
this coming Tuesday, so in about 
ten days. She says:

“Hello, Lyn! We are now in the 
final stretch of my campaign for 
the U.S. Senate. Everything that 
the enemy has thrown at me so far, 
has backfired on them. The Demo-
cratic and Republican Parties in 
Texas, under their current leader-
ships, are continuing to stick with 
their losing strategies, with the 
Democrats’ endorsement of a rap-
idly sinking candidate for U.S. Senate, David Alameel, 
and their continued apologies for Obama, while the 
Bush-league Republican John Cornyn is out there back-
ing Obama, for war with Russia.

“I have continued to put forth a real, scientific solu-
tion, to address the crisis confronting Texas, and more 
people are starting to move in response. People are in-
spired that someone without deep pockets can have an 
impact and wage a fight. But the majority still don’t 
really understand what victory means. They haven’t yet 
developed the ability to see and define this moment in 
our lives, as acting not just for today, for an ‘election,’ 
but for the future.  I’d like you to give some thoughts on 
this matter.”

LaRouche: Okay. Kesha obviously has great poten-
tial for winning. The greatest problem she has is the 
corruption in the Republican and Democratic Party 
leaderships. Because the Democratic Party is trying to 
pretend she doesn’t exist, and “Mr. Animal” wasn’t too 
good at dealing with that, and the Republican candidate 
is a real nut. I mean the guy wanted to go to war with 
Russia; this is clinical insanity! I don’t think Texans 
have gotten that insane yet! So I think if she can beat 
this Animal-cracker, I think that she has an honest right 
to gain the vote needed for her election.

The problem then comes—two things. She, as she 
knows, is faced by a Texas favorite sport, called “Steal 
the Votes.” If you can’t win the election honestly, steal 

the votes, burn the ballot boxes, and so forth.
Now, Alameel’s failures—or Animal, if you 

prefer—his failures, and the scandals against him, have 
weakened him significantly as an influence. At the same 
time, there has been an accelerating cascade of support 
for her. It was based largely in the Texas Hispanic popu-
lation, which had not been active, because they’d been 
discouraged; they were the discouraged Democratic 
Party group. And what she’s done in the process of the 
campaign has strengthened, and mobilized, and moral-
ized, people who otherwise had given up, and thought 
the cause was hopeless. They now have been convinced 
that the cause is not hopeless.

Now she has a stiff fight. She could win honestly in 
this election: A little over week from now, she may have 
won. The problem is not only the Republican Party, the 
problem is Alameel—and he’s on the down side.

We also have a reflected situation in San Francisco, 
where we have a House of Representatives candidate 
there, [Michael Steger]. He’s quite capable, and he’s 
doing an excellent job, and finds that the opportunities 
for doing an excellent job are there.

So, given the crises the United States faces, we’re in 
a situation where, at this moment, Kesha’s campaign 
for Senate from the state of Texas is a real factor in the 
national political scene, such that, if she wins this elec-
tion, she could cause an overturn of the trends through-
out the national voting system. Because, you remem-

KeshaRogers.com

A reporter in Brownsville, Texas, interviews LaRouche Democrat Kesha Rogers, who is 
running for the Democratic nomination for U.S. Senate, against multimillionaire David 
“Animal” Alameel, the candidate of the Obamacrats.
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ber, three-quarters of the citizens of the 
United States hate Barack Obama! And it’s 
only negative factors that discourage them 
from expressing that view positively for 
any candidate. Any candidate, such as 
Kesha, who takes off in a large state, as a 
leading candidate for the U.S. Senate, with 
ties to the situation west of the Mississippi, 
ties to the similar problems in the second-
largest state in the United States, Califor-
nia—you’re going to change the politics of 
the United States overnight.

All it takes is, for example, a certain 
qualified member of the Senate, a leader of 
the faction in the Senate that is out for the 
scalp of the culpable people around 
Obama; a person like that, with those qual-
ifications, coming on the scene, to tear 
Obama apart, for the crimes he’s commit-
ted; combining that with Kesha’s success, 
would overturn the present situation in the 
United States by itself, not by one push with a fist, but 
by lighting the firecracker, lighting the fuse that will set 
it off.

In other words, you’re at a point where the Ameri-
can population in general is ready to suddenly make a 
surge, to overturn what they seem to have submitted to 
until now. The hopelessness of their condition of life, 
especially in health care and employment, and similar 
things this year, so far, and this impossible condition 
they live under, which gets worse and worse, week by 
week, by the new votes and new measures [Obama] 
takes, this thing is actually ready to be overturned, by 
the people of the United States, themselves! And Kesha 
is one of the lightning rods, the chief lightning rod, at 
the moment, who can set into motion the things that 
overturn what needs to be overturned.

Obama’s on the Skids
Ogden: Let me elaborate a little bit on the point you 

made about the collapse of Obama, and then, I want to 
ask a second question.

You’ve stated that Obama’s on the skids, and it’s a 
question of when he goes down, not if. There are four 
intersecting triggers right now: You’ve got the process 
around the Benghazi investigation, and the House is 
scheduled to begin work on this, this coming Monday. 
You’ve got several Democrats who are now coming out 
in support of this: the former Deputy Director of the 

CIA, Michael Morell; [former Director of the CIA] 
Leon Panetta; several Democratic Congressmen; Pat 
Caddell, who’s a leading Democratic pollster, said that 
Benghazi is the biggest cover-up since Watergate.

Second, you’ve got what you were just referring to, 
the fight between Dianne Feinstein in the Senate and 
the White House on the Bush-Cheney torture pro-
gram—and the CIA is now attempting to delay the re-
lease of this official Senate investigative report.

You’ve got the continuing cover-up by Obama of 
the Anglo-Saudi hand behind the 9/11 attacks and the 
documents related to that, including the documents in 
Florida from the FBI, but also the 28 classified pages of 
the Joint Congressional Inquiry Report.

And also you’ve got the ongoing revelations by 
Glenn Greenwald and Edward Snowden. Interestingly, 
this week, in answer to a question from Jason Ross [of 
the LaRouchePAC Science Team], on behalf of former 
Congressman Neil Gallagher from New Jersey, Green-
wald compared the NSA domestic surveillance pro-
gram to the targetting of political dissidents inside the 
United States by the FBI of J. Edgar Hoover. And he 
promised that the next big revelation that he releases, 
the next big story is going to be absolutely explosive, 
on how the NSA targets Americans whom they con-
sider to be political threats within the United States.

So this is a constellation of several processes under 
way. . . .

MichaelSteger.us

Michael Steger campaigns for Congress in North Beach, Calif., March 2014. 
He and Kesha Rogers are running coordinated campaigns, with a focus on the 
drought crisis that is ravaging both states.
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Great Projects
I want to ask another 

question.
This week we’ve seen 

quite a few of develop-
ments from Eurasia, along 
the lines of programs that 
you have advocated for 
decades. Not only do we 
have [Chinese President] 
Xi Jinping calling for the 
New Silk Road, but we’ve 
also seen a lot of very seri-
ous developments for the 
extension of a World 
Land-Bridge to Africa, 
agreements that have been 
signed in Africa for high-
speed rail for major cities 
there; and also a serious 
discussion of the exten-
sion of this across the 
Bering Strait into North 
America. There are also 
tests, experimental work under way, for evacuated-tube 
maglev trains that can run, potentially, at speeds far 
greater than the speed of sound, at 1,800 miles per 
hour—why not? And then we know that there’s work 
ongoing in China on the prospective use of helium-3 
mined from the Moon for fusion power.

At the same time, you have Academician Sergei 
Glazyev in Russia, talking about the adoption of a state 
credit system for high-technology development in 
Russia. Glazyev gave an interview this week, to a lead-
ing Russian financial news publication, saying that 
Russia needs to provide national credit in the form of 
long-term loans for the development of advanced man-
ufacturing, stressing that credit used for investment into 
the real sector and modernization of a nation’s scientific 
and technological potential, is inherently anti-inflation-
ary, as opposed to money that’s simply given away to 
banks for the purposes of speculation.

You’ve said a lot this evening already, on green-
backs, on the Lincoln program, on your four-step pro-
gram for the United States, and on the prospective 
demise of the Obama Presidency. My question is, how 
can we imagine the future, in which the United States is 
integrated into this high-technology, high energy-flux-
density development, that’s now beginning in Eurasia?

LaRouche: I’m loaded for bear on that one!
The very fact that the British Empire, and it is the 

British Empire: The greatest single part of the popu-
lated land-areas, and the specific corresponding water 
areas, for the whole planet, is controlled by the British 
Empire, by the Queen, herself. Now, sometimes, they 
call them different sections, or something, as if they 
were some innocent partners; but these are the slaves of 
the Queen. So, if the Queen cannot, at this point, control 
the entire planet under conditions of a breakdown crisis, 
which would wipe out most of the human population, 
even by a breakdown crisis, let alone a thermonuclear 
war, then the chance for humanity are very poor. The 
chances for the existence of humanity are very much in 
doubt.

However, if the United States does not support the 
British Empire, in the British Empire’s intention to con-
duct a global thermonuclear war—in other words, if the 
United States, as leading generals and so forth have 
made clear, the United States is not about to support the 
British Empire, in a thermonuclear war! And the only 
war that could be, would be a thermonuclear war! If the 
United States does not support that British Empire ther-
monuclear war program, then the British can’t pull it 
off, because the opposition would be too great. So the 

FIGURE 1
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British Empire will die, the finest thing that could 
happen to humanity right now!

Get rid of the British monarchy! I’m not talking 
about Britain, Ireland, so forth—they’re nations. But 
this [Empire] is not a nation. This is a Satanic organiza-
tion! And as I said here, the British system is intrinsi-
cally Satanic. It’s based on the Roman Empire, which 
was a Satanic system, explicitly; and Zeus is only a 
cover name, for Satan. The British Empire is a Satanic 
phenomenon, modelled on the Roman Empire, and the 
Dutch attachments to the British Empire. So therefore, 
if we bring down the Empire’s power, then we have 
produced a condition on the planet, in which general 
warfare as we have known it heretofore, becomes very 
quickly a non-possibility.

Then the question becomes, you have to take great 
projects, which have international implications because 
of the vast poverty of the planet. You have to have what 
we call development projects, which extend through 
large underdeveloped areas, like these great railroad 
systems, fast railroad systems. We have to build a con-
nection in which we say, the world is composed of 
groups of sovereign nation-states. Their sovereignty is 
located in the fact that their culture gives them special 
qualifications, of the need to understand each other, in 
terms of the functioning of that part of the world.

However, the system of nations must be coordi-
nated, vast projects of cooperation, throughout the 
planet, and also to save the existence of humanity by 
preventing and destroying the threat of asteroids, which 
could destroy much of the planet, or in certain cases, 
could destroy the entire human population of the planet.

So therefore, these are the prospects, which means 
we are going to very high thermonuclear productivity. 
That will work. So what we should be looking for is 
that. Because given the conditions of life in the world, 
we have to go to a high energy-flux-density program 
throughout the planet: This means thermonuclear fu-
sion-plus; it means we’re going to be dragging in some 
of the helium-3 we have on the Moon. We’re going to 
start bringing it down to Earth, to enhance the potential 
of thermonuclear fusion. We will be using these ex-
traordinarily high-powered driver programs, which 
will probably take 20, 30 years to do, but nonetheless, 
we’re making progress. So we will then be able, under 
those conditions, to actually address efficiently, the 
problems such as the asteroids, which might extinguish 
the human species, which obviously should be one of 
our primary concerns.

But we will bring the planet together, where the na-
tions of planet will be free of warfare—except as police 
actions, to regulate things that are totally in disorder, 
where something goes haywire, like putting out a fire. 
But war as we have known it, as a phenomenon on 
Earth, will then, if we can solve this problem, be ex-
cluded from the agenda, henceforth.

Necessary actions, largely in nearby space, and 
beyond, or control of climates, vast control of climates 
throughout the planet as a whole; improving the condi-
tions of Earth, as such, within the Solar System: These 
will be the great endeavors. We’re on the edge of enter-
ing that age, if we can get through the immediate situa-
tion before us! End this threat of general warfare—it 
can be done—and start to bring the nations into coordi-
nation along this conception. The human population is 
composed of peoples who have a cultural affinity to 
working with each other, and that the nations which are 
so constructed, must be in harmony with one another, or 
be brought into harmony, repeatedly, with one another. 
Which means that great projects, of global magnitude 
and implication, are the proper destiny, for the organi-
zation of the future of Earth, as a habitation, now.

Science vs. Mathematics
Megan Beets: The next question was sent in by Ben 

Deniston, of the LaRouchePAC Science Team, and he 
asks:

“Hello, Lyn. I’d like to get your thoughts on the stra-
tegic significance of the replacement of science with 
mathematics. To put it simply, replacing scientific 
thinking with mathematics shackles and constrains the 
minds of seemingly intelligent thinkers, training people 
to think in terms of fixed systems, and preventing them 
from being able to think about change per se.

“Take the case of our recent discussions about the 
water crisis: This is an example of the effects of math-
ematics on thinking. We do not necessarily know ex-
actly what the Sun is going to do over the coming years. 
We do have at least four different lines of evidence, 
showing that the Sun is weakening, and will likely con-
tinue to weaken, in a way which, some say, has not been 
seen for hundreds of years. Evidence indicates that 
these types of dramatic solar change are associated with 
major fluctuations in the Earth’s climate system, such 
as strong variations in the climate of the American 
West, which can fluctuate between mega-droughts, 
much longer and more intense than anything we’ve ex-
perienced; to mega-floods, covering the Central Valley 
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of California with many feet of 
water.

“These types of changes 
obviously have an effect on the 
water systems upon which 
mankind has come to depend. 
If we had built the North Amer-
ican Water and Power Alliance 
[NAWAPA] project in the 
1960s, we’d obviously be in a 
much, much better situation to 
handle these dramatic fluctua-
tions. Because NAWAPA was 
blocked, the crisis is drasti-
cally worse, but even so, we 
would still, today, be faced 
with the need to deal with the 
larger changes which were not 
being considered when 
NAWAPA was designed. We 
must look to higher-order solu-
tions, such as managing and 
controlling the flows of water 
vapor in the atmosphere, which 
determine the feasibility of 
NAWAPA, or any other river 
diversion project.

“But I think there’s a larger 
point here. This is the reality of 
living in a developing, chang-
ing universe. The Earth and the Solar System are not 
fixed, static systems. Mankind’s only demonstrated ca-
pability to ensure its own prolonged survival, is the ca-
pability of creative progress, per se. This is not any spe-
cific level of progress, not a specific state of society or 
project. It is the process of progress itself, of respond-
ing to a changing situation by developing new solu-
tions. The substance is the process of developing, not 
the given solution developed.

“I think many people have difficulty with this dis-
tinction. Is this ultimately an expression of the destruc-
tion of science, for the sake of mathematics? And can 
you elaborate the strategic significance of this shift?”

LaRouche: Yes. Well, I would put the emphasis, in 
terms of the descriptive aspect of the question, on one 
more concentrated point:

We need to start at the beginning, on the question of 
the green policy. The green policy is the key to under-
standing the difference between Satan and Christianity, 

for example: because the prin-
ciple of the green policy is in-
trinsically Satanic. Now, what 
is the essential principle, in 
human practice, which from 
the standpoint of that, defines 
evil? Don’t talk about bad 
things, and so forth, talk about 
evil. What do we call evil? We 
will call evil, the British 
Empire; we call evil, the 
Roman Empire. And we find, 
throughout the world, spots of 
cannibalism of human beings, 
and things like that.

So, what we have are dis-
eases of the human species, 
morally terminal diseases of 
the human species. No society 
should be allowed to perform 
these kinds of actions. We must 
civilize the human population. 
Because if they have green pol-
icies, they are evil, they are evil 
in fact.

Now, what does this mean? 
What makes a human being not 
evil? Or what should make 
them not evil, beforehand? 
That the human mind is based 

on the increase of the productive powers of labor, is one 
way of putting it. But how does this function? What’s 
different about mankind, that differentiates man from 
an evil person? What is it, that’s not evil? We have be-
havior by animals which is evil, by human standards, 
but we don’t worry about that too much, because we 
know they’re not human. But, when human beings 
become like beasts, and use human will and capabilities 
and tools [to do evil things], then you have evil.

So the whole question comes to the principle of 
chemistry; not chemistry as a bunch of formulas of 
cookbooks. Anyone who cooks food for the first time, 
knows that the idea of cooking does not necessarily 
produce an edible meal. So the question is, what is the 
characteristic of a human being who meets human qual-
ifications, rather than the standard of animal qualifica-
tions? The human being is able to express changing the 
future. It’s just like the first hypothetical, civilized man, 
who probably was first known in some place like South 

Marie Curie (1867-1934), the scientist who 
discovered radium. Chemistry, said LaRouche, “is 
man’s sacred power to develop mankind itself, to a 
higher, more powerful species, in our present domain, 
and in facing the challenge whereby the Solar System 
and beyond is going to come to us, and say, ‘Do 
this.’ ”
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Africa, and who did the remarkable thing, the excep-
tional thing, that no animal would ever do: to cook its 
own food at night. No animal will willingly cook its 
own food at night.

The cooking of food has to be looked in terms of 
what the implications are of the cooking of food by fire. 
It means that you’re increasing the energy-flux density 
in terms of the characteristics of the species. We call 
this “chemistry.”

Now, our understanding of chemistry as we used it 
in schools, during the course of the latter part of the 
19th Century, and into the 20th Century, is now rather 
crude, by comparison with what we know about chem-
istry now. We’ve gone beyond anything that the Table 
of Elements ever accounted for. We’re now going way 
beyond that! We’re now going to thermonuclear and 
super-thermonuclear processes. We’re looking at the 
way in which the Sun operates.

Chemistry meant that mankind will use his knowl-
edge of the increase of energy-flux density, as a product 
of the behavior of the human individual in human soci-
ety. That’s what this is all about. What do the Zeusians, 
the Satanic people do? The Satanic people say, “Go to 
lower forms of life”: the green policy! The green policy 
is a specifically Satanic policy. The people who pro-
pose a green policy, are specifically Satanic people. Be-
cause a healthy form of the human species is to develop 
the higher levels of intellectual behavior, more produc-
tive behavior. That’s what the issue is.

So therefore, the way you have to attack this; first of 
all, you have to eliminate the green policy. And to treat 
the green policy as equivalent to mass murder through 
cannibalism, because that’s what it’s doing in effect. 
We want to cook the inedible, that’s very bad, that’s ter-
rible: so we eliminate the inedible factor. And now 
people are judged by the degree to which they become, 
in each generation, superior in capability and power, to 

the previous generation. That is the human principle.
The cannibal, for example, is abhorrent for just that 

reason. Primitive people are problematic, acutely prob-
lematic, because of their incompetence. They lack the 
means to take of themselves. They get diseases they 
shouldn’t have, or should be able to cure. Methods of 
sanitation are available to them, but they don’t know 
how to use them and don’t build them. They become 
desperate, because of the blocks, to the ability to solve 
their problems of population growth and things of that 
sort.

Whereas the truly human being, is a creative being, 
who is always struggling to do better intellectually, in 
terms of the productive powers of mankind. That’s hu-
manity. People who oppose that, the green policy, are 
intrinsically evil; they may not know they’re evil, but if 
they’re green, they are evil, because they’re destroying 
their fellow creatures, they’re destroying fellow human 
beings, they’re destroying society.

And that is the actual core, because the history of 
mankind is the increase of the energy-flux density, 
which is expressed productively in the development 
and advancement of the technologies used by mankind, 
is the intrinsic nature of mankind. Mankind which is 
not progressing in that way is a denatured mankind! A 
degenerate mankind! Mankind’s destiny and commit-
ment, is always to life of the human species, to a higher 
level of existence, to gain power to control dangerous 
asteroids, for example; to deal with the crises that 
threaten mankind.

The Sun is dying, in a sense, right now—in a dying 
period; it may recover some time later, but then, the Sun 
is merely a solar body going through the galaxy. It’s 
being bounced around in its trip through the galaxy. We 
don’t know what the survival potential of the Sun is 
going to be for us, and we depend upon the Solar 
System. We don’t control it all, particularly now. But 
the time is coming, we’re going to inevitably have to 
deal with that case.

And mankind is actually a creative being in the true 
sense, as no known animal species is. Mankind is, in a 
sense, a sacred person, inherently sacred, constantly 
dedicated to the purpose of a higher mission of achieve-
ment, by the human species, for whatever missions are 
assigned to it, by the challenges created within the Solar 
System and beyond.

That is morality! That is a true definition of human 
morality. We set a different standard for dogs, cats, and 
so forth—and skunks! But, the problem here, is when 

Mankind which is not progressing in 
that way is a denatured mankind! A 
degenerate mankind! Mankind’s 
destiny and commitment, is always to 
life of the human species, to a higher 
level of existence, to gain power to 
control dangerous asteroids, for 
example.
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you reduce man to becoming like cattle, like the pigs 
you slaughter to eat, as the cannibals do, slaughtering 
people because they don’t like them! Denuding the 
human population of its talents and skills—that is a 
crime against humanity, for which they rot in Hell for-
ever, for committing that kind of crime!

Our commitment is to the principle which is im-
plicit in the uniquely remarkable characteristic of the 
human species, which is like no other species presently 
known to us. It is the only truly creative species, cre-
ative by will, in all the living things that we know. It is 
also a force, and will become increasingly a force if we 
do our job; mankind will do more and more to manage, 
to improve Earth, beyond what Earth itself can do for 
itself. Mankind is going to take the area beyond Earth 
itself, where the asteroids roam; we’re going to bring 
these creatures—we’re not going to destroy them—
we’re going to bring them under order! We’re going to 
shape their trajectories, so they won’t be hitting us. We 
will look at these things, we will tame them, with the 
powers we shall acquire: we shall mine these asteroids, 
for any scarce minerals and so forth that are needed, 
for the purposes of man’s mission within the Solar 
System.

We have to have an understanding and adoption of 
that morality. Of the morality of true meaning of chem-

istry. And chemistry is what? Is it a 
natural product? Well, in a sense. But 
chemistry is man’s sacred power to 
develop mankind itself, through self-
development, to a higher, more pow-
erful species, in our present domain, 
and in facing the challenge whereby 
the Solar System and beyond is going 
to come to us, and say, “Do this.” 
And, if we’re good, we will find our-
selves miraculously able to do, ex-
actly, those previously impossible, 
good things. This is called creativity: 
This is the true destiny of mankind.

You know, when people die, for 
example, this is a very frightening 
thing for most people. It’s frighten-
ing, because the loss of someone you 
love and appreciate, is actually an 
injury to you on the one hand, but you 
say, “Everyone dies.” Then, what’s 
the meaning of this process of life 
and death in the human species? It’s 

not like the animal, because the human being, if they’re 
doing what human beings should do, are always, in 
each generation, becoming more powerful, a unit in 
terms of the progress of mankind, to higher levels than 
before.

So the life and death of a person is not a tragic pro-
cess, if those persons involved, are actually contribut-
ing to the advancement of the characteristic of the 
human species, within the Solar System and beyond. 
The meaning of life lies in the discovery of higher prin-
ciples, higher energy-flux densities, greater power of 
mankind as an individual, to conquer problems which 
were previously impossible. Training young people, so 
that in the educational process, each becomes wiser and 
more powerful in effect, than the previous generation. 
So the life and generation, and the death of a person or 
people, should be joyful! Because the termination of 
life contains within it, the promise of a greater achieve-
ment of the human species, than before.

We have to get through all these conventions that we 
throw around, the fears that we show, and recognize 
that the human species is a really, truly sacred species, 
in its own innate nature. It’s the only species of that 
type, with which we have become personally ac-
quainted, in our experience so far. We would hope, for 
meetings, of a higher level.

NASA/JPL-Caltech/MSSS

Mankind must look to its future mission in the Solar System and beyond. Shown is a 
panorama of images taken from the Curiosity Mars rover.
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Appendix

Bill Clinton Poses 
A Critical Issue
The following transcript is excerpted from an interview 
given by former President Clinton with PBS’s Gwen Ifill 
at the Peterson Foundation on May 14, 2014. It is pro-
vided here as the necessary context for LaRouche’s 
webcast discussion.

Gwen Ifill: One of the other con-
versations we’re having in Washing-
ton is re-litigating the financial col-
lapse in 2009, in part, because of Tim 
Geithner’s new book. And one of the 
questions people raise, is whether in 
your administration, you didn’t create 
policies that allowed deregulation to 
go too far?

Bill Clinton: Well, I think the 
answer to that is, by and large, no, but 
in one case, yes. Let me tell you ex-
actly what I mean by that: Nobody has 
identified a single financial institution 
that failed, not one, because of the 
repeal of Glass-Steagall—not one. 
Lehman Brothers was an investment 
bank; Bear Stearns was an investment 
bank. The non-diversified banks 
themselves, if you look at what happened in the years 
afterward, they were more likely to fail than the diversi-
fied ones. Canada got through the financial crash, prob-
ably better than any other country: They always had 
unified banking between investment and commercial 
banks. What did they have that we didn’t? More ade-
quate capital requirements, more adequate oversight.

So, if I had known that basically, we would see the 
end of banking and SEC oversight, after I left office, 
would I have signed it? Probably not. Would it have 
passed? Absolutely.

Let me remind you, that bill passed 90-8, in the 
Senate. Ted Kennedy voted for it, Pat Leahy voted for 
it, Jay Rockefeller voted for it. I mean—and in fairness 
to them, that’s because Federal Reserve rulings, unno-

ticed by anybody in America, had abolished the wall 
between investment and commercial banking, long 
before the bill passed. All the bill did was to let Citibank 
write insurance.

I mean, really, as a practical matter, it made it clearer, 
and easier, and less hassle for financial institutions to do 
that. So, I don’t think that had anything to do with it.

However, at the end of my term, a bill passed, with a 
provision stuck in at the end—again it passed with an 
overwhelming bipartisan majority, so if I had vetoed it, 
it would have immediately been overridden—that basi-
cally precluded the Commodities Futures Trading Com-
mission, and anybody else, from regulating financial de-
rivatives. And I thought it was a mistake at the time. We 

had a great argument, Alan Greenspan 
and I did, about it. I’ll never forget, he 
said, “But all these people, they have 
to have $100 million, they don’t 
need—.” My argument was, we ought 
to trade financial derivatives on the 
same basis that we trade agricultural 
derivatives.

If you think derivatives are bad, 
per se, look at your dinner twice, to-
night. We couldn’t bring in a farm 
crop in America without derivatives. 
But the agricultural derivatives are 
traded in an open exchange, with ad-
equate capital requirements to sustain 
the loss that you risk; and, there—this 
is not practical in financial terms, I 
suppose—either one side of the trade 
at least, has to have some stake in ag-
riculture, has to have some skin in the 

game. That’s what I think the law should be.
And, at the end of my term, if I had it to do again, I’d 

veto the bill—even though they would have passed it over 
my veto in a heartbeat—just in the hope that these finan-
cial derivatives, which then were something like $100 
trillion—whatever they were—a lot, but not very much 
in the context. By the time that the crash occurred, they 
were seven times as large as they were on the day I left 
office. And I wish I’d vetoed that, just to start the debate. 
Even though it wouldn’t have changed the law, it would 
have been a good thing, to make people think about it.

This Dodd-Frank bill, thanks to former Senator 
[Blanche] Lincoln’s amendment, tried to put the regula-
tion of financial derivatives back on the table. That 
needs to be done, and I regret that [it was defeated—

UN/Eskinder Debebe



May 23, 2014  EIR Feature  17

ed.]. But otherwise, getting rid of Glass-Steagall didn’t 
have anything to do with the crash, and I don’t think 
would have prohibited it from happening, if I had 
vetoed the bill, and let them override it. But just don’t 
forget, it passed with 90% of both houses. Everybody 
acts like I sat in the closets and sort of hitched up things, 
“What can I do for Wall Street today?” [laughter] This 
thing had quite a head of steam. And, there was no evi-
dence that there was any problem with it.

Finance Has Gotten Too Big
Ifill: Do you think that the rhetoric—as someone 

who was elected as a centrist Democrat—do you think 
that the anti-Wall Street rhetoric is running too hot now? 

Clinton: Not exactly, but, I think—here’s what the 
problem is: It’s okay to say that too much of our growth 
has been concentrated in finance. I believe that. I’ve 
been saying that for well over a decade. Why? Because 
finance is an intermediary function in society, so if too 
much income is generated in any country from finance, 
as a percentage of the whole, that by definition means 
that more money’s being made from trading, and less 
money is being made from investments. And you can 
see, that has happened. And I personally believe that’s 
not particularly healthy, which is why I want to see this 
investment bank set up.

But I think that, what the government has been 
doing—it’s interesting in the last few years, underneath all 
the rhetoric, it’s actually now continuing to pursue cases 
it took years to analyze, and going after specific exam-
ples of alleged wrongdoing, and trying to resolve them. 
That’s what I think should be done. But I don’t think it’s 
a bad thing that America has efficient capital markets, 
and that we can aggregate capital and spend it well.

I think what has happened, going all the way [back], 
starting in the ’70s, is that, finance has come to occupy 
too big a percentage of our overall GDP growth, and we 
devoted too much income-generating activity to trad-
ing, as opposed to investment that creates new busi-
nesses and new jobs. And we need to figure out how to 
tweak that.

I realize it’s almost irresistible to have a villain. 
There doubtless are some and have been, but by and 
large, if you were running one of these operations and 
that’s where the money was, and your job is to make as 
much money as you could, you’d probably do it. We 
should change the oversight, change the rules, and 
change the incentives, and you will get the desired re-
sults, I believe.

Ifill: Which sounds like changing the structure. But 
our economy is so different from the 1990s now, I 
wonder if that difference is driven by its structure, or 
whether it’s driven by the politics which underpin the 
structure and make the solutions difficult to attain?

Clinton: Both. Let me be very explicit: When I 
went to law school, 40 years ago. . . If you go back to 
the ’70s, we were still taught corporate law as we had 
been, my predecessors had been. in the ’30s: That cor-
porations were creatures of the state, enjoyed certain 
legal benefits, including immunity, and in return for 
that acquired certain obligations, to their shareholders, 
to their employees, to their customers, and to the com-
munities of which they were a part, more or less in 
equal balance. The globalization of the economy, and 
other changes, and a relentless effort to create these 
changes, began in the ’70s, a process which continues 
to the present day, which says a corporation owes way 
more to its shareholders, and therefore managers 
should be compensated based on how the shareholders 
do, than even to its customers, much less its employees 
and the communities of which they’re a part. And if 
you don’t like it, you’re just a troglodyte, and not part 
of the global economy.

So, I notice there’s this activist investor going after 
Dow Chemical, because he wants to be paid within a 
year, and he wants them to sell off an otherwise highly 
profitable and critical part of the company, because it 
takes five years or more to build a chemical plant, and he 
doesn’t think the precious investors ought to wait there. 
Until recent times, we’d have said, “Well, take your 
money and invest it in some other company.” You don’t 
have a right to break down a critical part of the Ameri-
can, and indeed, the international economic system.

So, I think that this goes beyond political parties and 
tax policies. It goes to the very heart of this, and some 
people in American legal circles, now, and economic 
circles, are trying to get us to revisit this, and at least 
think public policy ought to favor corporations that rec-
ognize multiple obligations and not just trading. That 
predated the advent of supply-side economics, which, 
as all of you know, I think triggered all of this debt 
problem we’re dealing with today.

But, I think that we need a balanced growth strategy. 
We’re in trouble; before the financial crash, almost all 
of our growth had come from housing, finance, and 
consumer spending, in the first decade. And it wouldn’t 
generate enough jobs: It just generated maxed out credit 
cards and stagnant incomes. . . .


