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“On the time-scale of history, the
terminal moment of our nation’s
recent follies has now arrived. Now, if
our nation is to survive, we must
acknowledge, that the leading trends
in policy-influencing opinion, over the
recent thirty-odd years, have been
cumulatively disastrous in their net
effect.” —Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.
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From the Associate Editor

I n the May 1 international webcast which forms d¢taature this
week, Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr. gave a powerful description of the
drive for perpetual war on the part of the “Clash on Civilizations”
faction, and called upon people of good will everywhere to join him
in defeating this insanity. Most striking, was how LaRouche linked
the imperial military war drive, to the eruption of the “New Vio-
lence,” carried out by youth brainwashed by video and computer
games.

Referring to the buildup for war against Iraq, LaRouche said:
“The key purpose behind this operation is to use this, to get a wider
war going, to get the Clash of Civilizations war that Sam Huntington,
Brzezinski and company want. So what you have here is a combina-
tion. The training and recruiting of large numbers of otherwise useless
youth, psychotic youth or quasi-psychotic youth, by Nintendo games
designed by the U.S. military, put into general circulation through
the military, with cooperation of Japan’s production of Nintendo
games and so forth.

“We are now taking from our population, our youth, our adoles-
centand other youth, we’re turning a large portion of them into poten-
tial intended killers, who are trained killers, trained on their video
games, who then simply have to go out and get trained with actual
weapons and do what they've been trained to do on video games.
Recruit them as soldiers and send them in various parts of the world,
as part of a Clash of Civilizations war. Put the two things together,
and you have the new Roman Legions, the new Waffen-SS, to send
around the world.”

In “The Rules by Which the Game Is Played” (ddational),
LaRouche develops this thesis further, while launching a flanking
attack against that Sen. Joe Lieberman who is playing a pivotal role
in shielding Hollywood’s violent game industry from attack. Related
articles inthisissue include a call by Helga Zepp-LaRouche for a ban
on violence-promoting video and computer games; documentation
onthe schoolyard massacre in Erfurt, Germany, with the role of video
games in brainwashing Erfurt killer Robert Steinkar; and a dossier
on “Nintendo Joe” Lieberman.

See theeditorial for information on LaRouche’s upcoming Me-
morial Day webcast.
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Indonesia Walks A Tightrope

by Michael Billington

Indonesia’s fourth governmentin four years, headed by Presi-  was a mistake, has not alleviated the debt burden.) To ma
dent Megawati Sukarnoputri, the daughter of Indonesia’snatters worse, as one of the IMF “conditionalities,” the gov-
Founding Father Sukarno, came to power only last August. It ~ ernment is now selling off the banks it saved in 1998, tc
was handed the formidable task of guiding the nation to safetforeign banks and speculators. This means that, in addition
across a tightrope spanning an abyss with two monsters be-  to the increasing foreign control over the nation’s bankin
low: On the one side, is the unpayable debt burden left ovesystem, the debt service payments on the government bonds,
from the 1997-98 looting and forced devaluation carried out ~ which were given to these banks to keep them afloat, amoun
by global speculators and their protector, the Internationaing to billions of dollars every year, will no longer stay within
Monetary Fund (IMF); on the other side, is the threat thatthe  the country. In fact, the sale in March of a majority share of
nation-state itself could be broken into pieces, as separatisbne of Indonesia’s leading banks, Bank Central Asia, to U.S.-
ethnic, and religious violence continues to tear at several parts based speculator Farallon, brought the government just o
of the archipelago. These regional crises were aggravated 8600 million, and yet, the government must pery year
the poverty brought on by the economic collapse of 1998, and about $700 million in interest on the bonds given to the ban
by Western governments and their controlled non-governin 1998—money that will now go to a foreign company.
mental organizations (NGOs), whose intent was to balkanize
the country. Added to this is the now undeniable onset of théd Debt M oratorium
collapse of the dollar-based global financial system, and the However, Indonesia also finds itself in a new financial/
push for a global war against Islam by most of the American ~ economic geometry, which came to a head with the demis
political leadership (Indonesia is the world’s largest Muslim of Argentina as the IMF poster-boy. Before the April meeting
nation). It now seems a miracle that the government has sur-  of the Paris Club of Indonesia’s lenders, the government to
vived as long as it has. the West bluntly that the country could not afford to pay

The debt—over $130billion, nearly equaltothe country’s  the debt service due this year—neither the principal nor the
Gross Domestic Product—is a classic case of vifiRthas  interest. The Paris Club then granted the country an 18-month
termed “bankers’ arithmetic.” The foreign portion has actu-  suspension of debt service payments—over $5 billion. The
ally been paid off several times over when measured in th@rivate lenders, clearly unwilling to see another Argentina
rupiah, Indonesia’s currency (see “Indonesia Has Paid It's  explode at this time in Asia, followed suit.
Debt!,” EIR, Nov. 23, 2001). But, because of its forced deval- ~ Under normal circumstances, this would be called a debt
uation to less than one-fourth of its former value in the 1998 moratorium, but the phrase has never been uttered in publi
speculative feeding frenzy called the “Asian crisis,” the debtStandard and Poor’s announced well ahead of time that it
payments count for next to nothing, and the debt remains, as  would necessarily have to lower Indonesia’s sovereign cre
a cancer, eating at the real economy. rating to “selective default,” but all were assured that this was

The domestic portion of the debt, about $71 billion,came  only a “technical” matter and the rating would be lifted as
about entirely from the government intervention to save thesoon as possible.

banks and state industries in 1998, after the IMF precipitated a Officially, it was reported that Indonesia’s compliance
run on the banks, by demanding the sudden closure of severaith IMF conditions had justified the restructuring of the debt.
financial institutions as a condition for not cutting off interna- Indonesia has, in fact, complied to a great extent with IMF

tional credit. (The IMF admission, after the fact, that thisdemands—beginning privatization of state-owned banks and
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industries, cutting subsidieson fuel and other necessities, and
other structural changes. But the government has refused to
rush the process, lifting subsidies very slowly, and refusing
to sell certain state assets at fire-sale prices, or when faced
with strong domestic opposition, from the legislature and
from state-sector employees.

The privatization targets set by the IMF have not been
met in the past two years, and plansto privatize two pharma
ceutical companies, a port operator, and a coa-mining firm
areon hold, while bids on atelecom company and a property
company were deemed to be unacceptably low, according to
the Office of the State Minister of State Enterprises. In the
case of the pharmaceutical firm PT Indofarma, theinitial plan
to sell 51% in the company was reduced to a far smaller
portion “to ensure the company would still produce cheap
medicinefor the poor,” according to a Jakarta Post report.

The General Welfare

This concern for the general welfare, as opposed to IMF
demands, isthe central issuefacing thisnation of 230 million
people, the fourth most populous nation in the world. The
government of President Megawati has taken several mea-
sures to protect the population from the ravages of the eco-
nomiccrisis, boththose past and thoseto come. Inagriculture,
Indonesia had become self-sufficient in rice production in
1984, and remained so until thefinancial assault onthe nation
in 1997-98. Now, the government has announced plans to
regain self-sufficiency by 2010, through a combination of
increased yields and the reclamation of 100,000 hectares of
paddy field per year. New tariffsonrice (and sugar) havebeen
proposed by Agriculture Minister Bungaran Saragih, so as
not to be “vulnerable to the wild fluctuations in the interna-
tional food market.”

Indonesiais also taking stepsto protect its steel industry.
Sutrisno, chairman of the state-owned steel company PT Kra-
katau, has announced that several optionsare under consider-
ation to protect this critical industry, including tariffs and
guotas. He pointed to the recently imposed stedl tariffs in
“other nations” (without naming the United States), indicat-
ing that a much-needed shift away from free trade dogmais
under way.

President Megawati has aso travelled extensively
throughout theregion, contributingthegood will of Indonesia
(asin her persond rolein facilitating the re-initiation of dis-
cussions between North and South Korea), and calling on
her neighbors to recognize the urgency, and the long-term
benefits for the security and development of the region, in
promoting regional investments into Indonesia’ s infrastruc-
ture and industry.

But such good intentions will achieve little if the over-
whelming debt burdenisnot eliminated. A UN Economic and
Social Commission for Asiaand the Pacific (ESCAP) report
released on April 26 warned that Indonesia’ s growth will fall
short of other developing countries in the region because of
the “massive debts that cripple the state budget’s ability to
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Preparing aricefield for planting in Bali. Indonesia, which had
become self-sufficient in rice production in 1984 and remained so
until the financial assault on the nation in 1997-98, has announced
plansto regain self-sufficiency by 2010.

stimulate growth,” according to the Jakarta Post. Indonesian
economist Prabowo, presenting the ESCAP report, said that
with 40% of the federal budget going to debt service (even
with the moratorium on the foreign debt), the government
spends less on devel opment than on servicing the debt, such
that the country cannot build up the necessary steam to drive
the economy forward. It is estimated that Indonesia needs
growth of 7% just to absorb the new entrants into the labor
market, but projections are for less than 4% growth for the
year. Of course, these UN projectionsare meaningless except
for purposes of comparison, since their forecast is premised
on an “upturn in global demand led by a rebounding U.S.
economy [which will] drivetheregion’s growth.”

The problem liesin the fact that the IMF can, at any mo-
ment, pull the plug on Indonesia’ s debt structure, asit didin
Argentina. Unless the country, in league with other nations
around the world, moves to create a new monetary system
that will facilitatethewrite-off of themostly illegitimatedebt,
and generate new credits for development, the essential con-
trol of the national economy by the bankrupt |MF-centered
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financial institutionswill remain a Sword of Damocles hang-
ing over the nation.

Territorial Integrity

President Megawati has warned that the survival of the
nation isthreatened by violent separatist movements, primar-
ily in Papua and in Aceh, and religious violence, primarily
in the Malukus. When East Timor was reluctantly granted
independence by the Indonesian legislaturefollowing theref-
erendum of August 1999, the neo-colonial interestswhich had
promoted independence continued their attackson Indonesia,
intent on using East Timor as yet another permanent source
of instability and tension in the region, while fanning the
flames of separatist sentiments el sewherein the country. For-
tunately, the new President-elect of East Timor, Xanana
Gusmao, formerly the head of the Maoist Fretelin armed
movement, has demonstrated great wisdom in dealing with
these explosive issues. Breaking from his former comrades
in the Fretelin, and from Jose Ramos-Horta, the anti-peace
recipient of the Nobel Peace Prize, Gusmao denounced the
demandsfor revenge against pro-Indonesian militiamembers
or the Indonesia military, displaying true leadership in pro-
moting peace and reconciliationamong all parties. Herefused
to run asaFretelin candidate, or for any party, and won 80%
of the vote as an independent, while pledging to represent
both sides of the bitter conflict that raged in East Timor over
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the past years, and to make peace with Indonesia.

On May 3, Gusmao travelled to Jakarta, where he had
been held in prison for seven years for his role in Fretelin.
Gusmao presented President Megawati aninvitationto attend
the celebration of statehood scheduled for May 19. While
many of hiscompatriots are supporting the call coming from
the UN and many Western governmentsfor retributive trials
of militiaand Indonesian military officers accused of crimes
in East Timor, Gusmao told the press in Jakarta: “I am not
saying | don’t agree with justice. Justice, yes, but what is my
priority? Socia justice. We suffered and died for what? To
try other people, or to receive benefit from independence?’
This reflects the concept behind the famous Treaty of West-
phaliain 1648, which not only ended a century of religious
warfareacross Europe, but established mutual respect among
nations, without retribution for past grievances, asthe neces-
sary basis for the development of nation-states out of the
feudal past.

Pointing out that the majority of the people of East Timor
live on lessthan 50¢ per day, Gusmao added: “ Independence
isnot [only] having aflag, having aPresident. It is useless if
we don’t make efforts to better the living standards of our
people.”

On the Indonesian side, despite strong public resentment
against the international intrigue that brought about the loss
of East Timor, the government and the military have taken up
Gusmao’ sappeal. Army Chief Gen. Endriartono Sutarto said
on May 4: “We should look to the future with East Timor as
our neighbor. We should be capable of forgetting the past,
and looking toward a better future.”

TheCrisisin Maluku

Thetwo most difficult crisis spotsremaining within Indo-
nesiatoday are Maluku and Aceh (Papuaisalso problematic,
but is generally moving ahead peacefully, despite the recent
murder of an indigenous leader). Maluku, the famous Spice
Islands, had been amodel for relatively peaceful coexistence
between the Muslim and Christian populations until the eco-
nomic collapse of 1998 provoked an outburst of communal
rage, leaving over 6,000 dead so far. Laskar Jihad, amilitant
Islamic group created in 2000 in Java, sent hundreds of its
recruits to Maluku to defend the Muslim population in the
violent confrontations there—which tended to make matters
worse. On the other side, British Baroness Caroline Cox and
others of the Lord Avebury set travelled to Maluku, sending
lying reports around the world that it was purely a case of
Muslims slaughtering Christians, and accusing the Indone-
sian government of complicity.

The government finally succeeded in establishing apeace
agreement in the region in February, which seemed to be
taking hold, except for the refusal of Laskar Jihad to send its
members back to Java. Nonetheless, the situation was rela-
tively calm until April 25, the anniversary of the founding of
the Republic of South Maluku (RMS), ashort-lived revolt by
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Malukans loyal to the colonial Dutch regime, who even
fought aongside the Dutch in Indonesia’s war for indepen-
dence. Remnants of this group, living in exile in the Nether-
lands, threatened to raise their flag on April 25, and renew
their rebellion. The government took strenuous measures to
prevent a provocation—all foreigners were forbidden entry
to the region, and the leader and 17 members of the RMS-
connected group were arrested. Nonetheless, severa flags
were rel eased on balloons, and the Laskar Jihad responded in
profile, holding militant rallies and calling for blood. Within
days, inoneof themost viciousattacks of the conflict, hooded
“ninja’ killers raided a Christian village, leaving 14 dead,
mostly women and children, in their beds.

The government has arrested Jaffar Umar Thalib, the
founder and leader of the Laskar Jihad, accusing him of incit-
ing the attack and threatening thelife of President Megawati.
It is also planning to put the Christian separatists on trial.
The entire Provincial legislature, Christian and Muslim, has
travelled to Jakarta to attempt to circumvent another explo-
sion, and Megawati has ordered an investigation. The most
promisingindication that further bloodshed may be prevented
isthat a CNN team that arrived in Maluku was sent packing.

Aceh: Another Difficult Problem

The bloody fighting in Aceh, where more than 10,000
people have died over the past 25 years, including 400 this
year, may finally be closeto asolution. In February, the gov-
ernment met in Genevawith representatives of the Free Aceh
Movement (GAM), where, for thefirst time, the GAM agreed
to drop its demand for independence and negotiate on the
basis of a special autonomy status within the Republic of
Indonesia—an unnegotiable condition in the eyes of Presi-
dent Megawati, who will not accept the dissolution of the
unified state established by her father. New talks are sched-
uled for May 9-10 in Geneva. For thefirst time, the two sides
have agreed to outside participants, in the form of three“wise
men.” These include: Gen. Anthony Zinni from the United
States, whoiscloseto Secretary of State Colin Powell (avoice
of relative sanity in the Bush Cabinet), and who was recently
Powell’ sspecial envoy tothe Mideast; former Foreign Minis-
ter of Thailand Surin Pitsuwan, who is not-so-fondly remem-
bered for his efforts to break the standing agreement among
Southeast Asian nations to honor each others' sovereignty;
and, most ominoudly, Lord Avebury, whom EIR has docu-
mented for many years as the primary British controller of
subversive operations against devel oping nations, with Indo-
nesiaone of hisprimary targets.

While the violence continues to be stoked by both sides
in Aceh, the potential for a settlement has reached a crucial
juncture. The greatest danger is that Anglo-American inter-
ests promoting a “Clash of Civilizations” will undermine a
settlement, in pursuit of their “ perpetual warfare” doctrine. If
Jakartarecognizesthat danger, in Aceh and elsewhere, it can
be circumvented.
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Lights Out for Energy
Privatization in Mexico
by Rubén Cota Meza

Defeat for Mexican President Vicente Fox’ s electricity dere-
gulation scheme, buried by thelesson of the Enron fiasco, has
beenfollowed by adefeat for any form of energy privatization
in Mexico. On April 24, several Senate committees voted to
throw out three legidative initiatives—one of them backed
by Fox himself—which sought to reform Articles 27 and
28 of the Constitution and to permit the privatization of the
national electricity system. The next day, the Mexican Su-
preme Court voted 8-3 that Fox’ s decree of May 2001, which
would have opened the door towhat hasbeen called the* silent
privatization” of electricity in Mexico, was unconstitutional,
and consequently was overturned. Both decisions effectively
“unplugged” the Fox government’s energy privatization
drive, at least for the moment.

These legidlative and judicial decisions were made after
months of an intense political battle—in which the
LaRouche-associated |bero-American Solidarity Movement
(MSIA) in Mexico, adong with EIR, played a critical role.
This fight has been to expose the fraud of privatization and
deregulation of electrical energy systems around the world,
and to preserve Mexico’ sright to own and manageits energy
system in conformity with the national interest, protected
fromthevoracious specul ation of the multinational energy pi-
rates.

All during 2001, the MSIA and EIR rel eased reports and
pamphlets, and conducted forums and conferences in cities
throughout Mexico, to warn of the fraudulent plans of the
energy pirates, as exemplified in the Enron scandal. When
Enron entered into bankruptcy last December, the political
capital of the MSIA and EIR soared.

Constitution at Stake

Withthisheightened credibility inside M exico, an Ameri-
can delegation put together by the L aRouche movement vis-
ited Mexico on April 15-17. In public and private meetings
with legislators, political and business leaders, and others,
the delegates called for “learning the lessons of the Enron
debacle,” and proposed putting an “ end to electricity privati-
zation” and “re-establishing regulation in the name of public
interest.” The delegation was headed by Nevada State Sen.
Joseph Neal, and Harley Schlanger, Western States spokes-
man for LaRouche’ s 2004 electoral campaign.

Lyndon LaRouche himself participated, via telephone,
and answered questions for over an hour, during an April 16
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conference hosted by the M SIA and attended by 100 govern-
ment officials, legislative advisers, labor leaders, business-
men, professionals, academics and students, in Mexico City
(seeEIR, April 26).

One week after this fruitful visit, Mexico's senators re-
jected, and ordered the permanent tabling of, thethree privati-
zation bills.

Thelegislative debate onthisfundamental question began
on April 16, at a session of the Senate attended by Senator
Neal and Schlanger, who were there as invited guests. At
that session, theruling National Action Party (PAN) issued a
declaration of war against the Mexican Constitution, through
itsmouthpiece Sen. Juan José Rodriguez Pratt, who described
the Constitution as “gibberish and ajuridical monster.” The
opponentsof el ectricity privatizationimmediately responded,
caling the PAN a“danger” and a“threat” to the existence of
Mexicoasasovereign nation. “1f they don’t likethe Constitu-
tion,” said opposition Sen. Manuel Bartlett, “they will have
to win a legidative mgjority, by vote, to overturn it; in the
meanwhile, they’ll just have to get used to it, and respect it.”

That very night, Schlanger and Senator Neal reported on
the Senate debate to a public audience, noting that Mexico
till retained “ agreat patriotic, moral, and nationalist reserve,”
and calling on the audience to preserve Mexico' s nationalist
legacy, soastohelp* changetheUnited Statesfromtheinside,
back to its own patriotic tradition and away from itsimperia
and plundering arrogance.”

In the Chamber of Deputies, speaking before legidative
members of the Energy Commission as well as the press,
Senator Neal and Schlanger offered a detailed picture of the
failure of electricity deregulation inside the United States,
and broadcast their message of not yielding to the pressures
and blackmail of the multinational energy pirates. “Enron,
Example of Neo-Libera Failure,” was the front-page head-
line of the daily Excélsior, and “Let'sNot Takethe U.S. asa
Model” wasthetitle of itseditorial on their comments. Radio
and TV news programs gave widespread coverage to Neal’s
and Schlanger’ s warnings, and six Mexico City dailies pub-
lished prominent articles on the story.

TheCourt GivesFox ‘an Electric Shock’

In 1992, then-President Carlos Salinas de Gortari won
passage of a new Public Service Law of Electrical Energy,
which allowed the participation of theprivate sector inenergy
generation. Industries could now install their own generating
plants, or form an association of industrieswith an electricity

To reach us on the Web:
www.larouchepub.com
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company which would supply them with electricity, and sell
up to 20% of its“surplus’ to the Federal Electricity Commis-
sion (CFE). However, in May 2001, President Fox issued
a decree reforming the Public Service Law, how making it
possible to sell up to “100% of surplus electricity” produced
by privategenerators, tothe CFE. With thenew formulaintro-
duced by Fox, it became impossible to distinguish between
“self-supply” and “surplus,” and the energy pirates raced to
“get on board,” to get their hands on this booty.

However, Sen. Manuel Bartlett raised a constitutional is-
sue, arguing that the President’ s decree overreached the pow-
ers of the Executive. His argument was presented to the Su-
preme Court in the name of the Congress, in July last year.

On April 25, the court ruled that Fox’ s decree constituted
“a fraud upon the law,” directly violating Article 27 of the
Constitution, which protects the public monopoly on el ectri-
cal energy generation for public service. The ruling deter-
mined that the Fox decree, through “a substantial change,
alters the concept of what is energy surplus, and permitsin
factandinlaw, the privatization of the public energy service.”

ThePiratesWon’t Surrender

The Fox government announced that it would accept the
Supreme Court finding, but at the same time said it would
persist inits effort to change the Constitution, to “ encourage
private sector participation in electrical energy generation.”

To achieve this objective, the government and the ruling
PAN party have launched a campaign of intimidation against
the population. For example, Agriculture Secretary Javier
Usabiaga called on the people of his state, Guangjuato, to
send letters to their congressmen calling for constitutional
reform and electricity privatization because, he said, other-
wise there “are going to be blackouts” in the city in three or
four years, and“youwon’t beabletowatchyour soap operas.”

In the forefront of this campaign isthe former PRI Sena-
tor, and now PAN member, Sen. Juan José Rodriguez Pratts,
asponsor of the constitutional reform bill defeated April 24.
Rodriguez Pratts said that “aware that we can no longer re-
form the Constitution,” and that “we cannot put forward any
new hills by ourselves,” the PAN would now “bet on the
flexibility” of the PRD party proposal, which would open
loopholes to permit private investment in energy production
in the modes called “co-generation” and “self-supply”; i.e.,
when companies supposedly produce electricity “for them-
selves,” but are then allowed to sell the surplus.

InMexico, theindustrial sector consumes60% of electric-
ity produced nationally. The PRD’s electricity bill proposes
that that 60% not be considered apublic service, and that its
production be allowed to be covered by the private sector.

Despite the assault by President Fox and his PAN party,
the energy pirates failed to seize control of the ship. Now,
withthe“fl exibility” of theleftist PRD party, they are hoping
to start with that 60%, on the assumption that therest will fall
into their hands sooner or |ater.
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Ontario’s Sell-Off of
Hydro One Stopped

by Eric Alexander and
Marcia Merry Baker

On May 1, what was to have been the biggest Initial Public
Offering in Canadian history—theintended C$5 billion (U.S.
$3.2billion) sell-off by theProvince of Ontario, of itselectric-
ity transmission grid Hydro One, Inc.—was postponed,
amidst growing public furor against energy deregulation.
However, the same day, aderegulated provincial market be-
gan for wholesale el ectricity trading. The conclusion? Noth-
ing is settled.

At issueisone of the largest power systems on the conti-
nent. The battle pits growing public outrage against some of
the most wily elements of the “British-American-Canadian”
financia club, who have long schemed to carve up, and sell
off the government-owned company, Ontario Hydro, the par-
ent of Hydro One.

Adding potential to alter the course of Ontario events, are
developments such as the Mexican Senate halting electricity
deregulation in that nation, in their 42-28 vote on April 24;
and the Mexican Supreme Court’ s April 25 ruling that power
deregulation is unconstitutional .

Then thereis the raunchy documention pouring forth, on
how Enron, Dynegy, El Paso, and other dereg firms, bilked
Cadliforniaof several millionsof dollars, the pioneer of power
deregulation. Canada’ swestern province of Albertawasalso
thwacked with California-style energy hyperinflation last
year, directly asaresult of deregulation.

How can Ontario dare proceed with energy deregulation
in the face of these proven facts, which sufficed to convince
Mexico's lawmakers? That is the political question of the
hour in the Province.

Ontario Hydro Prepped for theKill

Two years ago, the Lyndon LaRouche Presidential cam-
paign focussed intensely on the swindle nature of energy
deregulation. Over the 2000-2001 period of the California
debacle, the campaign issued millions of exposé documents
in California and internationally—especially in Mexico—
to mobilizeto stop the power scams. Collaboratorsin Canada
are now circulating the need-to-know facts of the deregula-
tion hoax to key policymakers in Ontario and Ottawa.

Demanding deregulation, regardless of the California
and Enron record, are such Wall Street/City of London/Bay
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Street (Toronto) voices as the Toronto Globe and Mail.
“Don’'t Fear the Deregulation Reaper,” was their lead edito-
rial on May 2, stating, “The bogeyman has arrived. And so
far, he ain't so bad [referring to electricity trading on May
1].. .. Ontarians till face significant questions, most notably
the future ownership structure of Hydro One, the power-
transmission company the Ontario government may or may
not sell.”

In 1998, the Ontario legislature passed the “Electricity
Competition Act of 1998,” to initiate the deregulation and
privatization of Ontario Hydro—not only the largest in
Canada, but also a significant supplier of power to the U.S.
grid. When Ontario Hydro had been formed in 1906, it was
to ensurereliable public service, by regulating it under direct
government ownership. Over the decades following World
War Il, it grew into a world-class system, with modern
nuclear plants and technologies. Then, in recent decades, a
network of Wall Street/City of London operatives nested in
Ontario Hydro, using it as a political power base, and also
“restructuring” the company into the ground, only to then
say in the 1990s: “Privatization is the only answer.”

This take-down plot was described in detail by Sydney
White, in her article against the passage of the Ontario
deregulation law, in Discourse & Disclosure, November-
December 1998, entitled, “Mission Accomplished, Amidst
Stealth and Deceit; Legalized Robbery of the Public’'s
Largest Asset, Ontario Hydro.” She pointed out that over
the five-year period from 1993 to 1998, some 12,000 jobs
were cut from Ontario Hydro. Therewas " whol esale destruc-
tion of technical staff,” and such assets as the nuclear power
generation were not properly maintained.

White asked, of all the downsizing, “How was this gross
inefficiency accomplished, and by whom? It was accom-
plished by Maurice Strong when he was head of Ontario
Hydro, with the aid of John C. Wilson, a member of the
slash-and-burn *Hospital Restructuring Commission’ and of
Ernst & Young” accounting firm. White documents the fi-
nancial and political associations and methods of these indi-
viduals.

As of 1998, Ontario Hydro had some $38 hillions in
debt; the Province of Ontario itself had similarly sizable
debts. Throughout the 1990s, the public had been told, in
standard Thatcherite terms, that privatization and deregula-
tion would pay down these debts, get cheaper electricity,
bring efficiency, encourage “aternative” energy, and alow
competition. In Ontario, this was called by conservative
Premier Mike Harris, and his then Finance Minister Ernie
Eves (now Ontario’s Premier), the “Common Sense Revo-
lution.”

Privatization and Deregulation Started

By 2000, Ontario Hydro was reorganized into five sepa-
rate companies, in preparation for sell-off to the “markets.”
This privatization plan was worked out by an agency called
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SuperBuild, created in the Ontario Finance Ministry, tofocus
on privatization of public assets. Consultants to SuperBuild
were CIBC World Markets and Goldman Sachs. Personally
involved during thisentire processwas Ernie Eves, who, after
serving asFinance Minister, spent last year with Crédit Suisse
First Boston, part of the syndicate planning to privatize Hy-
dro One.

Theideaof the super-schemewasthat, asof May 1, 2002,
Hydro One—the electricity transmission grid of the prov-
ince—was to be sold off in sharesto private investors; other
parts of the destructured Ontario Hydro would follow in the
future.

The ruckus against the sell-off broke out in April. Justice
Arthur Gans, of the Ontario Superior Court, ruled on April
19 against the 1PO, as illegal, stating that the government
had no authority to go through with the privatization, because
the legislature had not approved the sale of state property.
The bombshell ruling came in response to a lawsuit against
the privatization, filed by two unions: the Canadian Union
of Public Employees, and the Communications, Energy and
Paperworkers. The government pursued counter-action.

Public Hearings

Under pressure, Premier Eveswasforced to agreeto pub-
lic meetings. On April 29, at the first public meeting on On-
tarioHydro’ sfate, the public wasbarred, becausethe Conser-
vatives said the room was too small! The morning of April
30, at the second meeting, the public stormed through the
door, against an attempt to restrict a participation. A furious
Conservative Energy Minister Chris Stockwell walked out.
The opposition party |eaders present, then took over and held
ahearing.

Amidst al the fuss, Eves faced a by-election on May 2,
to return to the legislature and retain his premiership. “ Alter-
natives’ to the sell-off were floated, and on May 1, the IPO
was postponed. Stockwell said on April 30, that privatization
of Hydro One would proceed, but in a different form—per-
haps a “long-term lease,” rather than an outright sale. Eves
said that the government would also |ook into the idea of an
“income trust,” where the government would retain owner-
ship of Hydro One, but would sell units to investors, who
wouldreceiveaportion of the company’ scash flow. Theunits
could belisted onthe Toronto Stock Exchange; theplan could
expirein 25 years.

Eves won his seat on May 2, by running in the rock-
Conservative riding (district) of Dufferin-Peel-Wellington-
Grey. Even there, polls showed that constituents were 70%
against privatization of Hydro One, but would “give Eves a
chance’ to find an alternative to sell-off.

Wall Street islessforbearing: Pro-deregulation journalist
Andrew Willis, columnist of “ Streetwise” for the Globe and
Mail, warned Eves after his election, to get on with privati-
zation.
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The ‘Misfortune 500’
Lead U.S. ‘Recovery’

by Art Ticknor and Richard Freeman

The U.S. economic recovery has become truly an extraordi-
nary thing, filling the Springtime with such statistical finery
of surprising percentage points, shimmering del usionsof con-
fidence, and spreading tendenciesto improve, that Fed Chair-
man Alan “Greenspin” can’t contain his“frabjousjoy.” But
asone stock analyst’s newsletter put it, in hisownway, “The
economy looks great, but businessisterrible.” Indeed, when
one but looks at the forward-marching ranks of the army of
the American recovery, they arefilled, shoulder to shoulder,
with massed layoffs, grim-faced collapsed stock and pension
plans, grizzled bankrupts, vacant-eyed ex-steel plants, new-
made junk-bonders, and silently cancelled capital spending
plans. Thesearetheranksof the* Misfortune500,” America's
corporate leaders, and thetalethey tell isone of economic de-
pression.

TheMisfortune500areaforlornbunch, and don't hesitate
to ask for sympathy and public bailouts, even while continu-
ing the private money-printing, debt-concealment and other
accounting frauds which have exposed the 1990s boom for a
thorough illusion. In early May, Worldcom, the second-
largest U.S. long-distance communications company with
15,000 layoffs under its belt, became a veritable penny stock
and an actua junk-bond-rated company, while its founder,
Bernard Ebbers, mournfully resigned as CEO.

General Motors—15,000ayoffsover thepast year—sees
afuture just as grim, and holds objectives just as crazy. To
“help meet our goal of earning $10 a share mid-decade,” it
plansto cut $2 billionfromitsNorth American material costs,
$1.3 billion from its manufacturing, engineering, and health-
carebudgets, and $1 billionfrom capita spending, executives
told securities analysts at a meeting in Detroit on March 19.
Engineering staffs will be slashed, in favor of unscientific,
and deadly, “benchmarking”; less expensive generic drugs
will bepromoted; and thenumber of supplierswill bereduced.

[1 LAROUCHE IN 2004 [

www.larouchein2004.com

Paid for by LaRouche in 2004.
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Some Statistical Finery

Yet at the same time, Cisco Systems, a big vendor to
Worldcom which has 8,500 layoffs of its own, electrified the
stock market for a day by simply leaving a $1.9 billion ex-
pense out of its so-called pro-forma earnings report and ap-
pearing to have made money!

America’ s layoff leaders, according to a report from the
outplacement firm of Challenger, Gray and Christmas, have
eliminated 670,000 jobsin just thelast four months, January-
April—precisely the months of the vaunted 5.8% increase of
GDP. The corporate sector’s capital investment, as awhole,
hasfallen each of thelast five quarters. Just how U.S. govern-
ment statistics manage to make theillusion of recovery from
this, is partly indicated in the latest unemployment report,
for April.

During April, official unemployment rose by avery large
483,000, t08.594 millionworkers, the Department of Labor’s
Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) reported on May 3. Both
that level, and the official unemployment rate of 6.0%, are at
their highest in eight years. The May 3 BLS report showed
that manufacturing employment had fallen by 1.742 million
payroll jobsin 22 months, and is still falling.

Yet, in reporting on the employment situation in April,
every mediaoutlet, from Bloomberg to Reuters, stressed the
alleged 43,000 gain in non-farm employment in the “ estab-
lishment data seriesfor April,” asif it gainsaid the big unem-

ployment jump; they failed to report the increase of 483,000
workers on unemployment. This 43,000 “jobs gain” was a
fraud as sad as the Misfortune 500 themsel ves.

In February, the BLS had reported ajobs gain aswell, of
66,000—only to reviseit downward amonth later, to al oss of
2,000jobs. ItsMarchfigures, aswell, had originally appeared
withajobsgain, of 58,000—but thistoo, isnow revised down
to aloss of 21,000 jobs in March. Thus, aready we see a
reported “gain” of 124,000 payroll jobs, revealed by later
revisions to be aloss of 23,000 jobs: an “error” in the rose-
colored direction of nearly 150,000 in just two months. Can
there be much doubt that April’s 43,000 “gain” is destined
for revisionin May? This pattern of statistical show could be
kept up for quite awhile under the media s affectionate gaze,
were it not that the sad state of the Misfortune 500 keeps
erupting to view.

During the 22 months ended in April 2002, our leading
“Misfortune 500" have eliminated more than 900,000 jobs,
while the economy as a whole has lost more than 2 million,
including the 670,000 lost during just the last four months of
blooming “recovery.” Table 1 shows some of theranksof the
Misfortune500 asthey marchtowardtheir bankruptcy. Thisis
thereal color of the U.S. economy, and an overall bankruptcy
reorganization of the finance and banking system, to save
what is left of the U.S. productive capacity, as Lyndon
LaRouche has proposed, isthe only thing that will work.

TABLE 1

Job Cuts by the ‘Misfortune 500,” Since July 2000

Manufacturing

General Electric 75,000 Motorola

Boeing 38,600 Nortel Networks
Ford Motor Co. 35,000 Lucent
DaimlerChrysler 28,700 Solectron

Delphi Automotive 17,600 Verizon
Honeywell 16,000 JDS Uniphase
General Motors 15,000 WorldCom

VF Corp. 13,000 Xerox

Dana Corp. 11,000 Qwest

Procter & Gamble 9,600 ADC Telecom
Mitsubishi 9,500 Compag Computer
Goodyear 9,400 Ericsson
SaralLee 8,400 Cisco Systems
Unilever 8,000 Agilent

Kraft 7,500 Unisys

DuPont 7,300 SBC Communications
Lear Corp. 6,500 Gateway

Alcoa 6,500 Hewlett-Packard
Whirlpool 6,000 Corning

United Technologies 5,000 Philips Electronics
3M 5,000 Eastman Kodak
Dow Chemical 4,500 Sprint
International Paper 4,415 Dell Computer
Burlington 4,000 Intel

Deere & Co. 2,225 AT&T

Telecom/Information Tech

Retail
48,400 Montgomery Ward 28,000
48,000 K-mart 22,000
46,000 Sears 7,300
20,850 Federated 6,000
17,000 J.C. Penney 5,565
16,000
15,250 Financial
13,600 Merrill Lynch 23,000
11,000 American Express 14,200
9,600 Citigroup 11,150
9,000 Aetna 11,000
9,000 Andersen 7,000
8,500
8,000 Airlines
8,000 UAL Corp. 20,000
8,000 AMR Corp. 19,200
7,750 Delta Air Lines 13,000
7,700 Continental 11,000
7,575 US Airways11,000
7,000
6,500
6,000
5,700
5,000
5,000

Sources: CBSMarketWatch, MSNBC, Forbes.
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Brazil's Debt: Trying
To Conceal the Abyss

by Adriano Benayon

Theauthor isa professor at the University of Brasilia, witha
PhD in Economics from the University of Hamburg, Ger-
many. Dr. Benayon has been a diplomat, and consultant to
the Federal Senate of Brazil.

In election years, making up news becomes an even more
intense and widespread practice than usual. Through whole-
sale production of illusions, the Brazilian media and its
sources are trying to exorcise the ghost of Argentina, where
theformerly overvalued currency droppedtothebottom. Here
and there social and economic decay rushes forward, while
discredited governmentskeep asking the I nternational Mone-
tary Fund (IMF) for more of the same poison that has been
wearing out both economies.

Brazil's Central Bank released data according to which
public expenditures on debt interest amounted to 86.4 billion
realsin 2001 ($39.3 billion at the current rate of 2.2 reals per
dollar). That is 7.6% of the Gross Domestic Product. But the
true numbers arefar greater. Just the domestic public debt of
securities in private hands reached the equivalent of $300
billion by the end of 2001. About $82 hillion thereof are
indexed to the dollar. With an interest rate that averaged over
20% per annum on a debt stock which averaged $272 hillion,
interest payments in 2001 reached $55 billion (10.6% of
GDP).

Cover-Up of Real Foreign Debt

And that is only a part of the total domestic debt. The
Central Bank holds the equivalent of $80 billion of Federal
Treasury securities, which means that a corresponding mass
of money has been emitted by the Central Bank. That is on
top of the official money supply, and many other obligations
of theFederal Treasury, suchastheguaranteed savingsdepos-
its and accounts, the official social security fund (Fundo de
Garantia de Tempo de Servico), and those of the so-called
workers support fund (Fundo de Amparo ao Trabalhador).
All these monies are used to subsidize the financial positions
of the foreign and the local oligarchies at the expense of the
workers, to whom the money technically belongs.

The official foreign debt was the object of extensive cos-
metic cover-up in 2001. The loans of foreign-based transna-
tional corporations (TNCs) to their local Brazilian subsidiar-
ies are now considered as foreign direct investment (FDI)

12 Economics

in the officia calculations. This trick “reduced” the official
foreign debt, but not the de facto foreign liabilities, which
include FDI. Furthermore, other omissions contribute to
shrink the official foreign debt, albeit not the real one.

Thus, the official foreign debt went down from $237 bil-
lion at the end of 2000 to $192.4 billion at the beginning of
the current year. (It was not much over $100 billion at theend
of 1994.) An actual reduction of Brazil’ sforeign debt during
2001 could not have occurred, since the current account defi-
cit remained on the same level, and the incoming FDI
dropped significantly.

Not eventhe Central Bank’ snumbers support the version
of an improvement in the foreign accounts. These official
statistics distinguish between “service” payments and “ capi-
tal income.” Thelatter encompassesinterest paymentsandthe
officially acknowledged profits of transnational corporations
and banks. But, the truth of the matter is that the real profits
of FDI are also transferred abroad through several “service”
accounts, as well as via overpriced imports and underpriced
exports. Even considering “ capital income” only, the deficit
amounted to arecord $19.7 billion. Moreover, the combined
deficit of services and capital income increased to $27.5 bil-
lion, in spite of the economic slump and the exchangerate de-
preciation.

Inshort, thevulnerability grew, and sowehavethevicious
cycle of dependence on the very source of the deterioration:
foreign capital, especially foreign direct investment. For that
matter, it is more important to understand the source of the
debt than to assess its size and growth. For example, what
happenswhen the current account deficit iscovered by aposi-
tivebalancein the capital account (i.e., aninflow of loansand
other financing plus FDI)?

The answer: Remittances of huge profits reaped by the
TNCs from the captive domestic market and foreign trade
operations, cause the current account deficit to be chronic.
For just thelast fiveyears, thisoutflow totalled $137.1 billion,
financial resourcestransferred from Brazil permanently: Bid
them farewell. The country will never see them again.

The opposite holds for the capital account. The positive
balance on capital account meansthat: 1) in the case of loans
and financing, there is a corresponding accretion of foreign
debt and of thecreditshel d by foreign banksand corporations;
2) FDI takes over from Brazilian capital in the production of
goods, mineral deposits, and real estate. All of this becomes
foreign property.

TheMultiplier of Foreign Capital’sDrain

But, the actua situation iseven worse, because the effec-
tive growth of capital as transnational firms' assets occurs
as a large multiple of the sums registered as FDI, and an
even greater multiple of the foreign currency brought into
the country. Registered FDI totals $170 hillion, which is
35% of GDP. Although the contribution of foreign direct
investment to real production has not corresponded even to

EIR May 17, 2002



World Total, ‘Emerging Markets’: Foreign
Debt, Official vs. Real
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Thischart, published in an Ibero-American debt study in EIR on
Feb. 8, 2002, illustrates worldwide, the kind of debt fraud
dissected here for Brazl, by Dr. Benayon. Both “ domestic debt”
and “ foreign direct investment” have become de facto foreign debt
through the operations of the globalized “ freetrade” system and
IMF control of credit and currency conditions.—Dennis Small

1990 1999

itsregistered value, it has acquired control over the economy
at least four times greater than that value—i.e., something
like 150% of GDP.

Thehistorical capital/output ratioinBrazil is2.5. In other
words, on average, 2.5 unitsof capital yield 1 unit of produc-
tion. So, for $500 hillion of GDP, the capital stock should be
about $1.25trillion. Over 60% of that, or $750billion, already
belongs to transnational corporations. This is 4.3 times the
registered value of FDI, including reinvestment.

In order to understand why the multiplier is so great, the
following should be taken into account: 1) companies based
on local capital have an unsustainable situation because the
neo-liberal economic model frequently forcestheir ownersto
sell them for almost nothing; 2) magnificent assets of state
companies are handed over for nothing, or at negative prices,
since the government grantsthe transnationals avast array of
subsidies, such asfinancing at favored rates, tax exemptions
and credits. All of thisispaid for by the Brazilian people, and
the name of theracket is* privatization”; and 3) transnational
corporations active in Brazil wipe out all local competitors,
since they employ physical capital and technology at zero
cost, fully amortized abroad by salesinlarge markets. Asthey
gainmonopoly positions, they exploit thelocal market at will.
The bulk of the gains are transferred abroad, and there till
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remains some money to reinvest. But actual investment isa
pittance, compared to the impressive sums of registered in-
vestment.

Thus, for Brazil, accepting foreign capital entails, anong
other things, aggravating the problem that itsadvocatesclaim
to solve: the trade deficit. Interest expenses grow with the
foreign debt. And, more important, the deficit is caused
mainly by the remittances of the transnational corporations,
i.e., by foreign direct investment. To that end, they use over
ten different line items of the services account, as well as
transfer-pricinginimportsand exports. Therefore, thegreater
the control of industry and trade by transnational corpora-
tions, the greater will be the current account deficit.

Debt Spiral Asin Argentina

Under such conditions, besides deteriorating steadily
over the long term, the economy aso periodicaly lurches
towards the abyss: for instance, when the debt approaches
a level which causes doubt about the country’s ability to
pay the debt service, or when foreign investment diminishes
or leaves for any reason. Both events cause the already high
interest rates on the internal debt to increase further, which
in turn leads to higher risk spreads on the foreign debt’s
interest. As a result, the debt stock grows faster, and debt
service becomes unsustainable. Furthermore, all of that leads
to devaluations, whichin turn cause anincrease of theforeign
debt as measured in the nationa currency, pushing up the
domestic debt, due to the appreciation of securities indexed
to the dollar.

All of that stranglesnon-finance expenditures. Thousands
of examplesillustratethat, such asthestory of theolder public
health workers in the city of Belém. Asked why they had
failed to detect the presence of the mosquito Aedes aegypti,
carrier of the dengue virus, as was their responsibility, the
men pointed out that their wages did not permit them to buy
eyeglasses.

When the collapse deepens, asin Argenting, governments
often apply to the IMF for “help,” which exacts further cuts
in non-finance expenditures and tax increases. All of that
causes income and production to fall. As a result, the gap
between the economic means of payment and the size of debt
and its service grows and grows. Thisis more than avicious
circle: Itisaspiral, wherethedimensionsof the problem grow
at every turn.

The above analysis demonstrates that what is happening
in Argentinais not far from Brazil’ s doorstep. One wonders
why Argentina has not yet swept aside the political and eco-
nomic system that is destroying it. Instead, government offi-
ciascontinueto humiliate themsel ves and the country before
the IMF, begging it to inflict more punishment upon the peo-
ple, as though the latter had been the cause of the misery
created by the economic model and the IMF. That misery in
fact comesfromidolatry: of thedollar and theillusory inflows
of foreign capital.
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The Middle East
Blow-Back Effect

by Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.

Thefollowing is an edited transcript of Lyndon LaRouche’ s opening remarksto a
Washington, D.C. seminar and international webcast on May 1, 2002, sponsored
by LaRouchein 2004, his Presidential campaign committee.

My subject today is focussed on the question of the horror show, in the danger to
civilization, which is expressed in the Middle East crisis. And also, to indicate the
possibilities of solution for that crisis. However, the Middle East crisis is not a
crisis of the Middle East; nor was it created in the Middle East; nor is it the creation

of protagonistsin the Middle East. This isaworld crisis, which, for various strategic
reasons, has exploded in the Middle East, threatens to spread out throughout that
region, and threatens, under present circumstances, to bring an end, for generations
to come, to civilization, worldwide, as we have known it.

Some of the things | will say today, which are not generally said publicly,
coincide with the views of many of the people from around the world—not only
critics in the Arab sector, but others, in Europe and elsewhere. But nonetheless, no
one else says it, no one else in a position, with the voice to make it heard, says it
publicly. As you know, if you've looked at your Congressman recently, in the
United States, and have watched him going away, and you look at their back, in
your mind’s eye, you see a sign on their back: “Space for rent.” This is the general
situation with the parties, in politics, in the United States today.

So therefore, in the mud and slime of existing U.S. palitics, in the confusion
and chaos and insanity which comes out of the teleprompter which the President
reads, and similar kinds of things, where is there a solution? Where is there a
clear voice defining policy? Nowhere, in general. And no one from inside the
United States.

One of the problems here, which | will make a bit clearer today, is very few
people, evenn the United States, know what the United States is, and what its
problems are. Many people would like to defend the United States, but they don't
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know what they’re defending, and sometimes, they pick the
wrong side, when they choose acause. My job isto makethat
clear to you.

The context for this, which | will addressfirst, and then |
will cometo the Middle East matter itself, later—the context
for this crisis today, is that the world as a whole, especially
European civilization, extended globally, is experiencing
presently, the worst and most dangerous crisisin the history
of Europe, since the 1648 Treaty of Westphalia. No crisis,
including the wars of thelast century, was as severe and dan-
gerous to civilization as what you' re seeing reflected in the
Middle East crisis, today. Thisis the one crisis which could
destroy modern history, for generationsto come.

And, asyou see, wehaveno President of theUnited States.
We have an elected President—not elected, probably, but
inaugurated, anyway, despite all the misunderstandings, and
whatnot. | think, actually, Al Goreinaugurated him, because
Al Gorecould havewonthee ectionin Arkansas, but hechose
to ignore Arkansas, perhaps because it had something to do
with Bill Clinton—and went to Floridainstead, and threw the
election away in Florida, where he had it won in Arkansas, if
he' d not wasted his money on Florida. So, he actually gave
the election to President Bush. And he is now a creature of
the past, and let’ s hope he remains that way.

But, the problem is—it goes deeper: that since 1964, with
one exception, no President of the United States, has, on a
matter of grave strategic importance, expressed the actual
interestsof the United States, except for oneincident by Presi-
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addresses the webcast
onMay 1. “Whenl|
speak, people listen.
They may not likeit, but
they listen. So | usethe
voicel have, and the
influence | have, to try to
force peopleto face the
truth about the
situation.”

dent Reagan, onthe SDI, intheearly 1980s. Since 1964, since
President Johnson pushed through the Civil Rights legisla-
tion, no President of the United States, with theone exception
of Reagan’ ssupport of the SDI, has spokeninamanner which
is consistent with the actual, fundamental interests of the
United States. For exampl e, youhad the Suez Crisis: President
Eisenhower acted in the interests of the United States, and he
understood them.

FDR’sPost-War Vision

Now, what I’ ve described asthe problem here: Attheend
of thewar, after Roosevelt had died, the United States turned
away, in large degree, from the commitments which Roose-
velt had, from the path he trod, and from the post-war world
we would have had, had he lived. Roosevelt, for example,
was for the abolition of colonialism, immediately, at the end
of the war. The United States emerged from the end of the
war, as the only world power, as the only power, built out of
the wreckage that wasleft by Coolidge and Mellon, from the
Depression. There was no other power on this planet. And
Roosevelt intended to use that power, as he told Churchill, to
bring about a new system in the world, one not based on the
18th-Century policiesof Adam Smith and the British, onenot
based on col onialism; but to usethe power of theUnited States
to effect theimmediate liberation of all colonies. And to use
the policies of the American System, the anti-Adam Smith
policies, to rebuild, and build the economies of the world,
with U.S. backing. That was taken down: Under Truman,
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colonialism was restored at the point of a bayonet, with the
backing of the United States, and on the instruction of the
British government.

However, we did have a system that worked somewhat.
The post-war monetary system, which had many features of
Roosevelt’ spolicy continued init, wasavery successful pol-
icy, for about 20 years, until about the middle of the 1960s.
The United States prospered, in acontinued recovery, despite
all the mistakes of Arthur Burns' influence on President Ei-
senhower, and so forth, the United States prospered economi-
cally. The conditions of life for most citizensimproved. Op-
portunitiesincreased.

The same was done in Europe, with U.S. cooperation,
with theideas of Jean Monnet of France, who was an admirer
and collaborator of Franklin Roosevelt. The same thing hap-
pened in Japan, and to some degree, in South and Central
America. But theperiodthen, even despite Truman, and under
Eisenhower, and despite his mistakes, was a period of prog-
ress for most of the world. Then, it suddenly changed. The
change came after Eisenhower’ sdeath. And it becameworse,
and worse, and worse.

Here's what happened: Look back at the history of the
United States. The United States was a creation of Europe.
That, after the period of religious wars, from about 1511 to
1648 in Europe, the hope of building a modern sovereign
form of nation-statein Europe had goneinto the rubbish pile,
into the ditch. So, on the basis of the Treaty of Westphalia, in
1648, therewasan effort to beginto build up sovereign nation-
statesin Europe. However, the rubble |eft over from the reli-
giouswars, and from thefeudalist interests, and things of that
sort, prevented this from being successful in Europe.

So, during the course of the 17th Century, and especialy
the 18th Century, more and more of theintellectual leadership
of Europe, from many countries—France, from England,
from Russia, included, from Germany—focussed on the
United States, or what became the United States, as the hope
of building, in North America, the kind of republic which
European civilization had aspired to build on the basis of the
wreckage of the Roman Empire and feudalism. These people
concentrated on us, educated our people, imported their peo-
ple to assist usin building this republic. And we built, what
is still, to this day, in terms of its congtitutional design, the
only true sovereign nation-staterepublic on thisplanet, which
wasdescribed by L afayette asa*temple of liberty and beacon
of hope for all mankind.” Which it was. And which it does
remain, at least in the wishes, if not the reality, for many
peopletoday.

We are till a power—we don’'t deserve it, but we are.
That is, we have the capacity, as a nation, because of our
historic authority—not because of our present government,
or our recent habits—but because of our historic authority, to
intervene in world affairs, not as a dictator, but as a mora
influence and a power, to cause things to happen for good,
which otherwise could not happen.
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Thecaseinthe Middle East istypical of that: If the Presi-
dent of the United States would find the gumption and the
wisdom to intervene in the Middle East, this horror show
would stop immediately. Not because the United States has
the physical power to suppress what Sharon is doing, but
becauseif the United Statestook that position, thenthenations
of Europe who want that result, would rally to, and cooperate
with the United States, other parts of the world would rally to
and cooperate with the United States, and the entire world, or
most of it, would, as if one with crushing blow, stop this
murder in the Middle East now, and bring about peace.

Our problem is: How do we bring that about, with this
President, thisinaugurated President? And that’ swhat | want
to lay before you today. The problem exists—I'Il turn to the
problem, theworst manifestation of it. Solutionsexist, at least
on paper, as ideas; I've worked since 1975 to try to bring
about Middle East peace, and looking back on that period,
over 25 years, | made no mistakes: What | said thenisvalid
today. What others did to the same or similar effect isvalid
still today. What has been lacking isthewill and the authority
to put that into place and into work. My concernis, therefore:
How do we implement the solution realistically, not how do
we simply propose, once again, a solution that | and others
have been proposing, rightly and justly, for over 25 years?

The‘Perpetual War’ Faction

Thisisthe problem: At theend of thewar, the sameforces
which hated Roosevelt, Franklin Roosevelt, seized control in
the United States—not totally—those of uswho had returned
from the war wouldn’'t have put up with it. We had remem-
bered the war; we had been uplifted by Roosevelt and what
he represented; many of ushad rediscovered thelegacy of the
American Revolution in our history. We wouldn’t have put
up with it. But, we became fat, and lazy, and corrupt. Men
returning—remember, 16 million of us were in military ser-
vice during the war, at the high point. We returned after ap-
proximately fiveyearsin U.S. involvement inthiswar, to start
families, or to build families. Married couples would decide
to have children at about that time. We began to move into
suburbia, asin these L evittown shacksout there, in the potato
fields outside of New York City, to build up suburban life,
and other kinds of life. Women, who had had their husbands
inthewar, said, “No, you’' ve got to do everything to catch up
for five yearsof lost time. We' ve got to make the babies now.
We've got to have the schools for them now. We've got to
have ahouse now. We' ve got to have this now.”

And, they had akind of “now generation,” which became
the Baby Boomer generation. They went to universities, not
to get knowledge, but to get ajob, a better job. And so, they
became corruptible. And so they were corrupted. | saw it all.
| hated it then. | hate it more today, when | see what the
outcome was.

What happenedintheUnited Stateswas, acertainfaction,
whose legacy is the Confederate States of America, typified
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by the Nashville Agrarians, led by a virtual member of the
Confederacy, William Y andell Elliott, united with certain fi-
nancial circlesin Boston, in New Y ork, and Washington, and
elsewhere, to conceive of an anti-Roosevelt world, an anti-
Franklin Roosevelt world. Their conception was this: If the
power of the United States could be joined and controlled by
the power of the United Kingdom, of Great Britain, then,
we could create an English-speaking world empire, modelled
somewhat on the Roman Empire, but with British-financier
characteristics, as opposed to Roman characteristics. Then
we could rule the world, we could put military force to work,
to control nations in the way that Ancient Rome had con-
trolled nationswith itslegions, and its policies, and religious
wars, and ethnic wars. This policy became known, in the
course of the 1950s, as the “utopian” policy. It was a policy
of leading banking firms and law firms, accounting firmsin
New Y ork City, and in Washington, D.C., and in Boston.
These people were conjoined with a faction inside the
U.S. military, centered around the buildup of the Defense
Department, around what became the RAND Corporation,
became the various foundations which dominate United
States policy-making today. So these foundations and finan-
cierinterestsandlaw firmsand soforth, together withacertain
faction in the military, set out to transform the United States
and theworld, on amodel in the distant past, on the tradition
of the Roman Empire—an English-speaking world, largely,
and also modelled, in military policy, on both the Roman
legions, and aso, the Waffen-SS, the Nazi Waffen-SS.

The Changein Military Policy

So, the change in direction occurred then. What hap-
pened—the changesin military policy?Y ou had thefiring of
MacArthur, who was the best commander the United States
hadinWorld War |1. He conquered moreterritory, with fewer
losses, both to U.S. forces, and to their Japanese opposition,
over ashorter period of time, relatively speaking, than anyone
elseinmodern history. Probably, the most successful military
commander in modern history. He becamethe overseer, soto
speak, of Japan. And hedid not haveto use nuclear bombson
Japan—he’ d never use them. This came from London and
Washington. Truman decided to drop the bomb. There was
no military need for dropping those bombs. Ever. Japan had
been successfully blockaded by an aerial and naval blockade.
And Japan, which depends upon imports of raw materialsfor
itsexistence, the United States, principally, had so effectively
blockaded Japan from the air and the sea, that the military
faction, which was still in opposition to the Emperor Hirohi-
to’ s determination to surrender, would have to give up soon.

SotheU.S. policy, inthe Summer of 1945, under MacAr-
thur, was not to drop bombs. The policy was to sit. Not to
attack a defeated nation. Standard military policy: Never at-
tack a defeated enemy—you might start anew war. But Wash-
ington was not happy. The utopians were not happy. They
wanted to use those bombs. They had intended to drop them
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on Berlin; if Berlin had not surrendered by the end of June
1945, Berlin would have been obliterated, with one or two
nuclear bombs. That wasU.S. policy. But Berlin surrendered.
Hitler surrendered—or, didn’t surrender, but the Germans
surrendered. They couldn’t use the bombs. So, they said let’s
drop them on Japan. They dropped them on Hiroshima and
Nagasaki.

One of the reasons they dropped them, was to take the
credit for thevictory away from DouglasMacArthur, because
theissuewasmilitary policy. DouglasMacArthur represented
thetraditional military policy of modern civilized society, the
policy of the United States, the policy of Lazare Carnot of
France, who was one of the great revolutionaries in making
modern military policy, the policy of Gerhardt Scharnhorst
of Germany. Thiswasthemilitary policy of theUnited States,
especialy after Lincoln's victory. MacArthur represented
that policy. President Eisenhower, with all his wavering on
some political-economicissues, nonethel ess, represented that
same tradition and that same policy.

What happened? The firing of MacArthur, which was or-
dered by thefinancier interests of London and New Y ork—it
was a set-up—resulted in what? A no-win war in Korea,
which has not been ended, in fact, to the present day. The
issue about Korean policy is. The President of South Korea,
with the encouragement of President Clinton, at a certain
point, proposed anew policy for the Koreas, for the effective
reunification, as a process of cooperation between North and
South Korea. But the Korean War continued to the present
day. And those who still put North Korea on the list of the
“Axis of Evil” are actually expressing that determination to
have a perpetual war in Asia, called Korea. They probably
wouldliketodoitinIndochina, wherethey did makeaperpet-
ual war, based on the precedent of Korea, after the successful
assassination of President Kennedy.

What they’ ve donein Iraq is a perpetual war. They went
inand conducted awar against Irag: Thewar hasnever ceased.
Peace has never been declared. The war goes on. The Bush
Administration went to asilly war in Afghanistan, which no-
body but a brainless, militarily incompetent idiot would do.
After what the Soviet experience in Afghanistan was, you'd
never go in and do that again. A few tens of thousands of
fighters, aslong asthey continueto be supplied, can pindown
200,000 or more U.S. troops in Afghanistan, permanently,
the way the Soviets were pinned down. And it’s happening,
and will continueto happen. We'restill init. A perpetual war.
WE're about to reactivate the perpetual war in Irag, against
Irag, throughout the Middle East.

So the policy has been one of: Pick enemies, the way the
Romansdid, theway the Nazisdid, and declare perpetual war.
How do you fight perpetual war? By conventional warfare
means? No. Y ou fight wars of annihilation and intimidation.
Y ou force nationsto submit to your will, theway the Romans
did. Thesearetheutopians. What they hated aboveall, isthey
hated the United States. It's a long tradition in the United
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THEN AND NOW

The Warsaw Ghetto: 1943

The Palestinian West Bank: 2002

“What' sthe difference? It has the same purpose, to get rid—it’scalled the
settlements policy, or the Eretzsrael policy of the Likud, which is the fascist
movement in Israel. The idea was to make War saw Judenfrei—free of Jews. Now,

it'sto make the West Bank free of Arabs, of Palestinians.”

States, which very few peopleoutside our bordershavereally
cometo understand.

Two Traditions

Y ou havetwo traditionsinthe United States. One, which|
defend, whichiscalled the American Intellectual Tradition—
something that Kissinger denounced on a number of occa-
sions. And that is the tradition of those who founded this
country anditsrepublic. Theideaof creatingamodern nation-
state, whose purpose was not to dominate the world, but in
the advice of John Quincy Adams, as Secretary of State, to
President Monroe, to create acommunity of principle among
perfectly sovereign nation-states, which was John Quincy
Adams' recommendationto Monroe, inthecaseof theAmeri-
cas, and was the basis for the so-called Monroe Doctrine.

The United States was not in a position, at that point,
militarily, to kick the Hapsburgs and the British out of the
Americas. But Monroe said, and Quincy Adams said: The
United States should be determined to build up its strength,
tothepoint that itisableto kick the British and the Hapsburgs
out of the Americas. And to alow the people of these coun-
tries, who aspired to their own governments, their own sover-
eignty, to enjoy a perfect sovereignty, under the umbrella of
aliance with the United States. A community of principle
for common purpose, but respective sovereignty, in terms of
power. That was the intention of Franklin Roosevelt for the
post-war period. It'smy intention today.

18 Feature

Let mejust explain what thisis, and then get onto this.

The fundamental question which has to be asked—and
it's not asked often enough, and sometimes our churches are
the worst enemy of religion on this account: The foundation
of Christianity, of Judaism, and Islam, isthe concept of man,
as created in the image of the Creator of the universe. This
definestheindividual asdifferent than any animal. That each
individual has, with the cognitive powers of reason, a power
of creativity, whichnoanimal has. Andtherefore, eachhuman
being isborn good, or at |east redeemable to good; and each
humanbeingisalifewhichissacredintheeyesof the Creator,
because we embody the quality of the Creator. And therefore,
the function of government must be, not to impose religion,
but to recognizethisasaprincipleof natural law: that govern-
ment has ho right to exist, except insofar asiit is efficiently
committed to promotethegeneral welfareof al of the people,
and their posterity. And to honor the aspirationsand achieve-
ments of those who have gone before us, who created the
foundation upon which we are able to do good. That’s the
function of government. That's the meaning of the Preamble
of the Constitution, which is the fundamental Constitutional
law of the United States—the principle of the General Wel-
fare—to promoteand defend our sovereignty, and to promote
the common good, both for our people, and in our relations
among states abroad. That's our law. That's the American
Intellectual Tradition. It's a European tradition in particular,
atradition of those who struggled to build thekind of society,
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whichisfreefrom what was characteristic of Roman society,
in particular.

Under Roman society, or under Mesopotamian dictator-
shipsbefore, man was never free, because man wasclassified
generaly as a form of human cattle. And there were three
kindsof cattle: Therewerethe cattlethat ran wild; therewere
the cattle that were captive cattle; and there were the wild
cattle you hunted down. Now, the captive cattle, you raised
like you raise cows. You cared for them; you fed them; you
helped them to reproduce to the numbers you desired, but
insured they did not reproduce to numbers in excess of what
you desired. You'd kill them and slaughter them when they
were no longer useful to you. That was economy. That's
called agriculture.

And, that wasthekind of society. The majority of human
beings were human cattle, under the subject of rulers who
behaved like beasts. Now, some of these societies made sig-
nificant contributions to culture, but they made them out of
societies that wereruled in a bestial fashion, asif by beasts.
Like the Roman emperors, for example; or the Byzantine
rulers, for example; or the feuda system, for example; or
the Hapsburgs of Spain and Austria, for example, with the
exception of Joseph 11, who did some good things.

Promotion of the General Welfare

So, the question was, to form a society, which devel oped
the qualities of the individual, in the image of the Creator,
which freed mankind from the destiny of being captive or
wild human cattle, which treated mankind as mankind. And
thus, inorder to promotethat, itisnecessary to devel opamong
the people, their own taking of responsibility for maintaining
thiskind of order. Y ou can not have thiskind of order, unless
the peoplethemselveswill work to maintainit. And therefore,
the people themselves must participate in the promotion of
the general welfare; the promotion of education; the promo-
tion of scientific discovery; the promotion of longevity, and
so forth and so on. The peopl e themselves must resolve to do
that. And the function of government is to be responsible to
the people, as an executive function, asagoverning function,
to ensurethat that practiceis continued and promoted. That’s
the American Intellectual Tradition, in essence.

You see it reflected in the discussions leading into the
Declaration of Independencein 1776; you seeitin thediscus-
sions around the Constitution. Y ou see it expressed most no-
bly by Abraham Lincoln, who understood this. And there's
not acritic of Abraham Lincoln I’ ve ever heard of, from any
side, whois not wrong. He was right on everything, on every
count, on every decision hemade. Hewas not alwaysright in
termsof knowing what to do, or knowing thecorrect decision,
but he was alwaysright in principle.

Now, as long as Eisenhower was President, the military
faction, the utopian faction, which had intended to create this
new Roman Empire/Waffen-SS-like system which we have
today, were not able to function. And the Suez Crisis, under
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Eisenhower, was an example: Eisenhower responded to his
understanding of the fundamenta interests of the United
States, and said: “We crush them. This is a crime against
humanity; it will be stopped now.” And he stoppedit. Hewas
areal President. He may have been on the golf course too
much, he may have played too much golf with GeorgeBush’'s
grandfather—the President’s grandfather, Prescott—they
wereon thegolf coursealot together. (It wasakind of aracist
golf course, too. Noted for that around Washington.) But,
whenit cametothequestionof U.S. policy, and U.S. interests,
internationally, Eisenhower knew what it wasto be asoldier,
and a President. And he acted accordingly.

You had tendencies in that direction by President Ken-
nedy, but hewaskilled. Thelast timewe saw that, asl referred
tobefore, by aPresident, consistently, wasby President John-
sonin 1964, where Johnson had the courage, to know that the
fundamental interests of the United States, demanded that the
Civil RightsAct, thetwo Civil Rightsacts, be pushed through.
And he pushed them through. Not because he liked this or
liked that, or had this influence or that influence. He did it
because he knew what it was to be President. When you're
President, you embody the executive capacity of theself-inter-
est of the people and the nation, and the intention of its exis-
tence. You areresponsibleto itspast, and you areresponsible
toitsfuture. And you, if you stand absolutely alone, if you're
an elected President of the United States, you must act as a
President against all comers, including your own citizens.
Y ou must stand alone as the conscience of the nation, asthe
defender of itsfundamental interests. If they kill you, you still
do it, because that’s your responsibility. And no one should
run for President, unlessthey’ rewilling to take that responsi-
bility. Unfortunately, many do.

Once Eisenhower was out of the way, the utopians went
wild. We had, throughout the world, waves of assassination:
the attempted assassination of Charles de Gaulle in 1962—
doneby whom? It was doneby thefascists, including Jacques
Soustelle, known to me from his career in Mexico and else-
where. Evil man. With the backing of Franco, a fascist, an
evil man. The backing of the Spanish Carlists, who are evil,
and their sympathizers of the old Pétain regime in France,
who are evil. They were determined to kill him. These were
thesame crowd that targetted—wedon’ t know who shot Ken-
nedy; it certainly was not Oswald, but we don’'t know who
the three riflemen were. But we do know who targetted him.
It was the same crowd that went after de Gaulle. We do know
who killed [Enrico] Mattei—the same crowd that went after
de Gaulle. We do know why Macmillan was ousted with the
Profumo scandal in London—the same crowd.

So, this crowd, which we call the special-warfare inter-
ests—the Allen Dullescrowd, peoplelike that—moved to set
into place, a new kind of warfare, which they affirmed by
launching the war in Indochina, in the middle of the 1960s.
This crowd was constrained by the fact that, though it had a
deal with the Soviet government, a so-called détente deal,
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which went in various degrees. first with the British and
Khrushchev, who made negotiations with London through
Bertrand Russell, in the middle of the 1950s; later, with
Khrushchev again, on the basis of the [Cuban] MissileCrisis,
and so forth and so on. Despite these agreements, the Soviet
power was real, and other nations of the world who resented
U.S. arrogance, would sometimesalign with, or play withthe
reality of Soviet power, asaway of playing against the threat
of autopian dictatorship from London and from Washington.

With the collapse of the Soviet system, over the period
1989-1991, they thought they werefree. When the paperwork
was signed on the agreements among Thatcher, Mitterrand,
the former President George Bush, and Gorbachov, thesefel-
lowswere convinced that the Anglo-American Empirewoul d
now be able to rule the world, or proceed to establish the
changes which would eliminate the institution of the sover-
eign nation-state; which would institute global population
control; whichwould eliminateall formsof competent educa-
tion; turnthepeople, mentally, into human cattle, whichwe're
seeing today; and thus, set up a military system, modelled
most immediately upon the Nazi Waffen-SS, which would
rule the world. And that is the essential background of the
Middle East war.

Using Israel asa Tool

You have, for example, in Israel, you have a group—
peoplewill sometimes say, the Israelisrun the United States,
through the Zionist Lobby. That’s not true. The utopiansrun
Israel through their asset, which isthe followers, chiefly, the
followersof Vladimir Jabotinsky, who isnot only an avowed
fascist, whose movement, the Betar, was afascist movement
inthe Mussolini sense, but a Jabotinsky who publicly offered
to support Adolf Hitler's government, if Adolf Hitler would
come to the term of dropping anti-Semitism.

So you had in Israel, coming more and more into power,
especially inthelate 1970s, you had theemergence of afascist
power, centered around the party called the Likud, who are
fascists—and actually, there’ s no difference between fascist
in the generic sense and Nazi. It’ sjust amatter of colorsand
details. So we created this thing in the Middle East. We had
created—the British and we had created inthe Middle East—
a situation of perpetual warfare, as a way of managing the
Middle East.

Thisthing started in two ways: It started with the British
during the period of the Napoleonic Wars, when the British
were determined to intervene in the destruction of the Otto-
man Empire, by finding some inside influences inside the
Ottoman Empireto control the destruction. And they took the
area of Palestine as one of the areas, key areas, for thisinter-
vention.

Then, toward the closing decades of the 19th Century, the
time of the British Admiral, Admiral Fisher, the British had
decided that they weregoing to haveawar, ajolly war, ajolly
world war, in which the British Navy would reign supreme.
And to this end, they decided that what they would do, is
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build the so-called Dreadnought Navy of Fisher. And with
this Dreadnought Navy they would power it, not with coal,
but with petroleum, with oil. And that’s when they stole the
oil at thehead of the Gulf. Andit becamethepersonal property
of the King of England, later the Queen of England, and was
then called British Petroleum, at a later point. One of the
biggest assets of the British monarchy.

They decided then that the entire oil-bearing region of the
Middle East would now become a basis for their control of
world petroleum and world energy supplies, for strategic pur-
poses. And therefore, the object was to take and chop the
peopleintolittle pieces, to play oneagainst the other, to create
parties and factions against each other, and thus control this
area of the world, which is of strategic significance. It isthe
junction point of Eurasia and Africa. It isthe junction point
fromthe Mediterraneanintothelndian Ocean. Itisimplicitly,
and has been historically, the strategic pivot of the world. So
to control politicsinthisregion of theworld, wasthe strategic
objective of the British Empire, and became, under Wilson,
and under Coolidge, became the strategic objective of what
became the Anglo-American Empire, in fact. And that’ sthe
genesis.

For this purpose, they needed to create a destabilization
factor in the Middle East. Now initially, as you recal, the
Israeli, the Jewish settlement in the Middle East was limited,
and it generally involved a certain degree of cohabitation
among Jewsand their neighboring Pal estinians, among whom
they settled. But somebody said, that’ sno good, so they orga-
nized amovement to create some atrocitiesagainst the Jewish
settlers in Palesting, and the Jewish settlers, through some
Russians who were sent to them by the head of the Secret
Police of Russia, Colonal Zubatov, created what becamelater
the Haganah, the defense organization, which was sent in
there by the Russian Secret Police from Odessa, in response
to the provocations which were orchestrated through British
circles, anti-Jewish provocations, so the Jewish defenseeffort
against the provocationswhich the British organized, became
the basis for creating the seed of a permanent Arab-Jewish
conflict in this part of theworld.

And thus, by playing this and similar kinds of things, to
play parts of the Middle East against each other, in order that
the outside force, the imperia force, the Anglo-American
force, would control the region. And thus control, not only,
then, the petroleum interests, which were crucial, but to use
the petroleum interests as akey part in controlling the world,
not only the navies, but the world in general—and also to
prevent other things from happening. To create a factor of
permanent destabilization in the strategic pivot, the Middle
East, which connects Africa, and Eurasia, which connects
the Mediterranean and the Indian Ocean. That's where the
problem lies.

So what we face is nhot—thisis not an Isragli question, it
isnot aPalestinian question. It isnot an Arab question. It'sa
strategic question: Are we going to be able to live on this
planet?Becauseif what isproposed now, the* Clash of Civili-
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zations,” of Samuel Huntington, of Bernard Lewis, of Zbig-
niew Brzezinski, of Henry Kissinger, and other swine—if
these things are allowed to continue, this kind of war, which
they’ve got young Bush tied into right now, then | assure
you, given the redlities of the economic situation, given the
military realities, given the political realities, you will not
have civilized life on this planet for generations yet to come:
adark agefor all humanity.

Are we willing, are we morally capable; do we have a
President of the United States who's morally fit to be Presi-
dent; who's capable of making the decision tougher than Ei-
senhower made on the Suez crisis? The principle remainsthe
same. The same principled decision we had to make against
Hitler, tofight Hitler. Arewesufficiently awareof our respon-
sibility as a nation-state, as a nation as such, are we aware
of our responsibility to protect the people of this planet and
ourselves, our own people, from thiskind of horror, or arewe
not? If we are, we will stop this thing right now. Now let’s
get ontoit.

TheWorld Crisisand the Triple Curve

Now, let’slook at what the world crisisis.

In 1995, as an outgrowth of my participation in the Vati-
can conference on health care, some discussion came up of
what the problems of health care were, and my attention
turned to the issue of the economic-financial aspect of the
collapse of health care worldwide, the danger to human life
asaresult. So to try to make clear—because you know, you
had a great assortment of religious bodies, you had priests
and others, nuns and others, who werein that conference, and
they don’t know much about economics. So how do | make
clear to them, what the danger is, with which we haveto deal,
if we' regoing to havetheresourcesneeded to meet the heal th-
care standards of humanity in this coming period?

So what | did is, | drew this Triple Curve (Figure 1),
whichwasarepresentation, for pedagogi cal purposes, of what
my studies showed the problems have been of the United
States and the world, since about 1966. Because in 19686,
the world economy changes character on the initiative of the
British and the Americans, from what had been a producer
society, a society based on production of wealth, based on
educating populations and investing in order to increase the
productive powers of labor, to a society which, like Ancient
Rome, following the second Punic War, had become a para-
site society. That is, Rome stopped producing for its own
needs—Italy. Romeinstead reached out and | ooted neighbor-
ing countries, to supply the food and other thingsit required
for its wealth, resorted to unproductive slavery inside Italy
itself, and created a class of citizens who were nothing but
parasites, much like our citizens today are becoming. Which
iswhy they vote the way they do. Bread and circuses.

Y ou don’t think we're corrupt? Y ou don't think that we,
like the Romans, who were corrupt, go into large stadiumsto
watch bodily contact sports? Wehaven't got officially gladia-
torsyet, except on the screen. What do you see on the screen,
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FIGURE 1
A Typical Collapse Function
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thetelevision screen?Y ou see mayhem. And you seethat the
kind of thing coming out of Hollywood—not only Nintendo
games, which I’ll get to, the kind of things which Joe Lieber-
man doesn’t oppose, Sen. Joe Lieberman.

Now what happened with this change to a so-called con-
sumer society, whichisreally an imitation of the degeneracy
of Ancient Rome—change from a producer society to acon-
sumer society?Well, what happened was, webegantoreduce,
from about 1966 on, we began to reduce the per-capita physi-
cal output of our economy. Wekept the economy going, how?
By pouring money into the system, from the Federal Reserve
and other sources, and from foreign sources, to pump up fi-
nancial assets, and to give us the buying power to buy what
we didn’'t produce from abroad.

We send our industries overseas to cheap-labor markets
overseas. How do we buy our food, if we send the industry
over there? How do we buy our goods from cheap labor mar-
ketsabroad?Weprinted themoney. How doweget thebuying
power to print the money to buy? Well, we use the money to
build up the financial bubble—Ilike stock values and things
like that, real estate values. The biggest bubble that’s ready
to pop inthe United Statesisthereal estate bubble, mortgage
bubble. A big, giant bubble that’s about ready to pop. And
when that goes, the U.S. system goes, financially.

Sothesewerethethreetendencies. The physical economy
was being stripped down, from about 1966 on, with the 1966-
67 budget. From the same period, about ' 66, you had arapid
increase in monetary aggregates, which were initially ex-
plained as the need to finance the Vietham War. Y ou had, as
apart of that, ashift of stock-market valuesinto an apprecia-
tion of stock values. Then, in 1971, it became worse, when
Nixon shut down the economy. He shut down the monetary
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FIGURE 2
Revised Triple Curve
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system which had worked very well for us in the immediate
20 yearsfollowing World War 11, and we went to afloating-
exchange-rate system which wrecked everything, and this
processaccel erated. Thenwewent, recently, intheyear 2000,
to asecond step (Figure 2).

Weimar Germany’sHyperinflation

Now what happened there, what happened to the United
States, in particular, in the year 2000, was the same thing that
happened in principle, in Weimar Germany in June-July of
1923. Now, Weimar Germany, post-war Germany, wasbeing
looted under the Versailles agreements. Assets were being
stripped out of Germany to feed the French and the British.
And the British and French owed us agreat deal of money, to
the United States, were paying the United States. So the sys-
tem was, the United States was the creditor of the world; the
British and the French were living by looting the Germans.
So the German economy was being stripped, asset-stripped.

So. what the German government did, wasto print money,
reichsmarks, to generate aflow of cash, which was then used
to pay off the British and the French, from 1921 on. There
was no significant inflation, in Germany until late Spring and
Summer of 1923. At that point, what happened was, that the
amount of money that had to be printed to roll over existing
financial assets, was greater than the amount of financia
assetsrolled over. Theresult of that was, under conditionsin
Germany at that time, a hyperinflation which wiped out the
existence of the Reichsmark in that form by October-Novem-
ber of that year.

What happened to usin the Summer of 2000, was essen-
tially something similar. The amount of monetary aggregate
which Alan Greenspan—and what he's able to extract from
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abroad—is able to generate, to keep the stock market and
other markets from collapsing, is greater than the amount of
financial assets they’re supporting. That's why you see the
kind of stock-market behavior you'reseeingintheU.S. stock
markets. Thestock market coll apsed; they had to accept main-
taining the financial values of the stock market at a lower
level, so the value of market indices dropped, as areflection
of theinability of the U.S. system to continue to pump money
into the system at that rate—but they’re still doing it.

Where they pumped the money, was into something
which many of you know about. The phenomenon of cashing
out. The way the economy is being sustained, apparently,
today, is that mortgages are being artificially pumped up,
through Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac and so forth—with the
Federal Reserve System. The bankers who take mortgages
are ableto bundle these mortgages and dump them on Fannie
Mae and Freddie Mac, for example. The bankers thus have
the cash turned | oose, they turn around and with the payments
they receive, ontheir deposit of these bundled mortgageswith
banks, the banks now issue more credit. Then the real estate
operators in that area—as in the Northern Virginia area,
around the Washington Beltway, for example—thereal estate
dealerswill get together with the bankers, and they’ll pull an
operation. They will then front an operation which booststhe
indicated sale price of real estate.

Now the people who are already mortgaged, as the mort-
gagees, they now go to the bank and they cash out. They write
the mortgage up, to reflect the new value which the realtors
establish for these properties. They then take the case, and
they spend that for food, clothing, and whatnot—and for their
credit card debt. And that iswhat this economy is based on.

If you look outside Washington, D.C., the Beltway in
particular, what you will seeisexactly thisphenomenon. Y ou
see shacks, which are Hollywood set-style tarpaper shacks,
built with afew sticks, some shrink-wrap, some plastic exte-
rior, and some gold fixtures inside the place; these things
are going for up to $500,000 to $1 million, apiece. They're
nothing but shacks, sitting on top of a hillside, or on a plot.
They're disgusting, their rear ends are sticking out on the
highway, they’ re mooning you—they’ rejunk, and peopleare
living in them, and the person who’ s now, who’ s mortgaged,
the person is now an instrument for creating theillusion of a
flow of payments into the banks for the mortgages, and this
illusion isnow the basic value of the understructure of finan-
cia values in the United States. And it’s about to pop. So,
that’ swhat happened then.

All right, now, thethird one (Figure 3): Thesefiguresare
96 to 2001 figures, and these are figures that correspond
essentially towhat I' m talking about. The manufacturing em-
ployment collapse, which is a reflection of this; you have
corporate profitsfluctuating, you havethe debt growth—Iook
at the rate of growth of debt, and look at the rate of increase
here of money supply, relative to growth of debt. So what
you have, is an economy which is not producing wealth, is
producing debt. Debt isbeing used aswealth, andtheway it's
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FIGURE 3
The U.S. Economy’s Collapse Function Since
1996
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In 2000, the“ crossover” forecast by LaRouchein Figure 2 began
to occur, as the curve of monetary aggregates began to exceed the
financial-aggregates curve (debt) which it was previously
sustaining.

being done is by pumping money, including money from
Japan, from the Japanese yen and so forth. And that’s how
the economy isfunctioning.

Increasing theKill Ratio

All right. Now this is one characteristic of the system.
There' s another characteristic. In Germany, recently, in the
city of Erfurt, which isin the eastern part of Germany, there
wasakilling which involved 19 victims, two studentsand 17
teachers, in aschool, from afellow who camein with apump
gun and pistol, and killed these people. Like Columbine—
one guy. Like Columbine.

Now, the Germans did a better job, a more honest job,
thanwe’ vedoneinthe United States, because Hollywood and
Joe Lieberman will not tell you the full truth about what’s
going oninsidethe United States. Because Hollywood makes
alot of money out of peopledying through thingslike Colum-
bine. And Joe is very close to Hollywood. That’s where his
money comes from.

It's aproblem, apart of the same thing: Y ears ago, back
in the Korean War period, people like those who admired
Sam Huntington up at Harvard, The Soldier and the Sate,
complained about the kill ratio in World War Il and in the
Korean War. That the American soldierswere not firing their
guns often enough, and they weren’t killing enough people.
And therefore, they decided to devel op a program, a psycho-
logical program, to condition U.S. forcesto kill more people,
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more rapidly, without thinking about it.

As an outgrowth of this, particularly in the course of the
Vietnam business, the IndochinaWar, that wasintermediate,
the United States began to experiment more extensively with
increasing the kill potential, not only of soldiers, and police-
men, but al so ordinary teenagers. Sowhat you have, you have
in the Nintendo games, for example, and related types of
games, these games are intended to condition young people
to become stone, masskillers.

Now in the case of Germany, they investigated this case,
and other cases, and thepolicereportsintherecent two weeks,
have covered alot of this: how he was trained; where he was
trained; how it worked; how it was set up. And the fact that
in Germany, which has about one-third the population of the
United States, there are listed by these agencies, 170,000
young people who are potential killers of the sametype.

Guess how many we have in the United States?

Now, look at it. What are we looking at? We're looking
at Nintendo games; we're looking at Hollywood-produced
entertainment, which has the same essential content. We're
having the sexual entertainment of Hollywood, essentially
the same content. We know thisis going on. We have police
departments that are being trained on that basis. We have
these wild shootings by policemen, who’ve been trained to
respondinthisway—oneof thegreat problemsinurbanareas.
We have kids: ayoung kid picks up a pistol, never used one
before in his life, turned into a stone killer. A marksman.
Never fired a pistol before in his life. Picked one up and
became astonekiller, one of these types.

Isthisanational security risk? Is this a concern? Should
we be aware of this? Should we be aware of what Hollywood
represents, of what it' s doing to us? Should we also be aware
of something else: How many Americans know thisisgoing
on? How many American parents know their teenage and
younger children are addicts of Pokémon or Nintendo games
or similar games, which produce the same effect? What's
their attitude about it? What' s their attitude about Harry Pot-
ter? This British production, which induces peopleto believe
that they can solve problems by exerting arbitrary, magical
powers to bring about the destruction of people who offend
them.

What about the Tolkien cult, the“Lord of the Rings’ cult,
whichisamilder form, but the samething?How many parents
know this? Y ou have people talking about pornography on
television. Well, that’ s something. But what about this? Mass
killing, and training your childto be, tokill you?Y ou get two
kidssitting out thereintheroom saying, “Let’ sgoinand burn
Mommy and Daddy tonight.” Thisisthekind of culturewe're
creating. And thus, this kind of culture then reflects itself in
what? It reflectsitself in our military policy overseas, which
isinsane.

TheWarsaw Ghetto and Palestine

Now, let’ slook at what happenedintheMiddleEast. Let's
start with Warsaw, Warsaw 1943. Let’s see what Sharon is
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FIGURE 4

The Stroop Report: The cover sheet boasts ‘The Warsaw Jewish quarter is no more.’
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actually doing, look at what we' re up against. Thisisthetitle
page of areport whichisproduced by aNazi general of police,
Jurgen Stroop (Figure 4). Jurgen Stroop was assigned by the
Nazis, by Himmler, to go into Warsaw and clean up some-
thingwhichin 1943, the Germans, Nazis, wanted to clean up.
Remember, the Nazis had taken those Jewsthey hadn’t killed
otherwise, in Poland, and they herded agreat number of them
as cheap labor, into Warsaw, into the Warsaw Ghetto. As a
matter of fact, the Jews in the Warsaw Ghetto were often
chiefly occupiedin producing thingsfor the German military.
In the Warsaw Ghetto, some people in the Warsaw Ghetto,
decided to resist. And with a few carbines and pistols and
ingenuity, they staged an effective resistance. At that point,
the Nazis said: “How do we clean thisthing out?’

And Stroop came up with a policy for eradicating the
Warsaw Ghetto, the Jewish Warsaw Ghetto, and killing all
theinmatesimmediately, or sending them off to campswhere
they died soon after.

Then he sent amessageto Hitler, “ The Warsaw Ghettois
no more.” And he published this report.

Thisis the Stroop report. Thisis what the Stroop report
represents. Again, samething. Warsaw. 1943. Jewishvictims
about to be killed. Sent off to concentration camps to die.
1943; Stroop report. Nazi. So forth and so on.

Now let's look at Palestine today. Think of the Stroop
report. Palestine today. What's the difference? What's the
difference? It has the same purpose, isto get rid—it's called
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the settlements policy, or the Eretz Isragl policy of the Likud,
whichisthefascist movementinlsragl. Theideawasto make
Warsaw Judenfrei—free of Jews. Now, it’ sto make the West
Bank free of Arabs, of Palestinians.

So afew peopleresist, anong the Palestinians. Thetanks
march in. The killing goes on. There's no difference. More-
over, as Ha' aretz reported, the way in which this operation
was designed, which was done under Sharon’ s direction, de-
signed by the | sraeli Defense Forcescommand, wasmodel led
on astudy of the Stroop report. To study the problem which
the Nazis faced in dealing with the Warsaw Ghetto, and to
say: We have the same kind of problem here, in Israel today.
We're gonnaclean’em out. The same kind of process.

And when the President of the United States refers to
Sharon asaman of peace, I’ m surethat Sharon feelsinsulted.

But the point is: Why, then, does the United States
support this? It’s not because there’s a Zionist Lobby. As a
matter of fact, you have some of theworst anti-Semitesin the
United States, are the so-called pro-Armageddon Christian
fundamentalists. They're anti-Semitic. Anyone who comes
from the southern part of the United Statesknowsthat. These
guys were, these are the real anti-Semites in the United
States. These are the real Nazis. They think like fascists,
anyway. You think these guys like Jews? No! They don’t
care about Jews. They don't care about that. What they care
about is their policy. They're saying, look, if you can get
the Rapture next week, | don’t have to pay my rent next
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month! | mean, it’s that bad.

So, we have created a society of madmen in these so-
called “thunder cults,” thesethunder religiouscultsinsidethe
United States. They're crazy. Psychotic, in effect. Not in the
real world. They have become a significant political force
behind people like Pat Robertson in Virginia, for example.
They’ redangerous. Thisisthe constituency, the constituency
of hate, the Ku Klux Klan constituency. They have to have
somebody to hate, somebody tokill. And they say, “Them A-
rabs—Iook like black peopleto me.” They do, don’t they?

Look, I’'m an old man. I’ ve been around this country for
alongtime. | know what goesoninthiscountry. | wastraining
troops in the Army back during World War I1. | know what
weweresweeping infrom southern partsof the United States.
| know what they said. | had to deal with them. We've got
that—that rotisdeepin our country. Andit’scomeforth. And
it’ sused asaweapon. Thepurposeisto dowhat they’ redoing.
Y ou think these Nintendo games are some accident that crept
up on us because of Hollywood? Y eah, Hollywood is doing
it, doing that kind of thing—. No, this was done by the U.S.
military. It was done intentionally, to do what? To create
among our youth, stonekillerswho can berecruited to be sent
in various parts of the world, and do there, exactly what the
Israelis are doing there.

No, it is not the Israglis who control the Zionist Labby,
who control the United States. It is an Anglo-American fac-
tion of thistype, which hasan instrument inside Israel, called
the right-wing Likud, typified by Netanyahu, who's more
dangerous than Sharon is. These guys are the killers who
are doing the work of the Anglo-American Roman Legion
mentality in the Middle East.

What do these guys want? Well, Israel can not continue
this operation. It will lose, if it continues this operation, for
military reasons, which are well understood in some circles
in Israel. Matter of fact, Rabin, the former Prime Minister,
understood thisvery clearly. Isragl cannot continue to do the
kind of thing that Sharon represents, and Netanyahu repre-
sents, and survive. How then can Isragl survive? Well, they
really don't care. There' sa Masada complex among some of
these nuts. They’ d rather go over the cliff, than be defeated.

Irag and the Clash of Civilizations

But the key thing is Irag. The key purpose behind this
operation is to use this, to get a wider war going, to get the
Clash of Civilizations war that Sam Huntington, Brzezinski
and company want. So what you have here is acombination.
The training and recruiting of large numbers of otherwise
usel ess youth, psychotic youth or quasi-psychotic youth, by
Nintendo games designed by the U.S. military, put into gen-
eral circulation through the military, with cooperation of Ja-
pan’ s production of Nintendo games and so forth.

We are now taking from our population, our youth, our
adolescent and other youth, we're turning a large portion of
them into potential intended killers, who are trained killers,
trained on their videogames, who then simply have to go out
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and get trained with actual weaponsand do what they’ ve been
trained to do on videogames. Recruit them as soldiers and
send them in various parts of the world, as part of a Clash of
Civilizations war. Put the two things together, and you have
the new Roman L egions, the new Waffen-SS, to send around
theworld.

So what we're suffering, our corruption, is a result of
our policy, which many peoplein our country in high places
know, but they haven’t got the gutsto say. And therefore, we
come to the position that | have to say it, because there's
nobody else. In almost any significant circlein Europe or the
United States, you drop my name in a meeting and you're
going to have afreakout. The place is going to go wild. Just
say the name LaRouche; the whole place will go wild. So
actualy, that my impact inside the United States and also in
Europe, and other placesis rather large, especially so in the
United States. So when | speak, people listen. They may not
like it, but they listen. So | use the voice | have, and the
influence | have, to try to force people to face the truth about
the situation.

Now, how ispeace possible? Implicitly, it should be obvi-
ous. We have the power in the United States—and Europeis
preparedtojointheUnited Statesin suchaneffort, | canassure
you; most of Europe—Italy, most of Germany, so forth—are
willing to support the United States in such an effort: to say
that we are going to bring an economic basisfor durability of
peace in the Middle East. That we're going to do what was
proposed earlier—two states, equally sovereign, sideby side,
living together in peace.

Why?Because, first of all, you’ vegot to providethewater
so that they can al have something to drink, something to
live, and there isn’'t enough water. Some of the big impetus
for war in the Middle East comes from a shortage of water in
the aquifers. We're capable of generating large-scale, effi-
cient desalination programs which can produce water eco-
nomically, for drinking and other human purposes. We can
overcome the water crisis of the Middle East. The Middle
East is, because of its position, as apoint of traffic of Africa,
through Eurasia, acrucial point of transport fromthe Mediter-
raneaninto thelndian Ocean; isanideal placefor thedevel op-
ment of industrieswhich areonthelineof transportation. Y ou
can take the Sinai, you could take whole parts of the Middle
East, and you could develop them as areas of industrial and
related development. Very relevant, to the relationship not
only to Africa, in general, but the relationship of Europe asa
producer of high-technology goods, into areas of Asiawhich
desperately need infusions of high-technology goods.

So there is no basis, in either the interests of the people
involved, or in the interests of Europe, or the United States,
or Asia, to have thiswar go on. The purpose of justified war
was to produce peace, wasto bring about a state in which the
person you fought against, would accept you, to livewith you
in peace because they saw the reason to do so. Because you
gavethem areason to do so.

The purpose of war is not to kill; not justified war. The
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purposeisto bring about peace in the quickest possible way,
for themost people. Y ou want to bring about peace? We have
the power to bring about peace in the Middle East, because
we havenot only thecapability ourselves, but wehavefriends
in Europeand el sewherewho would enthusiastically joinwith
us in any program of reconstruction of the entire Middle
East region.

Now, we don’t have much as a President of the United
States, but the man is President, and therefore, why don’t
we work on the problem of trying to create around him an
environment whereitiscommunicated to him, that the United
States does have an interest—he may not fully understand it,
but make it clear to him what that interest is—the way it
was clear, in a sense, to Eisenhower, the way it was clear to
Johnson, in terms of the civil rights legislation. That some-
thing hasto bedone, becauseit’ sin theinterests of the United
States. Tell himnot to beafraid of the so-called Zionist Lobby
in the United States. We'll take care of that for him. Do the
job, and give him some good advisers, so that you say to
him—how do you motivate aguy like George Bush? There's
only one way to reach afellow with his limitations, and that
istosay: “You'vegot ajob here, it'san important job.”

Hesays, “Yes, itisan important job.”

“Well, do you want to be a success?’

“Yes”

“Do you want to be remembered in future generations as
having been a great President?’

“Yes”

“Okay, you agree to that, we'll make you one”.

And that’ swhat we have to do.

Thank you.

Dialogue With LaRouche

You Must Be Willing
To Tell the Truth!

The following discussion took place between Lyndon
LaRouche and the international webcast audience. The dis-
cussion was moderated by LaRouche's Presidential cam-
paign spokeswoman, Debra Freeman, who read those ques-
tionsthat were submitted by e-mail.

Sharon’s‘Peace Conference

Dr. Mohammed Al-Sayid Selim, Cairo, Egypt: In
Egypt, we have been following, with agreat deal of interest,
his comments on the deteriorating situation in the Middle
East. And his voice has been, as a matter of fact, one of the
few voices in the West that have been able to point out the

26 Feature

basis of the conflict. And he was able to diagnose the Nazi
tendencies of the government of Sharonin Israel.

Now, | want to ask a question, concerning the suggestion
by Mr. Sharon, supported by Colin Powell, to hold a confer-
ence for peace in the Middle East, after the massacre that he
has committed in the Palestinian occupied territories. This
proposal is being widely suggested in the Middle East, and,
asl said, itisbeing supported by the American administration.
Also, | wassurprised that the Japanese Foreign Minister came
in support of this project. This project iswidely perceived in
Egypt, as an attempt to give Sharon an opportunity to get the
political gains of the massacre that he has committed.

What are your views on this proposal, Mr. LaRouche?

LaRouche: Well, if Sharon were anything but Sharon—
or maybe Netanyahu—he would have had the decency not
to even suggest it. Because, if you wanted a Middle East
agreement, if you took away one of the unreasonable de-
mands, which was imposed upon President Clinton, which
Clinton mistakenly accepted, by Barak—that the holy sites
intheMiddle East betampered with—then, | think that Arafat
agreed to about everything that the lIsraeli government
wanted, at that point. Of course, the Isragli government, at
that point, was not sincere. And, | think the reason that the
guestion of Holy Mountain came into the discussion at that
point it did, was to prevent it from being reached. And, the
pressure was on the President to make the mistake, of falsely
blaming, publicly, Arafat for thefailureof the agreement. The
problem with the failure, wasthat of Barak, whose extenuat-
ing circumstances were that probably, he was afraid that the
people who had killed Rabin, would kill him, too, from the
Likud. And, you have to remember that the murderers of
Rabin, the Prime Minister of Israel, were never really prose-
cuted. Thepeoplewho arranged the possibility for the assassi-
nation to occur, were never prosecuted. They werethe Likud!

So, thefascistskilled the PrimeMinister of Israel, and the
policies of Isragl were then under the control of the fascists,
the Nazis. So, what is new? This is simply that, Sharon is
under great pressure, from the United States, to give the
United States some language, to convince the world that
Sharon is something that Sharon would hate to be called: “a
man of peace.” | can’timagine Sharon desiring to beaman of
peace: It'sliketelling Adolf Hitler, “Y ou’ reaman of peace.”
There’ sno difference! What's the difference between Hitler
and Sharon? They'rereally, in the scale of history, of all the
different varieties of criminalsthat comeinto acourt: Oneis
thisand oneisthat, but they commit the same crime, and they
should be tried for the same crime. He's a Nazi like Hitler,
and hebehaveslikeHitler. Maybenot assmart, but hebehaves
like Hitler, otherwise. And, that should be said.

If you want peace, there's only one basis for peace. The
other mistake in Camp David—and we should go back to
Camp David, because Camp David represented a point in
time, at which the agenda was on the table; the opportunity
wasonthetable, to actually bring about an agreement, at least
among the parties represented. Maybe not with the Likud, as
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represented back in Isragl, but the parties represented. The
issue of economic development, including water develop-
ment, should have been on the primary public agendain those
negotiations. Because, how can you have peace without wa-
ter?Look at the operations of |srael against Syria, against the
GolanHeights, against L ebanon: What werethe causesof that
war? Water! To steal the water, from the aquifers! Because
there’ s not enough water in the present system in the Middle
East, to sustain even the existing popul ation. So, without de-
salination, there is no peace! Without economic develop-
ment, there is no peace!

If you can’t give the Palestinians, who have been brutal-
ized, for decades, asense of economic development, of oppor-
tunity for their children, what do the deaths of their children
mean? Can you say to the Palestinian, “We'll give you some-
thing, in honor of your children, who were killed? To make
their lives meaningful ? That some outcome came from this,
which makes their sacrifice worthwhile?” That’s the condi-
tion of peace.

Sharonisincapabl e of offering anything, that any respect-
ablehuman being, called aPal estinian, could decently accept;
or any other human being in the same situation. It' sup to the
United States, not to say, “Wewant Sharon to makeagesture,
tomake Bush’ sstinking policy look good.” Wewant to make
Bush’s continued present policy look bad; very bad. Bad
enough, so that hewantsto changeit. That’ sthe only chance.

Siege of the Chur ch of the Nativity

Freeman: | have astatement here, from aprominent Ro-
man Catholic official, which aso asks Mr. LaRouche for a
comment. The person writes:

“We continue to be in aterrible time in the Middle East.
This can be exemplified by the Calvary of Bethlehem—the
siege of the Church of the Nativity. We arein constant touch
with Archbishop Pietro Sambi, thepapal nuncioinlsrael, who
is also Apostolic Delegate to Jerusalem and Palestine. The
Popeisinformed constantly andismost concerned. He called
into the church, as you know, to express his solidarity with
them and thank them for their * Christian withess.” On Sunday
the Pope asked those who came to St. Peter’s Square for a
“chorus of uninterrupted prayer’ for peacein the Holy Land.
He seeksto affirm, he said, ‘theinitiatives of dis-tension and
dialogue in the Land of Christ and in every other place on
the planet marked by violence and pain.’ Today, the Pope
dispatched Cardina Roger Etchegaray to Jerusalemto try to
effectachangeinthesituation, employingall theweight of the
moral authority and international credibility of the Catholic
Church for peace. The situation is very cloudy. John Paul 11
prays that there will be cooperation with his Papal Envoy to
end the siege and 24-hour-a-day curfew. The people in the
citiesand surrounding refugee camps are desperate. They can
not stand it much longer. They are sick and starving. The
elderly aredying. The collective punishment is unacceptable.

“The place where the Baby Jesus was born is a horrible
example of this. Life there, at the Church of the Nativity, has
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been called by the Franciscans trapped inside, a slow death.
The vocation of their order isto keep this place holy. but the
Basilicahasbeen under siegesince April 2, when Palestinians
took sanctuary in this holy place—as churches for centuries
havebeen the places of sanctuary. Twenty-seven Palestinians
were alowed to leave the church yesterday, but the friars do
not see this as progress, since about 40 Franciscan and Greek
and Armenian Orthodox friars, monks, and sisters, and about
200 Palestinians are till inside the church, with hardly any
food or water or electricity or medical supplies. Andthey stay
with dead bodies of those who have been shot by the Isradlis,
il inside. Special forces units of the Israeli YAMAM have
been used against this holy place. The General Curia of the
Friars Minor today ‘ expresses its bitter disbelief at the inca-
pacity of the civilized world to induce the parties to accept
and carry out a greatly longed-for pacific solution.” Their
words are borne out by the experience of Khaled Girashi, a
Palestinian civilian, who was released, only to be beaten by
Israeli troops as they questioned him last night. He lost 33
poundsduring the standoff at the church, becausethe supplies
of food suppliesare so very low.

“The Church of the Nativity is one Calvary. Ramallah,
Jenin, and other placesof sorrow areunder siege. We pray for
cooperation between the Palestinians and Israglis, of course,
who must concentrate all effortsto find apeaceful solution—
but the Israglis are the ones who must withdraw and end
their siege.

“Thefew Christianswhoinhabit theholy land arewonder-
ingwherearetheother 2 billion Christiansintheworld, think-
ing? What are they doing?’

Mr. LaRouche, would you please comment on this.

LaRouche: First of al, when you look at the Nativity
Church, what you're looking at—think in terms of another
place: al-Haram al-Sharif, the Holy Mountain. Remember
that when Sharon started hislast campaignfor PrimeMinister,
he unleashed an attempted assault on one of the holy places
of Islam, on the top of this mountain in Jerusalem. That this
issue, of this particular location, was the crucial breaking
point in the attempt to get a Camp David agreement, where
Barak, under pressure of this crowd—the Likud crowd—re-
member, he used to work for Sharon, Barak did, inthe I sragli
military—that, that was a breaking point. This issue of this
particular holy site, al-Haram al-Sharif, thisiswhat is on the
mind of the butchers, who are going at the Church of the
Nativity. Because, remember that one of the conditions for
Middle East peace, for avoiding a Clash of Civilizationswar,
for avoiding a Thirty Years War scenario, is that the holy
sites—those of Islam, various confessions of Christianity,
and Judaism—are sacred: They are sanctuaries. That nobody
can tamper with them.

The condition of religious peaceisa policy of sanctuary,
which meansthat, in whatever agreement isreached, the sites
of the holy places must be assured, of being able to function
and be intact. And, whatever governments exist, they must
respect that law. Without that, thereisno peace. Anyonewho
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The Dome of the Rock, a Muslim holy site on Jerusalem’ s al-Haram al-Sharif (left), and the Church of the Nativity in Bethlehem. * If you
deny theissue of policy of sanctuary, if you make holy, religious sites battlegrounds of religious warfare, you are going to have global,
religiouswarfare. And, you won’t have much left standing, in any part of theworld, if you start that kind of a war.”

attacks this, the Church of the Nativity, in this way—which
is not really an issue; it's not a military issue; not a police
issue—means that they want religious war.

Now, the thing to put the pressure on, that's obvious to
everybody inthearea. It' sobviousto peoplein Rome. What' s
wrong with the American Catholic Church? Why has the
American Catholic Church allowed itself to be shut up, under
intimidation of an orchestrated scandal against Cardinal Law
in Boston, who would normally be the person speaking out
on thisissue, on behalf of the American Catholics? Why are
the American Protestant churches not speaking out on this
thing? Because they’ re afraid of some of their Protestants of
the Bush variety? Of the Attorney General of the United
States, perhaps, and his particular religious persuasion? Why
is no one speaking out, in the United Sates? Where's this
pack of cowards, called “Christians’ in the United States—
they call them “the Cowardly Lions,” not the “ Christians?’

What are we doing? Have we looked the Catholic Bishop
in the eye, and said, “What are you doing about this?’ Have
we looked at Christian figures in the eye, and said, “What
are you doing about this? Do you believe in religious war?
Becausethat’ swhat you' re promoting, if you don’t do some-
thing about this. At least, if you don't take a stand against it.
If you don’t put moral condemnation onit. If you don’t say,
‘ Anybody who saysthey’refor peace, and tolerates thiskind
of thing, isahypocrite—or worse.”” Y ou know, sometimes,
we can't do much. Sometimes, we can only make an appeal
to conscience. And, that is particularly true of the religious
profession: Often you have no authority; you have no power;
you can’'t do anything, actually—you can't command, you
can’'t write laws, you can’t give orders, in that sense. But at
|east, you can appeal to conscience. And, if you don’t appeal
to conscience, what are you? Y ou’ re nothing.

And, thisis where the pressure has to go. It hasto go on
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the American Catholic Bishops, and others, not to submit to
adirty operation, run by the people who targetted Cardinal
Law in Boston at this particular time, when he would have
been thenormal channel, through whichtoissueacondemna
tion of what’ s being done against the Church of the Nativity.
Realizing that what is being condoned, is not merely an inso-
lence against that church: What isbeing condoned isadenial
of the existence of the policy of sanctuary. And, if you deny
the issue of policy of sanctuary, if you make holy, religious
sitesbattlegroundsof religiouswarfare, you aregoingto have
global, religious warfare. And, you won't have much left
standing, in any part of the world, if you start that kind of
awar.

The Tyranny of ‘Popular Opinion’

Freeman: Wehaveaquestion that wassubmitted inwrit-
ing, by a former chairman of the Council of Economic
Advisersunder Bill Clinton. His question is the following:
Hesays, “Mr. LaRouche, beginning in about 1998, there was
a grouping within the [Clinton] Administration, that agreed
with aspects of what you said, and was moving in a serious
effort, with the support of the President, for a new financial
architecture. Bluntly, thingsweretoo heavily stacked against
it. The conditions now are far worse than they were then.
Whether these policies are right or wrong, seemsto beirrele-
vant, unlessthereisadequate support, for amoveinthedirec-
tion of a new financial architecture. 1’d like you to address
thisissue.

LaRouche: That's a good question. It's a relevant
question.

Thepointis, what isreal politicslike?PeopleintheUnited
States are brainwashed about popular opinion. They're
brainwashed by the use of the word “ democracy.”

Now, | hatetheword“democracy.” Y ou know why | hate
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the word “democracy”? Because | remember the name of
the organization, a fascist-like organization, which tried and
executed, or condemned to death, Socrates. That was called
the Democratic Party of Greece, trandated into modern En-
glish. And there are people in the United States who say
they’re for democracy, who represent exactly the policy. It's
the policy of mob opinion.

Now, let’s go back—another definition of the same term
“democracy,” according to the practice of today: Roman vox
populi. Popular opinion. Another word for democracy, is a
Southern Ku Klux Klan lynching. Popular opinion!

Y ou see, the problem hereiss, with our peopleinthe United
States—I’1l try to make this short, but it'sacrucia question;
because it's a question of principle; it's not a question of
technique, or tactics; it’saquestion of principle.

Thebasis, ever since Plato, ever since Socrates, and since
Solon, actually—earlier, before Socrates—Solon of Athens
had afamous poem he wrote to the Athenians, warning them
of how corrupt they were becoming, and what was going
to happen to them, from their corruption. It's the principle
of truth.

See, the point is, the purpose of government, of self-gov-
ernment, isto force, bring about, expression of truth, and to
appeal to the conscience of those who rule, that they must
conform to the truth. Now, we don’t even have that in the
Federal courtstoday. It's hard to get ajudge to accept truth.
Particularly if you've got a Justice Department liar up there
dictating the policy.

We have gone away from the idea of truth, to popular
opinion, which is what happened in Rome. Which is how
Rome was destroyed, by its own citizens, sitting there, voting
for popular opinion, not for truth.

So, therefore, what we must always do, the first thing we
haveto fight for, isthe principle of truth.

Now, let’ s take this case of these guys, who opposed me
on economic policy. You have to tell them what they really
are. They're corrupt.

Look, why do the trade union leaders, often, take an in-
sane, immoral policy on economic questions? Because they
werebought off by theillusion of 401(k)s, that is, these special
savings programs. Now the 401(k)s are being wiped out. But
thisthenwasalure, to trap unionsinto giving up their defense
of their pensions, their socia security and other pensions.
They would get richesin 401(k). And then came Enron. And
what happened to their pensions? Corruption.

Y ou have African-Americans today who should be fight-
ing, arenot fighting. Because somebody told themthey should
fight for reparations. Not for their rights. “ Don’'t demand free-
dom! Get some money from the master!” And walk away,
slave, but with a few things jingling in your pocket. That's
how the African-American, who' sanimportant forcein U.S.
politics, is being destroyed today, because of issues, local
issues, or special issues, like reparations. He's corrupted by
reparations!

Martin Luther King: The killing of Martin Luther King,
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was one of the smartest thingsthat J. Edgar Hoover ever did,
with the U.S. military. Why? Because King was effective,
and none of the people who were |eft standing after he was
killed, werecapableof taking hisplace. Why?BecauseMartin
Luther King believed in the truth.

And Martin Luther King spoke for principle, not for ad-
vantage. He did not appeal to the lowest instincts of people.
Freedom. Freedom for all. To make the entire United States
whole, by purging it of the evil which was destroying it, in-
cludingracismwithinit. And the peoplewho came afterward,
were opportunists, who responded to the opportunistic im-
pulses of the people they were leading. They didn’t lead the
people; they tried to follow them. To follow their cupidity,
wherever it led. And that’ s how they lost their power.

That'swhat happened to civil rights. It had no leader, no
acknowledged spokesman, who would stand up for truth, for
principle. But said, “We're going to get this deal, and then
we'll get that deal next week, and that deal next week.” And
you say, “WEell, we' ve got to go against you, because we got
alittleinterest here.”

And that's how the American people are constantly de-
stroyed. That’ show they’ ve been destroyed in many cultures.
They go for little things, for deals, for short-term interests.
They don’t understand that, if you’ reahuman being, and you
know you’ regoing to die—everybody dies, but humanbeings
are different. Because human beings have a quality which
lives on beyond them. And therefore, if you are human, and
know it, your motive is not what you get, in terms of what
jinglesin your pocket.

Or like Jeanne d' Arc. Jeanne d’ Arc did not play for her
personal advantages. If she had, France would never have
comeinto existence. Otherswho died—theprincipleof Chris-
tianity. The samething. Christ died for all mankind.

If you don't have that, and are not willing to stand for the
truth on the basis that you must not die with alie on your
shoulders, that you must know the truth, you must act for it.
Then you don't have a problem.

Now, let’sgo at thelies.

There's a lie called denial. People al over the United
States today, are saying, “No, but there's a recovery! The
statistics say there's a recovery! The statistics say there's a
recovery! That'sgoing up! That'sgoing up!”

How about your jobs? What happens if the valuation on
the shack, which you just cashed out on, collapses, and you
lose your job? What' s going to happen in Northern Virginia
when the cash-out runs out, for example?

So people are in astate of denying. They’re saying: “Be-
cause | wish to believe, it can’t happen, it couldn’'t happen, |
believe it. And you attack me, and say there's a depression
going on, or about to come on, you are attacking my right to
have denial! And everybody tells me that if I'm shown to
believe, inthisrecovery. . .” (whichisnot occurring; it’slike
Dracula s denizens gathering dust, waiting for the recovery,
which he keeps promising them!) “. . .somebody’s going to
attack me. My neighborsaren’t going to likeme. My children
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U.S. Economy

While media headlines still proclaimthe“ recovery,” the“ New Economy” bubbleis
collapsing. Shown hereisthe headquarters of WorldCom in Northern Virginia—the second
largest U.S. long-distance phone company, whose stock lost 86% of its valuein 12 months,

and which has more than $30 billion in bonded debt.

will scold me, they’ Il say I’ m nuts. Because everybody knows
there’ sarecovery!”

But thereisno recovery.

So, on the economic question, in particular, people arein
astate of denial.

Also, they have other states of denial. The mental condi-
tioning of the population, in general, is to believe in a con-
sumer society. Think of it carefully. How many aspectsof the
life of the citizen, in Europe, the United States, or elsewhere,
believe in things like consumer society? How many people
believe globalization isgood? How many people believefree
tradeisgood? Other kindsof insanity. Therefore, if you attack
thepresent economic system, whichiscollapsing aroundtheir
ears—the house is collapsing—they say, “ Y ou are attacking
our values. And our neighbors won't like us, if we attack
our values.”

Therefore, they are defending anillusion. No civilization
was ever destroyed, by itself, except by its popular beliefs, of
these types. If people continue to believe this, they're going
to be destroyed.

Now, how do you get peopleto stop being stupid, as most
people are, leading people and others in the United States
today?

WEell, unfortunately, that’ s one of the reasonsthat history
hasthiscyclical characteristic. Every peoplethat makesmis-
takes of thistype, reachesthe point that the nation is doomed.
Like Shakespeare’ sHamlet.

Shakespeare' s Denmark was not doomed by Hamlet, asa
bad leader. Hamlet was doomed by the fact that he was a
leader consistent with the culture of the nation herepresented.
George Bush will not destroy the United States. The United
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States could bedestroyed—it’ || bede-
stroyed by its own people. One of the
two clownswevoted for, for Presiden-
tial candidates, inthe last Presidential
election. You voted for two people
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popular opinion. By itsstubborn cling-
ing to wrong opinions, which bring
about its own self-destruction. We, as
aUnited States, are on theroad to self-
destruction; not by outside enemies;
the enemy within is more powerful,
and more dangerousthan any possible
enemy from without.

The enemy isus. It'sthe people.

When that point comes, theonly way that apeople, whose
enemy is themselves, are ever likely to get out of that habit,
is when they reach the point of death. Not actual physical
death, as such, but the point that the inevitabl e hits them.

For example, in the case of the Civil Rights movement.
Now, al these fellows who told you, about the great civil
rightsrecord they had back inthe 1960sand 1950s, wereliars.
Where were they when the fight was going on? They were
carefully avoiding getting out in the parades with Martin and
company. They camein later, when the glory started.

Initially, the people who marched, who fought, for civil
rights, inthe strugglefor civil rights, inthelate’ 50sand early
1960s, were the have-nots. Because, here you are, people,
men and women, who are destitute, who came out and
marched, peacefully, but stubbornly, against fascist mobs.
Because they knew that their life meant nothing in the eyes
of the system, and if they’re going to do something, they’'re
going to risk their life only for that which is good. Because
all the other things have been taken away from them.

Therefore, it isthe sight of the collapse; when your mort-
gage is being foreclosed; when there's no hope of employ-
ment; when you can’t see it there; when the danger of war,
when the chaos, when the destruction of your children by
Nintendo games, and so forth—when this gets to you, that
you realize that what you’ ve been living with is an illusion,
and you' rewilling to change.

Thishappened. Look, | had the advantage of living in the
1920s, and being old enough at that time to see the condition
of thepopulationaround me. They stunk! Morally, they stunk.
They all stunk. Now, they had some good qualities inside
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them, but morally, in their general behavior, they stunk. My
parents, like everybody else, lies al the time. They called it
“company manners.” Similarly, you were told to say what
you' retold to do, and when you get old enough, you can think
for yourself.

So, you were conditioned not to believe in the truth. You
saw the Flapper Age. Y ou saw the corruption, immense cor-
ruption, prior to 1929.

Now, two things changed it. It’s not that Franklin Roose-
velt wasagreat |leader—hewas. Hewasagreat | eader because
hewasthe onewhowasavailable at thetime, whowaswilling
to move in the right direction, and had the position to do it.
But the reason people were moved behind Roosevelt, was
because the illusion had been shattered. And if you know
people, as | knew them then, between say, 1928, and 1934-
35, and saw the changes in the American population—I can
tell you exactly what the problem was. The problem is, this
peoplein general, and the leaders of it, are corrupt.

See, why | do what | do is this: The problem with the
American peopleis they don’t have enough people like me.
Not people who necessarily express things exactly the way |
do, or my profession, but people who will say, “Look, the
situation is going to become hopeless. It is becoming hope-
less. What shall we do?’

Weéll, you say, you have to have some power. You say,
how do you get power? Well, everybody agrees, you get
power by support of the people. But how arethe people going
tosupport you, if they disagreewith you? Becauseyou persis-
tently unite to tell the truth. And the people, because you're
telling the truth, and because a lot of people they think are
leading people, are telling them the truth, are going to take it
seriously. And they’re going to think about the false values
which they’ ve had. What they need to change in their own
opinions. That's how amovement is made.

The problem | have in leading people is, there are not
enough of me. If | could get more people who are in leading

EIR May 17, 2002

“Initially, the people who

mar ched, who fought, for civil
rights, in the struggle for civil
rights, in the late’50s and early
1960s, were the have-nots.
Because, here you are, people,
men and women, who are
destitute, who came out and
marched, peacefully, but
stubbornly, against fascist mobs.”
Here, black residents of
Greenwood, Mississippi attempt to
vote, August 1965.

positions, tobewillingtotell thetruth—first of al, todiscover
what it is, with the determination to tell it, whatever itis. We
could change this. And that’ swhy | do what | do. Somebody
has to stand up, and tell the truth. And on these matters, I'm
the only significant voice internationally, on this range of
issues, as an American spokesman, who istelling the truth.

If | couldfind 10 other people, who arerecogni zed leading
figures in the United States, to join me in telling the truth,
we could change this country. Either they would kill us all
immediately, or we' d change the country.

U.S.-Russian Arms Negotiations

Prof. Stanisav Menshi-
kov: Mr. LaRouche, what is
your view of the U.S.-Russia
negotiations on  strategic
weapons? In Russia, some ex-
pertsthink that itisaunilateral
disarmament of Russia. Do
you think that thisis true, and
should Russia actually sign
thistreaty?

LaRouche: Well, the an-
swer is, that thisis one of the
things that makes me think kindly of President Reagan.

Reagan is a complex man, who | met personally on one
occasion. We had a chat, not of great conseguence, but it
was avery useful chat, which turned out to be useful in later
months. We were sitting at a candidates’, Presidential candi-
dates’ event, up in Concord, New Hampshire, and he and |
were arranged at the table with the other Presidential candi-
dates, in alphabetical order, so | was next to Reagan, who
was in the corner. So, we chatted for a while, while these
proceedings were going on.

And because of that, and because of other things, we met
in the period following the election, with people of his, and
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vital American interest.”

other forces in the military and so forth, also had interest in
some things | had. So | presented to the incoming Reagan
Administration, and the transition team, to various people
in it, including the Richard Richards' crowd and so forth,
presented what my agenda for the United States was. Just as
amatter of anybody, a new President’s coming in, anybody
of influence who' sinvited to do so, will be very happy to go
into any new administration, and present to relevant people
inthat administration, or incoming administration, what their
agendais.

So, asaresult of thediscussionswhichfollowed fromthat,
the President showed interest in several things | proposed,
including one: | insisted that it was feasible, through the use
of so-called new physical principles, to devisean approach to
the missile crisis. And | insisted that we were headed, under
Carter policies, the policies of Brzezinski and Schlesinger—
as we were, which | knew from 1975 on—we were headed
toward a potential nuclear war, because of the policies of
Brzezinski on the Carter Administration crowd. | don't think
Carter had the brains to know what it was, but Brzezinski
knew, and Brzezinski had controlled Carter, from the begin-
ning. That we could avoid that, if we could get the Soviet
Union to agree with work together, with theintent of getting
us out of this thermonuclear missile confrontation, and that
the Soviet system had awesknessin it, which we could help
fix, if they would cooperate with us.

The Soviets had a very capable military-scientific com-
plex, but therest of their economy stunk. And it stunk because
they believed in popular opinion—that was their problem.
Andthereforetheadministration, they didn’t understand what

32 Feature

£l
imm\t:&

17~ IR el

LaRouche and Reagan at a candidates’ debate in Concord, New Hampshire, 1980.
President Reagan’ s offer to the Soviet Union on SDI “ wasthe last really serious offer ever
made to Russia about anything. And that iswhy | think that Reagan deservesto be listed
as perhapsthe last actually sitting President, who, at least at one moment, had a sense of

the entrepreneur was. They believed in
the objective forces of history; they
didn’t understand the voluntarist princi-
ple in history, which is the role of the
successful  good  entrepreneur—
whether it’ safarmer, anindustrialist, or
ascientist. And therefore, wecould help
fix that, by showing them how to turn
some of their military-industrial capa-
bilities, into the basis for entrepreneur-
ia endeavor. And that by developing
certain technologies which would en-
able us to ultimately prevent a nuclear
missile assault from working, that we
could accomplish something for Third
World countries, and others, which
would beacommoninterest, acommon
interest in avoiding war, and acommon
interest for building a basis on this
planet, for justice, for humanity in gen-
eral, by going directly: saying, our con-
stituency isthat we' reworking forward,
we're going to benefit, finally, what
weretheformer colonial regions, theso-
called developing regions. And we're
going to use the new technol ogies to help them do that.

We need these technologies in order to stop the nuclear
missile attacks—we can do that. Not so quickly, but we can
engage in that process.

So, he came around to like the idea. And | worked on it
considerably, with governments abroad, people in govern-
ments abroad, in Germany and France, and Argenting, India,
Italy, and so forth. So, the point came that he decided at one
time—I negotiated this also through a back channel, which
wasauthorized by the Reagan Administration, with the Soviet
government. And he came to apoint that he decided it was a
good idea. And then, as | found out only the same day, on
March 23 of 1983, he, in afive-minute segment at the end of
his broadcast, he announced the proposal as a proffer to the
Soviet government.

The Soviet government turned it down.

Now, today we have a different situation. I’'m not in the
U.S. government, number one. I’m not even considered per-
sona grata with the present U.S. Administration. So, there-
fore. . .. And there' s not many of the people—scientists and
otherswithwhom I worked back inthe 1970sand early 1980s,
in any of these countries—who are capable of doing today
what | proposed then. Peopledo not reali zetheextent towhich
we've lost scientific competence. We do not have the human
bodieswith the brainsin them, of the type that | wasworking
with, among professional military, and scientific circles, back
in the 1970s and the early 1980s. They don't exist. They
died. And they have not been replaced. And our institutions
generally are not capable of replacing them.

So, theideathat someoneisgoing to produce asuper anti-
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missile system, or something of that sort, or a space-based
NMD, and so forth, that is not possible. And the government
of Russia knows it’s not possible technologically. Because
thecompetence doesnot exist, inthe United States, or Russia,
todoit at thistime. Impossible.

What is being done is, as usual, is fakery. There is no
sincere intent on the part of the people who are putting this
on the teleprompter for Bush to read—what he understands,
| don’t know, but | know he doesn’t understand any of this—
they are serious and sincere about what they’ re offering. It is
purely manipulation.

Theway they think isthis. And you havetolook at several
thingsgoingon. | look at China, Russia, and India. Obviously,
China has a different way of looking at the world generaly,
than Russia does, or than we do, in the United States, as
Americans. They tend to look at things on a much longer-
term basis. They think in terms of what’ s going to happen 20
years from now, or two generations from now. They think of
China as a permanent institution, surrounded by an outside
world. They have relations with it, but they think of China
as China.

And they also have different internal currents within
China, different cultural currents within China, historically
determined cultural currents. And therefore they're very re-
luctant to make any commitment, to the kinds of policiesthat
we in the United States used to make, or Western Europe.
They think differently. They think of waiting the game out,
of China’ssurvival, of making agreements that they can live
with, maybe live with for 10 to 20 years; and then maybe
later, if achangeisnecessary, it'll be made.

But now what’s happened is, with this crisis, China and
itseconomic crisis, isnow inaposition whereit hasto regard
the WTO as one of the worst catastrophes and mistakes it
ever made. Because the Chinese economy issuffering greatly
internally, asaresult of not just WTO, but thingswhich Chi-
nese opinion tends to associate with WTO. China is now
relyinglargely uponitsinterna market, that is, theinfrastruc-
ture investments, and technology, as a source of growth, not
exports to the United States, an importer of last resort that
doesn’t exist any more.

So, China is now faced with what it realizes is a very
seriousthreat, from abunch of madmen, in the United States.
Thisisan immediate threat. It' s not something to be faced 20
years down the line, but now. But China has no capability of
conducting awar against the United States, and won't for 20
years to come, the way things are now. So China is not a
strategic military threat to the United States. But the United
States, like a bunch of fools, istrying to provoke Chinawith
a Taiwan adventure. They're insane! Absolutely insane. So,
Chinais provoked. It can not respond, militarily. It has no
inclination to do so.

But then you have a very powerful coalition which is
developing in Asia. And you see the marches of Chinese
representatives to India, and what was deprecated by many
people back in 1998, when | was pushing it, and then Prima-
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Russian President Vladimir Putin (left) with Chinese President
Jiang Zemin in Shanghai, October 2001. “ You have a very
powerful coalition which isdevelopingin Asia. . . . The strategic
triangle is now on board.”

kov pushed it, the idea of a strategic triangle. The strategic
triangleisnow on board. Russiaisinvolved with it, although
Russiaisalso playing, with Putin, with the United States, and
so forth and so on. But the Chinese reaction is going to tend
tobe, isthereaglobal aliance? And they will first of all think
about the United Nations, as aglobal alliance, and try to get
donewhat they can through the United Nationson these prob-
lems. They will try to find a partnership, and cooperation,
among other nations. And try to bring pressure to bear, to
prevent the ugly threat to al civilization, which they recog-
nize now, as what’s going in Central Asia and the Middle
East, and el sewhere. They seetheworld collapse of economy.

Look, Chinaand Russiaand India are the three principal
sources of exports of Western Europe. Chinaand Russia are
the two areas that are increasing exports from Germany. The
economy of all Western Europe, continental Europe, inpartic-
ular, depends upon the German economy. And the Chinese
see this. The Chinese have taken German technology. They
took the magnetic levitation railroad system. They took from
Germany the High Temperature Gas-Cooled Reactor.
They're taking other technologies from Western Europe—
their existence depends upon it.

So they see a global threat, not just a direct threat from
the United States—they see that too. But they see a global
threat to civilization in general, from which China can not
escape, in terms of these devel opments of U.S. policy now.

So, | think that Russia is aware of this, obvioudly. Putin
iscertainly aware of this, and people around him, who, some
of them are expertsin thisarea, and therefore understand this
very well. Therefore, Russiaisin avery difficult situation. It
is not thinking about making awar against the United States.
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It sbeing confronted with, on the one side, the offer of friend-
ship, or partnership, or whatever, and on the other side, threat,
after threat, after threat. Little threats, big threats, all kinds of
threats. And Putin has his own internal problems.

So, you have a situation where Russia does not have a
clear unilateral alternative for the kind of problemsthat Rus-
siafaces.

| don’'t know if Putin can think through this by himself.
Because he aso has other problems to deal with in Russia,
among those left behind by George Bush, and the Interna-
tional Republican Institute, for example, thingslike that. So,
| don't think Putin has a clear view. | see no signs of what |
would require as a clear view of the situation. He probably
has, as othersin Russia do, a clear sense of some aspects of
this problem, particularly of some of the military implica-
tions. But I'm not sure they see them clearly. Because to
understand a problem clearly, you sometimes have to seethe
solution first. Then you recognize the problem.

It's when you find the answer to the question, that you
understand the question. And really, you never fully under-
stand it until you do.

| think that’s the problem. But | would say this whole
hokum about these missile agreements, these negotiations,
has now broken into atotal farce. But behind the farce, for
me, is the fact that it was never serious to begin with. And |
made a serious proposal, and design, back in the end of the
1970s, and Reagan adopted it and presented it. If Secretary
Andropov had not said “no,” if the negotiations had pro-
ceeded, the way we were starting with the back-channel dis-
cussion, you would not have the messin the world we have
today. We missed a terrible opportunity. And that occasion,
of Reagan making that offer to Russia, was the last really
serious offer ever made to Russiaabout anything. Andthat is
why | think that Reagan deservesto be listed as perhaps the
last actually sitting President, who, at least one moment, had
asense of vital American interest.

The Palestinian Suicide Bombers

Freeman: I’m going to read a couple more questions,
from some of our listeners, and then we' re going to move and
take couple of questions from the audience here.

The question I’'m going to read, was submitted by Mary
Woodward, from Philadelphia; however, we have three or
four other questions, that are ailmost identical to this one.
Mary says, “Mr. LaRouche, | am a Jew, who, along with my
synagogue, believesthat the peace processin Israel can only
occur if theso-called occupied territoriesarereturned, despite
the fact that war was launched against Israel, on the holiest
day of our year. Indeed, thereismuchracismagainst Muslims
inlsrael. But, to hear terroristsreferred to as heroes, isrepug-
nant to me. What are your thoughts on Mrs. Arafat, who is
now quite safe in Paris, who recently lamented that she
doesn’t have ason, whoselife could be given for the conflict?
And do you have any comments about the obscene photo of
aMuslim man, holding his daughter upon his shoulder: The
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youngster had mock dynamite tied to her?

“Mr. LaRouche, freedom fighting isonething, but wanton
terrorism, or support of the same, is something else. Please
comment.”

LaRouche: Well, the situation of the fighters, the Pales-
tinian fighters and activists, who are engaging in these acts
which are called terrorism—which isreally nonsense—must
be compared and equated to the actions of arelative handful
of Jews, in the Warsaw Ghetto, who, with a few pistols and
carbines, and ingenuity, resisted—in a hopeless situation—
resisted the full, concerted might of the Nazi war machine. If
you would recognize the fact, which isthe essential fact, that
the Likud policy—especially the military policy of the IDF
now, the policies of Sharon, and the incipient policies pro-
posed by Netanyahu—are Nazi, then you get the truth of the
situation; and, you now, then, can, from that standpoint, have
the framework in which to judge the behavior of these Pales-
tinians.

Now, many of them, | think, arewrong. But they are, like
the Jewish fighters, in the Warsaw Ghetto, against the full
weight of the Nazi machine commanded by Stroop: And,
there’s no difference. Thus, the American Jew has to face
thefact.

Now, here’ sthe problem; there’ sanother problem, which
| think the questioner refers to; which is not mentioned, but
should bementioned. See, therearetwo reactionsonthe ques-
tion of condemning the crimes of the present Israeli, Nazi
government, against the people of Palestine. One objectionis
to caling them “Nazis.” But they are Nazis. They are! So,
why not call them by the right name? “Well, they can’'t be
Nazis, because they’re Jewish.” Come on: Cut it out! How
many people are followers, in Isradl today, are followers of
Vladimir Jabotinsky, who once offered to support the Hitler
government of Germany, if Hitler would give up anti-Semit-
ism. And, whose policies are indistinguishable—including
those of his Betar—from Nazi policies. What do you think
the lsraelis were, of the Betar, in particular—including the
Menachem Begin, who often bragged about having blown up
theKing David Hotel, with the British governor there, sitting
in the bathtub, when the bombs went off? Menachem Begin
was aterrorist! The Likud isaterrorist organization!

Y ou had many Jewish fighters, who were not Betar mem-
bers, who were not terrorists; who may have been mistaken,
at times, but you could respect them, as actually fightersin a
war, or in a battle. And they have have to be respected as
that. They may be wrong, but if you capture them, or if they
surrender, you treat them with the respect their position re-
quires. No: Not true of this situation.

So, therefore, the question, then, is: What are we talking
about? We're talking about a Nazi-like oppression, of Pales-
tinians, by Nazis—and they are Nazis! By every objective
standard.

Now, what’s the second question? The second question
ismuchmoreserious, and somepeoplewill hidetheir concern
over the second question, by their concern over thefirst one.
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Thelate Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin, assassinated on
Nov. 4, 1995, by the lunatic faction of Benjamin Netanyahu and
Ariel Sharon. “ The present government of Israel cameinto
existence asa result of a criminal, coup d’ état assassination of a
Prime Minister of Israel, who had a contrary policy; who made the
peace with Arafat.”

That is, they say, “Yes. We agree with you. And you may
whisper it to us. You'reright. But, if you say it publicly, I'll
denounceyou!” What arethey saying? They'resaying, “1 am
an Israeli patriot, or | am a sympathizer of the existence of
Israel. And, therefore, on that basis, if the Israglis commit a
crime, | haveto defend them, because | support Isragl’ sfree-
dom, and Israel’s strength, in the fight.” So, therefore, they
would rather defend Nazism, than bein the position of being
considered disloyal to Israel, when a war-like situation is
going on.

Whenwedon't say that, then we get into trouble. We say,
“WEell, obviously, it's a very ssimple solution: Get rid of the
damned Nazis!” “ Free Israel!” | mean, | don’t recognize as
much, the present government of Israel, except de facto, as
Woodrow Wilson would say. Because the present govern-
ment of Israel came into existence as a result of a criminal,
coup d’ état assassination of a Prime Minister of Israel, who
had a contrary policy; who made the peace with Arafat. That
every government of Isragl, sincethat timehasbecomeillegit-
imate, becauseit’s under the control of the people who com-
mitted that assassination. It has no historic authority. A gov-
ernment that commits assassinations and is caught at it, of its
leaders, has no authority. | mean, the point is, implicitly, the
peoplewho killed Kennedy, to get him out of there, they have
no moral rights, asfar as| am concerned, inthe United States.
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I may, asamatter of fact, have to support the institutions
of the U.S. government and its Constitution; but, in my heart,
| know that’ s not right. And, sooner or later, justicewill have
to be served, in this matter, but in a manner, which does not
destroy our country. Israelis should do the same thing. Those
who sympathize with the cause of I1srael’ swelfare, should do
thesamething: Say, “Well, it’ sonething to defend I srael, but
I’m not going to defend those Nazis, or the crimesthat they're
committing! The best way to defend Isragl, is to make it a
state which isworthwhileliving in! Thekind of state, which,
at least, Rabin understood had to be established. Therefore,
which side are you on? Are you on the side of Rabin, or his
murderers?’ And, some people have forgotten that.

Y ou can’t have thiskind of hypocrisy, thisidea of “Ohh,
these guys protest that you call "em Nazis. This person killed
one of our people.” “ Oh yeah! Who started the war?’” Who
started the war? Arafat didn’t start the war. Arafat wanted
peace at Camp David. Arafat honored his agreement, the so-
called “peace of the brave,” with Rabin. Hetried to continue
that policy.

Look, and see, the problem is even more complicated—
the problem of the case of Hamas: Now, many people in
Hamas, including some of those died, are probably honest
people, interms of what they are, as persons. But, | happen to
know, that Hamas, as an organization, was created by Ariel
Sharon! And | know there's a control in the leadership of
Hamas, by Ariel Sharon! So, if, every timethat Arafat agreed
to aterm, and the United States was going to support Arafat
onthisquestion of peace, anincident occurred—usually from
Hamas. The opinion in the Middle East is—and | support it,
because | know Sharon; | know what he is. I’ ve dealt with
him in the past: Sharon is the kind of guy, who will find a
Palestinian orchestrator to go out and commit an attack,
against the Israeli population, in order avoid the embarrass-
ment of being forced to negotiate. How do | know that these
poor fellows—how many of them, who bomb themselves, as
self-bombers, were not being sent by Sharon, through the
Hamas, or similar kinds of agencies? So, why not ook at that?

So, why don’ t we, instead of condemningindividuals, and
trying to make scandal about somebody who committed an
act, because you want to call it aterrorist act—an act of the
sametype, committed by Jews, fighting against the Nazi ma-
chine, with pistols and carbines, in the Warsaw Ghetto; and
against the same kind of enemy. You're going to call them
terrorists? What's the word “terrorist” mean, then? No,
Sharonisaterrorist! Therefore, let’ skeep our recordsstraight:
Under conditions of aggressive warfare, of Nazi campaigns
of extermination against a people, the people shooting back
are not classed asterrorists.

Sharon on ‘Nightline

Freeman: Before | move to take a couple of questions
from our live audience, | have one question, which has been
submitted, which is a delightful question. So, I’'m going to
ask Lyn to answer it. It's a short question, that’s come from
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Sharon Gets Bellycose

New York. And, the person who is submitting the question
has been charged with the job of putting together a list of
questions, that Ted Koppel will ask Ariel Sharon tonight.
Apparently, Mr. Sharonisaguest on“Nightline.” Theperson,
who has submitted this question says, “1’m quite certain that
your namewill not be mentioned in asking this question, but,
if you were interviewing Ariel Sharon, Mr. LaRouche, what
would you ask him?”’

LaRouche: [laughing] What are you doing about losing
weight?

Freeman: Do you know what it's like to be this guy’s
spokeswoman?

TheU.S. Housing Crisis

Okay. I'd like to call to the microphone, someone in the
audience, here, who probably isfamiliar to many people here,
because she' sapersonality in Washington, D.C. Sheissome-
body who hasspokenthetruth, and who' sspokenwith clarity,
as aleader of the Democratic Party: Barbara Lett Simmons.

Barbara Lett Simmons. Thank you. I’'m indeed hon-
ored, to be here, and listen to truth—I’ve heard so little truth
lately, that it' sajoy; it'sajoy and aprivilege! Asamatter of
fact, | had the uncommon experience, of, today, listening to
the leader of my city, lie for an hour and a half, about the
Inspector General’s report. He, who claims to be a Demo-
crat—now you know, Mr. LaRouche, the party wantsto ques-
tion whether or not you are a Democrat: | haven't seen you
out raising any money for Connie Morella, or any other Re-
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publican, recently. But, at the same time, while our leader of
the Democratic Party in the District of Columbia—capital of
America—has said, he was under such pressure, because
she's chairman of a committee. And, then, when they asked
her, she said, “He volunteered! | never asked him to give me
any money, or to raise money for me.” Now, you know, that
really makes a population feel ahigh sense of security.

| want you to know, folks, that when we talk about | srael
and Palestine, it hearkensto me, that we don’t have statehood
and democracy that our birthright as Americans gave us,
based on the Constitution. And, yet, we can continueto subsi-
dize—you know, the 51st state is Israel, not the District of
Columbia; I'm hoping that the District of Columbiawill, in-
deed, one day—. I’'m sorry: | had to seize the opportunity to
share my concern, for statehood.

But, Mr. LaRouche, my question to you, isalittle differ-
ent, but it deals with our economy. Y ou know, we've been
treading this broad communications highway. And we have
seen that it's got some potholes, and it needs some repair.
And, | wonder if you would share with us, the next, the next
pothole, that’s coming in terms of another whole area of our
economy, called “housing,” maybe.

LaRouche: Yeah, Al Gore, the former Vice President,
does qualify asthe chief pothole of the New Economy. And
he' s developed the pot to proveit! If you' ve seen him lately.

No, thehousing problemisjust simply typical of theover-
all situation. We have shacks, al over the place. But, we've
had an insane policy—increasingly so—over the entirety of
the post-World War |1 period, when we started with the subur-
ban policy.

The suburban policy had two phases: It had the palicy, up
until about 1975, and New Y ork was the turning point: ' 75,
the Big MAC operation; in which, initially, theidea, instead
of maintaining the city, as the typical engine of production,
from thetime of the 1791 Report to the Congressby Treasury
Secretary Alexander Hamilton, until ' 75, the policy of the
United States, generally—the Federal United States—was
thepolicy laid down by Hamilton, of the rel ationship between
publicinfrastructure, agricultural development, and urban in-
dustry. Now, you seewhat’ shappened—and |’ vecomplained
about thisanumber of times—what’ s happened to our popu-
lation since 1975: Think about the number of hours that peo-
plespend commuting per day. Think about the number of jobs
they have to work, to get less than enough to live on. Think
about the effects of these kinds of things on the household
formof life—family life, thelatch-key children, and soforth.

Think about thelack of structure of neighborhoods, which
used to have an organic function in maintai ning a popul ation.
| mean, the village cop on the beat; the fireman in the local
firehouse; these other things had arelationship to the commu-
nity. They knew people. For example, the cop on the beat
knew everybody in the neighborhood. So, he could do agood
jobinlaw enforcement, because he knew what was different;
because he knew what was the same. He knew where prob-
lems were coming from, and by using hiswit, he would help
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to manage most of the problems. We
don't have that kind of community
structure any more, of neighbors who
live next to each other; who, often, in
thetimespast, would solvethe problems
of that community, simply by helping
one another, in dealing with the prob-
lem. You've got neighbors who know
you. You've got a child that's out of
order, you got achild that’s a problem:
The neighbors will cooperate to help
you deal with that child's problem. The
school intheneighborhood, particularly
the primary school and the secondary

school, were integrated in a sense.

So, what we did is, we went to the
second phase: We decided, in 1975, we
went full-steam ahead withBigMAC in
New York, into a post-industrial soci-
ety, in the dtrictest sense; into a con-
sumer society. What was done with the real estate, asin New
York City and elsewhere, was to turn the entire real estate,
availablereal estate, into one big, gigantic financial bubble—
amortgagebubble, areal estatebubble; inwhichtheoccupant
of the building, whether abusiness, or afamily, the occupant
was adevice for generating a cash-flow, which then could be
converted into capitalization, to sustain a mortgage value,
whichwould beattributed totheland uponwhichthething sat.
So, thevalue, if youlook at thisjunk pilewecall “ suburbia’™—
look out at what we were referring to, on the way in, | was
referring to as the ghost town of Herndon, out here, that used
to bethe center of the T industry: It’ s now becoming aghost
town. We' re going to have peoplewith six-gunsand so forth,
sombreros, wandering through there as the local guides
through “ Ghost Town.”

What they did was, they took this land area, used it as
a promotion for these kinds of things. And took virtually
unimproved land, put a shack on top of it—Hollywood set-
style shack, with shrink wrap and a plastic exterior—with a
big price on it; they cal it “McMansions,” or whatever they
call it. And, these things are up there at all kinds of prices.

Now, why is this land valued at the value it has? Not
because it has that intrinsic value: These are still the dumps
they were and worse, than when the cows were wandering
across them! What' s happened, you’ ve got somebody sitting
there, as amortgaged person, who is sitting there occupying
the place, with an obligation. That obligation is marketable:
It goesinto the hopper of this pyramid, of ground-rent specu-
lation, whichisthebasisfor theeconomy! Thefinancial struc-
ture of the economy, the internal economy of the United
States, and of the cities.

So, therefore, what we’ vedone, iswe' ve shifted theecon-
omy from a production-oriented economy, to a ground-rent
specul ation-based economy. Weemploy peopleinjobswhich
are useless: Most of the employment, in so-called “service
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An artist’ s conception of a colony on Mars. Since we know, essentially, how to construct a
science city on Mars, “ why can’'t we do it in the Sahara? Why can’t we do it, in any part of
this planet? Why can’t we take that approach?”

employment,” isuseless. | mean, you don’t cook ahamburger
at home: You get it at McDonald' s, and you don’t know what
you're getting, hmm? Or whatever. So, we' ve destroyed the
society. We destroyed its structure. We parcelled everything
possible out to services—personal services, unskilled ser-
vices. Thisisthekind of society we've created.

And, therefore, we've come to a point, when you talk
about housing, we' renot talking about housing, we' retalking
about urban planning. We're talking about going back to the
old conception of urban planning: How do you plan? That
sort of thing. | did, inthe 1980s, | did aplan for this so-called
“Mars exploration”: the establishment of a science research
city on Mars, within a 40-year period (which is what we
should still do, but we might not be ableto do it aswell, now,
aswe could have, then). But, | said, “If you understand this—
yes. Wedo haveto explore space. Wedo haveto build science
cities out on nearby areas, in order to conduct the scientific
exploration of space. But: If we can do that in space, if | can
put asciencecity, under theground on Mars—whichweknow
essentially how to do; there are a lot of things we have to
learn, but we know, essentially, we can do that: Why can’t
wedoitinthe Sahara? Why can’t wedoiit, in any part of this
planet? Why can’t we take that approach?’

WEe've got cities, which are now decaying. Cities which
are not worth maintaining in their present form. They're no
good, down to the roots. The sewer systems don’t work; the
water systems don’'t work; nothing works! The whole thing
has to be uprooted and replaced from the ground up—that’'s
theway todoit. Wecanrebuild cities, rebuild them asengines
for living, designed for human beingsto livein, asfamilies,
with all these functions that we used to think were so good,
in neighborhood communities. And have them on a more
modern scale. It will seem to cost alot, in the meantime; but
then, asyou comedowntheline, asour productivity increases,
as a result of doing this, these will become cheaper and
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cheaper, relatively speaking, relative to income over the
years. Why not do that?

So, | think that's what we have to do. We have a mgjor
land-scam, a ground-rent scam: Nothing can save the present
real estate values. Nothing. There' s no way these mortgages
can becarried. Look out acrossthelandscapeof Virginial It's
all doomed! Just like Herndon is doomed. It's all awaste of
money. And, when the crash comes, no onewill ever be able
toreorganizethefinancesof this. Y ou' Il never beableto save
it. There’ snoway you can collect onthesemortgages. There's
no way you can collect on these financial obligations: It is
going to have to be wiped off the books. We're talking about
hundreds of billionsof dollars, or trillionsof dollars, interna-
tionally, being wiped off the books. It must be done, there's
no way to avoid it.

So, now, instead of looking at financial values, why don’t
we go the other way around? And say, “Thisall means, that
the U.S. government is going to have to go back to national
banking. That we're going to have to create a credit system,
based on 25-, 50-year ideas on credit, at low rates. We're
goingto haveto statelarge-scal einfrastructure projects, mod-
elled upon the success of what infrastructure projectsdid un-
der Roosevelt, and earlier. We're going to have to rebuild
entirecities.”

Now, let’stake Washington, D.C., which I’ ve spoken on
this, before. Washington, D.C. is obvious: It's the nation’s
capital; it’ sashame! It wasoneof thefirst capital sof theworld
that wasdesigned, actually designed by intelligent people, for
intelligent purposes. And it’ sbeing destroyed. Why not make
the capital city of the United Statesthe best city in theworld?
Asafunctional city, to perform the function of acity of gov-
ernment, and of the people who work for government, and
work in it? Why not do that? Why not build it up, from the
ground? Savewhat we can savefrom good buildings, takethe
rubbish, rebuild the city for the people.

It'll cost alot of money, but in the process of doing that,
and in giving credit for similar work, throughout the nation,
wewill restorethe United States. Wewon't be ableto pay for
it completely, at once; but we can start the process, and roll
over the effects—as we did with the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation, that kind of thing. We can renew that kind of
thing. Get it going, and take Washington, D.C.—it is the
shame of theworld! A shame of the United States! Let’sclear
this shame up! Make it a place that people admire from all
over the world; including the conditions of life of the people
wholivethere, and work there. And build communitiesagain.

And, if we do that, then, | think we can create a sense of
infection, of what the idea of a national housing program
ought to be. We have large areas of the United States, and if
we used the water projects, which we could develop in the
Western States, we could create anumber of new citiesinthe
United States, in the area of the Great American Desert: We
could create new industries, which would make sense, out
there. We could change the character of the country, and give
it asense of aninterior frontier, aswell as other frontiers.
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And, by inspiring young people, in schools, with theright
education, and with these kinds of projects, | think we can set
aspark loose, in the population, seeing the whol e shebang as
it'snow, going under: That thiswasall aterrible mistake. We
say, “Let’s correct the mistake.” And, we can start a housing
program.

Islt Timefor aThird Party?

Freeman: A former member of United States Con-
gress, who was also a member of the Congressional Black
Caucus, submitted the following question:

“Mr. LaRouche, during the year 2000 campaign for the
Presidency, Al Gore, whowasthe Demacratic nominee, made
it clear that while he was willing to benefit from the black
vote, he was not willing to work for it. This was signalled
when the Democratic Party refused to sponsor platform hear-
ings. We were grateful that you initiated an effort to do so. It
ismy view that Bill Clinton seconded the motion, by support-
ing Al Gore. | believe that it is among the reasons that Bush
is President today. Now the situation isworse. Thereisvery
littleintheway of an oppositiontothecurrent Administration,
and | believe that in the mid-term elections, Democrats will
lose seats, not gain them.

“Mr. LaRouche, isit time for usto move into a separate
entity, for athird party, or something along those lines, or do
you think that we have any hope of working withinthe current
Democratic Party?’

LaRouche: | think we have to look at the country as a
whol e, and the country asawholeisnot asrotten asWashing-
ton, D.C.is, astheBeltway is. Thecountry asawholedoes not
really sympathizewith the policieswhich arecharacteristic of
Washington, D.C. | think the danger is, is a Congressman
expressing the policies which he thinks he's obliged to ex-
press in Washington while he’ s here, could be lynched if he
went 50 miles outside the city. In other words, what people
say in Washington, D.C., isnot necessarily what they believe,
nor doesit represent the country.

We've cometo atime, when both major parties are hope-
lessly corrupt. A Democratic Party dominated by theDLC, is
not long for thislife. That kind of formation. The Republican
Party is a mess, it’'s got this terrible stuff, these “outhouse
people,” like Pat Robertson—they’re not fit to come in the
house; they just keep them out there, where they can do what
they haveto do, but don’t let "em get in the house. They just
don’t have any mannerswhatsoever. Delay I’ m speaking of.
The Exterminator. And he's an exterminator in more ways
than one. Theman isunfit, he' sashamefor the Congress, just
to let that fellow on the premises. It's a shame, to have this
kind of animal there. Y ou want to put it out of the way, so no
foreign visitor can see that character, on television or else-
where. But there are alot of Republicans, or pro-Republicans
around the country, who are decent people. And despite the
fact they make some terrible mistakes and terrible behavior,
there are alot of good Democrats out there, they’re just not
represented very much.
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Platform Hearings
lime XX 2000

So, what are you going to do? Well, we had a situation
like that, remember, we had aterrible incident, which was a
result of the effects of the French Revolution and so forth:
The John Adams Administration was adisaster in the United
States, and asaresult of the John Adams Administration, and
itsmistakes, and themistakesof the Jefferson Administration,
or two of them, the mistakes of the Madison Administration,
the United States parties, asthey had existed up that to time,
were garbage. A rallying point was made around two figures:
one, ayoung Congressmanwho became Speaker of theHouse
as the head of the so-called war party, War Hawks, Henry
Clay, a Virginian who was at that time coming from Ken-
tucky; and the man who had been designated as his successor
in the publishing business by Benjamin Franklin, Mathew
Carey.

And Mathew Carey, beginning in 1812 approximately,
wrote a book which he subsequently republished in several
later and larger editions, called The Olive Branch. What he
proposed wasaregrouping of theexisting political structures,
thepartisan structures, to createthekind of party whichwould
truly represent sensitivity to the true American interest. This
book, The Olive Branch, led to the formation of anew party,
around figures such as President Monroe, who was the hero
of the War of 1812, that is, he continued to fight, to defend
Washington, while Madison and his Dolly, went off to Vir-
ginia to escape the war—eh? And that was an Aaron Burr
gift, Dolly was a gift, a present from Aaron Burr to James
Madison, who ruined him.

So, under Monroe, John Quincy Adams, and people who
followed him, like Abraham Lincoln and so forth, we had the
formation of the American Whig Party. Now, that, of course,
is what—back in the 1970s, | proposed that we consider re-
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founding the Whig Party, and | proposed it because | thought
that if a Carter could be elected by the Democratic Party,
givenwhat had happened under Nixon, we needed an entirely
new party at that time. It didn’t quite work out that way, but
that’ swhat | proposed, isthe American Whigtradition, which,
with some problemsinit, of the Southern Whigs, isthe gut of
the American political tradition, intellectually.

So, what | think we haveto do at this point, istwo things.
First of al, in genera, | take the position of trying to work
from the vantage point of the Democratic Party asareference
point, where | have alot of supporters, totry to take the view
of rebuilding it. And let Al Gore go into a decent retirement,
where he can concentrate on weight control. And also shave
occasionally. Get that crowd out of power, and take the party
over for the American Intellectual Tradition, as a goal. Get
real Democrats, not these fake Democrats, in there.

And secondly, that we reach out—not necessarily on the
basis of trying to build a combination party—reach out to
those Republicans who think, in a sense, aswe would like to
think, and try to build a coalition in American politics, which
may beabipartisan coalition, which actually can run the coun-
try. And run it decently.

In order to get to that point, that general objective, we
have to stop trying to work within controlled institutions en-
tirely. You have to improvise by going into supplementary
arrangements. By supplementary—for example, let’ stakethe
Black Congressional Caucus.

Now the Black Congressional Caucus has been largely
destroyed, initseffectiveness, by anumber of things: Al Gore
and other things; and by the results of the primary campaigns
and the nomination campaign of the year 2000. | think the
problemis, isthat the Black Congressional Caucusand simi-
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lar caucuses don't function effectively. Yeah, well, sure,
you're squeezed out by the Congress. So what? What you
need is, to reach the people. The parties are not in touch with
the people. They have a certain control over the people, but
they’re not in touch with the people.

Where are the party clubhouses? Who' sturning out to the
Democratic Party meetings? Who' sattending them?What do
the people have to do with selecting their representatives for
nomination and election, in the parties? Where' s the discus-
sion about national policy occurring? Where are the party
meetingsthat discussthat? Where are the people who engage
in that? Where do you not have a dictatorship coming down
from the top, agag rule, like the kinds of gag rules they use
on holds and so forth in the Congress? Where is the Demo-
cratic Party not controlled by gag rules?“Y ou can’t say that
here. You can’t say that here. You can't say that here.” It's
rigged. It's a corrupt political machine in the worst sense,
from the top down.

And the people think it s the only place they have to go.
Itislike, you know, you haveto go, and you haveto go, and
the outhouse is there, and you go there. That doesn’t mean
that you join the place. Useit, and get out of there—asfast as
possible. What you haveto do in acaselikethis, you have to
build assemblies, representative assemblies, the nuclei of the
people, who articulate what needs to be said to people. You
have to have these sufficiently large, and populated in such a
way, that they are respected by people as voices. You have
to organize the people. Organize the citizens. Not by going
outside or inside the party—just plain get people together to
organize the citizens. Because the citizens don’t have any-
body to speak of these days. Nobody listensto the citizens.

Now, what | mean by listening tothecitizensisnot listen-
ing to popular opinion. Because the citizens, as | know, are
usually wrong! | talk to them alot. They’re usually wrong.
But | don't dislike them because they're usually wrong. |
know they need to have afew things discussed. What you do
withthecitizen, isyou haveto educatethecitizen. He doesn’t
know anything, especially with the schools going the way
they are nowadays. The newspapers, and what they are. The
citizen needsto be confronted, and challenged: What do you
think? Well, you' rewrong. Let me proveit toyou. Andif the
citizenwill takethat, if youdoitintheright way, you' regoing
to changethe citizens.

Most of what people believe, is stupid; what the typical
American person believes, isstupid. It'snot their fault. They
were never educated. So what you have to do with citizens,
you haveto talk, and you say: “You believe this. Well, let's
gothroughthisinarationa way. Let'sgointothefacts. Let's
discuss this. Let me challenge you. Let me not try to appeal
to your prejudices, let me knock down your prejudices. Let
me get you thinking, for your own good.”

So what you need, for example: Y ou get the problem of
the Black Congressional Caucus, which is, implicitly, this
kind of thing you’ retalking about here. What do you do with
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it? Tell it to stop being abunch of prostitutes! | can meet with
these guys, we have a grand time, we agree with each other,
when we get into a private meeting. Just a few of us. We
discussthings, we'll work out disagreements, but they’ll say,
“1 can't say that out there; | gottago along with this.” So they
go out of the place, they drop their chains, come into the
meeting, park their chains outside; but when they go out the
door, they put the chains on, and then they say, “I’ve got my
constituencies to worry about.”

So therefore, what we have to do is defend these leaders,
and many of them arethe best |leaderswe havein the country.
From what | know, some of the black Congressional |eaders
and state legislators, are the best people we havein the coun-
try. Intermsof politicians. But they put their chainson, before
they’ realowed to go out in public, to prove what good slaves
they are, or something. So what you haveto doisreversethat
process, of |eadersadapting to thementality of thepopul ation,
the opportunism of the population, and get leadersto be able
to go out as groups, and confront the population with the
authority of being leading people. Challenge them on these
prejudices that they have, and start to uproot some of these
follies. So the guy says, “I gotta go along with my constit-
uents, they’ redemanding this, they’ re demanding this—I got
thisguy offering money around here, in my community. They
need money, and | won'’t get thismoney unless| do what this
guy says. | gottagowiththisline. Yeah, | know it’ scrazy, but
| gottadoit.” And then he' s destroyed.

It slike peoplein the last election saying, “We gottavote
for Gore.” Why?" Because we must prevent Bush from being
elected.” | say, you vote for Gore, you're going to get Bush.
And they did. So, we've got to break that chain of where
stupidity becomes a chain on the minds of our best organic
leadersin this society. And the way to do that, is, you and I,
and others like us, we have to meet, we have to function
informally aswell asformally. Wehaveto establish ourselves
in such groups, as the authority in the country for constituen-
cies. Weusethat authority to confront our constituents, to get
them to change from stupid ideas, into intelligent ideas.

We go out on the basis that nothing is important but the
truth. We don't haveto be afraid of the truth. Y ou don’t have
to defend alie. You have no interest in alie. It's not yours.
You don't have to have loyalty to alie. You have to have
loyalty to theideaof truth, which sometimestakesabit of dis-
covering.

Andtherefore, you' vegottosay, “ L et’ sagreeto onething.
We agree on onething: truthfulness. Let us meet on the basis
of seeking thetruth in this matter. And let us keep discussing
it until we get thisthing sorted out. Then let usgoforth, united
on the basis of truth. Not opinion, but truth.” And that’s the
only answer.

So, | don’t think we have—alternativethird party projects
of thistype, | seenothing onthehorizonthat wouldjustify it. |
seeenoughthat would giveyouthehorrors, but noaternative.
And | haveto be, at my age, | haveto think in termsof things

EIR May 17, 2002



that will work for people, not gestures. And what will work
for people, isif we can get this country back to theideaof the
truth, and if we can start to organize people to talk to each
other, not on the basis of stroking each other’ s prejudices, but
of trying to find out what the truth of the matter is, then we
will have aforcethat can’'t be stopped.

What Can Americans Do for Mideast Peace?
Freeman: I’ m going totake aquestion from theaudience,
now, from someonewho | couldintroducein alot of different
ways. | could introduce him as aleader of Louis Farrakhan's
Nation of Islam; | could introduce him as one of the foremost
health-care providers, here in the District of Columbia; or |
could introduce him as one of the gentlemen, who was good
enough to lead the fight to save D.C. General Hospital. But,
maybe the best way to introduce him, is to introduce him as
someone who never, ever wears chains: Alim Muhammad.
Dr. Abdul Alim Mu-
hammad: Greetings, Mr.
LaRouche; I'm very happy to
be here. | apologize for arriv-
ing a little bit late, and | did
not, infact, get achanceto hear
all of your previouscomments.
But, it occurs to me, that, in
termsof theMiddle East situa-
tion, you have a constellation A
of forces opposing one an- \
other, that don’t seem to have
the creative power to resolve
the situation in away that makes sense. | mean, there's this
agenda of war, that apparently has been agreed upon, at the
highest levels, and it seemsto be heading in that direction.
So, my question is this: Is there anything that can be
learned from what happened 30 or so years ago, in the civil
rights movement? When, in the segregated South, there was
this balance of forces, that seemed to enforce the continued
segregation, the continued disenfranchisement of large seg-
mentsof the population. But then, there occurred the phenom-
enon of individuals from other parts of the country, people
from New York, or Michigan, or Illinois, or wherever they
were from: They didn’t mind going to Alabama, or Georgia,
or Louisiana, or wherever they thought the problemwas. They
werecalled, by thesegregationists, “ outsideagitators,” “ com-
munists,” and other bad names. They, themselves, thought
that they were Freedom Riders, that they were activists, civil
rights workers, workers of conscience. And, they went into
a situation, they inspired the local residents. They became
teachers; they became examplesto local peoplethere, of new
solutions. They brought resources to bear on the situation,
and they sort of shook things up. They changed the pattern of
behavior on both sides of the problem.
I’m wondering whether or not you feel that there’'s any
possibility of developing that line of approach, internation-
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aly? Isit possible, for example, for delegations of private
citizens—men and women of conscience, people of religion,
people of business, peoplefrom all walks of life—who, natu-
rally, would have to have the resources: But, could they goto
the Middle East? Could they go to Jerusalem, and engage in
activities, that might in some way, shake things up, and de-
stroy these ingrained patterns? And have some inspirational
effect on the local populations? Isit possible, for something
like that to be conceived of? | just would like to get your
thoughts about something of that nature.

LaRouche: | think there’s no solution in that direction.
There' sagood in that direction, but not asolution.

Theonly solution right now, the only obvious solution, is
if the President of the United States would be persuaded, to
make an Eisenhower-like decision, on the horror-show inthe
Middle East. | know from Europe, that Europe would gener-
aly unite—including Russia—would unite with the United
States on that issue. And, that most of the rest of the world
would agree. So, under those conditions, we could bring this
to an end—that is, in terms of the horror-show. But, at the
same time, to go further than that: You have to talk about
building a peace, and that’ swhere what you’ re talking about
comesinto play.

Now, what we haveto do, in asense, is. We have to—by
bringing unity among people, of those who are concerned
about thishorror, asl’ vefound myself in the middle of doing,
recently; not because | started out with the intention of doing
that, but | just followed my own nose, and | ended up doing
that: Isto try to bring people from the Arab world and others
together, on trying to clarify exactly what the issues are, in
thisbusiness, and how to deal with this. Now, when we get to
the point that we decide, in a sense, agree on what to do, in
general, about it, wefind ourselves up against the fact that we
need another factor, which wedon’t have: whichis, for either
the President of the United States, or equivalent thereof, to
step in and tilt the thing, so that we can implement what we
are saying.

What is important—two things: First of all, it is very
important to address those sections of Israelis, who will re-
spond, evenif it’ sasort of “Damascus Road” response, to the
idea of justice and freedom. Now, in that case, you have a
movement among Jews, which is pretty much crushed—it
was crushed by Hitler largely, and the right-wing supporters
crushedit—that of M osesM endel ssohn. M osesM endel ssohn
was one of the real, authentic geniuses, of modern times. He
was called, in Germany, in histime, “the modern Socrates.”
M oses M endel ssohn did more than any other person, to bring
about the political liberation of the Jew in Europe. Hiswork,
as a collaborator of people like Késtner, whom most people
don’t know; and acollaborator, especially moreimmediately,
of Gotthold Lessing, the founder of German Classicism. It
was through his networks, that Joseph Il, the Emperor of
Austria, wasthe first country to grant political identity to the
Jew. And, most people don’t know what the condition of the
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Jew in Europewas, prior to that time. Some Jews had licenses
to live; the others would go around as virtual cattle, without
theright to live!

And, Moses Mendel ssohn’ s movement did that. Y ou had
the spread of that into Eastern Europe, in the case of the
Yiddish Renaissance, which is famous among Americans,
mostly through thewritings of peoplelike Sholom Aleichem,
in his stories; but the Yiddish Renaissance. So, that you had
a great movement among Jews, which is the movement of
true liberation, pivotted on Moses Mendelssohn. And, he'sa
genius: | mean, this guy, you don’t think of him asjust Jew-
ish—he's everything! He's auniversal mind; and he was an
Orthodox Jew to the day of his death. But, a universal mind:
Hewas aman of peace; he was aman of reconciliation. So, |
would say that, in respect to the Jew: It’ simportant to empha-
size the question of Moses Mendelssohn. Those who have
Jewish affiliations, attachments. Here's a genius, a true ge-
nius, who did more for the liberation of the Jew, than any
other known individual in modern history. Isn't that pretty
good? Isn't that ahero for you?

So, take the true hero, as Martin isfor many of us, atrue
hero of histime, and say, “Wasn'tit amistaketo goaway from
that?’ Just because Hitler wiped out most of the adherents of
that persuasion? And, | eft the survivors, who were of adiffer-
ent persuasion, to take over?

So, therefore, thereare, also, many Israglis, who will tend
to agreewith that. We know; I’ ve been working with some of
them for a quarter-century, who have been fighting for
peace—Arab-Isragli peace, inside Isragl, and outside. There
isacore, that isreally committed to this.

Therefore, yes: In the process of rebuilding, and mobiliz-
ing support, for the rebuilding, for the peace, there are many
people from various parts of the world, who, based on some
understanding—remember, the civil rights movement
worked to the degree that the young kids who went in, had
some understanding of what they were going into; and had
guidanceon non-violence, and other kindsof things, to enable
them to do this.

So, with guidance, of some understanding of what the
issues are, by meeting with Arabs, by meeting with people
who understand the position of Isragl and the Jew, and under-
standing the situation, then you can have people who are not
going to mess the things up, and make them worse than they
already are. But, who will be useful, and will be gestures of
solidarity, in implementing peace: support for this; support
for that. Who do you go to visit? When someone comes from
this part of the world, who can they go to visit? Where isthe
group of people, who will visit them, receive them, guide
them around, and send them off as friends? Who do you go
tovisit, inthat area?Y ou need these kinds of people-to-people
contacts, it's very useful. But, it won't solve the problem, in
the short run. But in the long run, it can be the thing that’s a
decisive factor in leading to a permanent solution of the
problem.
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The Pedophilia Scandals

Monsignor EliasEl-Hayak: Mr. LaRouche, | wouldlike
to ask you a question. I'm surprised at the fact that, in this
conjuncture of war we have now inthe Middle East, why isit
that [there is an] assault on the moral authority of the Pope
andthe Catholic Church?Wherever | go, wherever—all these
channels | watch every day, they aretalking about this situa-
tion inthe Catholic Church, about pedophiliaand all that, and
they arecriticizing even that meeting the Pope held with these
Cardinalsof the United States, and setting up away of dimin-
ishing all this. So | find, behind this, some intent to diminish
the authority of this Pope, or the Church in general, particu-
larly when he had already ayear ago gonetothe Middle East,
and he had built so much goodwill among the people of the
area. Thisismy question.

LaRouche: There's an intent to destroy the Pope, not
only onthisquestion, but on many other questions. And there
are efforts within the Church, some of which I've fought
against, as without. Y ou see, the Pope represents the best of
atradition, in terms of the Church in modern society, which
datesfrom Leo XI1I, especialy. He represents the continuity
of that, it’ snot new, it represents arefreshing—on the part of
these Popes, particularly Leo X111, and so forth—arefreshing
of the original Apostolic mission.

Well, there are other interests, as we know. There are
financial interests, which say, “The pews are empty, you
want money, you take our money and you listen to our
views.” And what has happened is, a financial concert was
brought to bear in the United States, probably also the White
House, was brought to bear to push this pedophilia scandal
in Washington. (I think the placeto start it was the Congress.
If you want to have a pedophilia scandal, | think we've
got plenty of people in the political system who are much
more appropriate.)

But thiswas done.

Now, I’ vebeen, of coursel had friends, youknow, who' ve
beeninvolvedininvestigating thesekindsof problemsbefore,
for the Church. We've known about the problem for along
time, we thought that the American Church—I did—we
thought it was wrong on this question, in the way they ap-
proached it; but that' s not the blame of the Pope. The Pope's
positionisclear.

But, inthiscase, it'sobvious. If [someone wantg] to start
areligious war, and you intervene, to defend the sanctity of
any of the holy sitesin the Middle East, you arein principle
affirming the sanctity of the holy places. If you affirm the
sanctity of the holy places, you can’t have this kind of thing
that’ sgoing on there.

So therefore, the Pope becomes a personal threat to the
cause of Nazism worldwide. So, | mean, the point isobvious,
that thisisaseriousfight, and those of uswho havethe means,
haveto try to see that the right thing is done. If they can’t do
it by one channel, by another. | do what | can. | need his
continued functioning on thisfront; we all need it.
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‘The Gang That Couldn’t Shoot Straight’

Alfredo Jalife of Mexico: Mr. LaRouche, will President
Bush’ sdebaclesin Mexico and Venezuel a, specifically those
executed by Assistant Secretary of State Otto Reich, who
is known as the Iran-Contra man, by allying with Mexican
Foreign Minister Castafieda and Venezuela's Cisneros
Group, will they affect Jeb Bush’ sreelectionin Florida? And
what do you think U.S.-Mexico relations actually should be?

LaRouche: Ingenera onthesethings, you'vegottoreal-
izethat we don’t have afunctioning government of the United
States right now. We have persons occupying the nominal
positions of government. But, if you look around the world,
you look at the case of the handling of the situation in Argen-
tina; you look at the mess that was made by the U.S. govern-
ment with Elliott Abramsand company inthebungling of this
whole businessin Venezuela; you look at the stupidity with
which the U.S. Administration, the present one, has ap-
proached the question of deregulation in Mexico; you look at
the way they’re dealing with Brazil; you look at the Africa
policy, which is not even mentioned much any more, it's a
horror show untoitself; youlook at the question of thedealing
with Europe; the dealing with China; dealing with Japan;
dealing with Korea; and so forth and so on. Dealing with al
the important domestic issues—thisis not agovernment, it's
a catastrophe. It's a catastrophe seeking a refuge place to
hidein.

Now, like the military policy: The military policy of the
United Statesistotally incompetent. It'sincompetent on two
grounds. First of al, it's incompetent because it's wrong—
wrong in the sense that we have learned about warfare,
through along history of humanity. We have learned, espe-
cially from the experience of the Treaty of Westphalia, what
kind of wars not to fight. We should have learned it also
from commentaries on this subject by Machiavelli, amilitary
specialist, astrategic specialist, back inthe 16th Century. We
should have learned it from Lazare Carnot. We should have
learned it from the defeat of the first modern fascist, Napo-
leon, when he tried to march into Russia. We should have
learned it from the German reform, military reform, which
was done under the reformers, including Gerhard Scharnh-
orst; welearned about what warfareis, and how to conduct it,
what isjustified and what is not justified.

Andwhat wasconceived of asthisnew Waffen-SSmodel,
of Huntington and that crowd around Kissinger, the Soldier
and the Sate crowd; these guys are, from amilitary-strategic
standpoint, they are utterly incompetent. There' s no way that
they can establish a durable form of empire, even as durable
or undurable as the Roman Empire was. It can not be done.
Y ou could not establish adurable, existable new Roman Em-
pire based on Anglo-American power today. It could not
work. All it could do is destroy, and what it is doing, de-
stroying.

But now you get to the paint.

Talking about going into Irag. Why are we going into
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Irag?Because it’ saperpetual war. They decided to doit, and
Israel desperately needs it. Isragl can not survive with its
present policy unlessthewar isextendedtothegreater Middle
East. And it means, first of al, Irag.

So therefore, we don’t have the troops to fight awar in
Iraq; Irag will not be like Desert Storm; the effects—it will
be much more complicated. Look at Afghanistan, with these
idiots who are running this thing—and | don't think
Rumsfeld’ s quite that stupid, but he's acting stupidly—who
believe that you can fight that kind of a war. You can not.
They’ ve gone into another quagmire, a mountain quagmire.
So the weapons policy, the rearmaments policy, whichisjust
swindling, putting some money in there for your friends—
that's all it is. There’s no recovery in this warfare. This is
not awar economy recovery. That everything these guys do,
everything they say, everything they say about the economy,
every policy they make, is a manifestation of one stupidity
worse than the other. Y ou call this a government? Someone
says, the United States government isapowerful government
and knowswhat it' sdoing, you’ ve got to bend over for it—it
isnot! It is sheer incompetence. They can't think, they can't
make decisions, they make decisions but they can’t—so that
one should not exaggerate this kind of mess.

So what they’ redoing in Mexico, they walk into Mexico.
Mexico' sexistence dependsupon therestoration of an energy
system. Mexico has been looted to a degree, since Kissinger
went down therein the Fall Of 1982, has been looted to such
adegree, that it's amost non-functional. What we did iswe
destroyed Mexico; wesaid, “We Il use cheap Mexican labor.
WEe'll useit asimmigrant labor, and we'll useit as maquila-
dora labor.” Mexico depends upon, about 80% of its econ-
omy, on exports to the United States, of labor or materials.
That's the Mexican economy. It has no other economy to
speak of.

Now, the role of the United States as the importer of last
resort, hascometo an end. That meansadisaster in themaqui-
ladoras; it means a disaster throughout all of Mexico. So
therefore, the existence of Mexico depends on a general re-
construction, of moving it back in the direction which it was
inbeforeit waswrecked 20 years ago. In other words, you' ve
looted, you’ ve taken the patient, you' ve sucked all the blood
out of it that you could, up to the point that the patient would
die from lack of blood, and now you go in, you want more
blood—eh?—and to go in with that kind of policy.

Now naturally, what happened was, is that you had Vi-
cente Fox, who thought he was the ever-beloved of George
Bush, eh?—that's a mistake too, eh?—but Vicente Fox
thought he could push through Bush'’ s policy of deregulation
in Mexico, despite Enron and everything else. And the Mexi-
can people, the Mexican ingtitutions, said “no.” And the
Chamber met and voted down the deregulation bill, perma-
nently. They killed it, permanently. It's now an outlaw; you
can't bring it into the procedure any more. Why? Why not?

But thestupid government of the United Statesisso deter-
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mined to shove its stupid policy down the throat of Mexico,
that it pays no attention to what it’s doing. It does not force
Mexico to accept policiesthat can work; it triesto force Mex-
ico to commit suicide.

What is being done by the IMF and the U.S. government
in Argentina is clinical insanity. As well as mass murder.
What they're trying to do in Brazil is the same thing. The
sideshow they played in Venezuela, en?—with Elliott Ab-
rams and so forth. And Otto Reich. They don’t know what
they’redoing. But they’ redoingit anyway. It’ slikethat gang,
remember the organi zed gang warfarein Brooklynwhich one
famous reporter at the time wrote a book about, called The
Gang That Couldn’t Shoot Sraight? That’ sthe Bush Admin-
istration. They can’t shoot straight. They shoot alot, though,
but they don’t shoot straight.

So, that’ stheway to understandit. Do not imaginethat the
United Statesis somebig powerful giant. It may berelatively
gigantic, with some powers, but don't recognize it asan all-
wise agency, so powerful, so wise, so al-knowing, that it
knows what it's doing. The U.S. government at present has
no conception of what it’sdoing. It just doesit anyway. And
it’ s getting more and more into amess.

Y ou should get the mood in Europe. Europeans, just to
get asenseof this—Europeans, especially Germans. Germans
went through two world wars. They were conquered by the
U.S. twice; and they say, never again will we resist the word
of our imperial master, the United States. We will always do
what the Pentagon telIsus. Without question, evenif weknow
it'sinsane. But even in Germany, asin Italy and elsewhere,
the Europeans are now in a state of revolt against a U.S.
policy whichisso stupid, that if they wanted tofollow it, they
couldn’t, because you can’'t understand it, because it makes
No sense.

Fascismin Australia

Craig Isherwood, national secretary of the Citizens
Electoral Council of Australia: Greetingsfrom Austraia |
think we might be the remotest link for this webcast, and it
has been good to hear your clear and uneguivocal message
down here.

Lyn, within the last several months we have seen adra-
matic step-up by the Howard Liberal government to ram
through absolutely draconian fascist laws under the guise of
fighting terrorism, particularly after Sept. 11, but also before
Sept. 11.

Theselawsareidentical, lineby line, with Hitler’ s Febru-
ary 1933 Emergency Decrees.

Howard hasintroduced laws that:

» Canjail peoplefor 25 yearstolifefor such activitiesas
union activity, civil disobedience, dissent or normal political
organizing, under the pretext of being defined asterrorism;

« Ban any organization it wantsto;

 Hold people without the right to remain silent, and in-
communicado indefinitely;
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« Allow spy organizationsto use unlimited wire-tapping
on people;

» Uselethal forceand kill Australian citizensif domestic
violenceflares; and

» Theuntrammeled use of agent provocateursto set orga-
nizations and groups up.

Now these laws are not being introduced from a position
of strength, but from the fact that the political partiesin this
country are hated, and falling apart. Thetwo major partiesare
actually seen asthe same and are ahollow shell.

Top civil rights lawyers have stated, that these laws are
not necessary. We aready have the necessary laws to deal
with any genuineterrorist problem.

Weknow it isthe global financia collapse whichisdriv-
ing these desperate moves, but it is also the hysterical fresk-
out over your influence on this continent, through our work
down here.

Wewould really like to hear what you have to say about
this matter and others on the Australian continent.

LaRouche: Well, some people looking at Australia and
these curious eventsdown there say that, you know, that Aus-
traliahas alot of marsupials, and a couple of monotremes as
well, and perhapsthat that accountsfor thekind of politicians
that aretryingto push thisstuff through. They’ vejust, they’ ve
got—it’s in the pouch, so to speak. Other people may think
that thisis probably areflection of the imperial power of the
Emperor Rupert Murdoch, whose de-pressed association has
some power in that country. And as a matter of fact, Rupert
Murdoch is a lot of this stuff. We have a Murdoch in the
United States, so watch out. Check him for pouches, and
what’ sin his pouch, whatever he does.

But essentialy, the thing is run through an organization
called the British monarchy’ sPrivy Council. All of the opera-
tions, while they have many fronts, are actually run, to my
knowledge, and to the knowledge of people down there, by
members of the Privy Council. Now, one thing to understand
about this—now of course, thisisAustralia, which theBritish
hate very much. They think it’s a bunch of escaped prisoners
or something—you know how they are; they're very back-
ward, they don’t keep their history straight.

But inany case, what we don’t understand, and we should
understand as Americans, isthat our Constitutional systemis
superior to anything that ever actually developed in Europe.
Thenearest approximation wasthereform of the Fifth Repub-
lic by President Charles de Gaulle. But never, never did a
European country, establish atrue sovereign nation-state re-
public.

What happened in Europe, largely under theimpact of the
American Revolution, was certain reforms in parliamentary
forms of government, which were essentially monarchical
forms of government, in which the basic feudal form of mon-
archy was preserved. Y ou had a parliament, which originally
wastheadviser to amonarchy, and amonarch. Themonarchs
have generally gone, since then, but monarchs have been re-
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placed by a President who performs, who holds the office of
a monarch, but is not a monarch. He has no monarchical
authority whatsoever. Even Chirac has no monarchical au-
thority. He' scontrolled by acouncil of powerswhich control
the state apparatus. Then you have a Parliament. Now, any
time the Parliament getsin its mind to do something that the
state apparatus doesn't like, the Parliament is thrown into a
crisis, and you have aparliamentary crisiswhich overthrows
thegovernment, and you get anew Prime Minister, and anew
set of laws. That’stheway it’s run.

Theway thisisrunin Britain, for example, isthrough the
Privy Council. Now, the Queen nominally has no powers to
speak of, except to read the teleprompter at certain annual
occasions, before the Parliament. But the Queenisactualy a
very powerful institution, who controlsthe United Kingdom,
and the Empire, including Australia, New Zealand, and Can-
ada, directly, for which she is the monarch, through Privy
Councils. The operation to which you refer in Australia, is
run from the British monarchy, through the Privy Council
extensionsin Australia. If you remove the Privy Council fac-
tor from these operationsin Australia, the whole thing would
fall apart. And therefore, though various kinds of mono-
tremes, marsupials, and others, may be running around asone
of the perpetrators of this atrocity, the atrocity is occurring
because the master of the marsupials and monotremes, has
laid this particular egg.

Can We Save Civilization?

Student: Mr. LaRouche, first, before | say anything else,
| want to thank you for doing what nobody else seemswilling
to do, and that istell usthe truth. It’s not easy deciding what
you're going to do with your life, when people lie to you all
the time. And the truth that you told today, while I’'m happy
you said it, doesn't really paint avery pretty picture.

I’m going to ask you to tell us the truth one more time.
What do you really think our chances are, of implementing
your policies and of saving civilization?

LaRouche: Well, that isatough question, but not atough
guestion for me. It satough question for most.

Y ou know, we are so obsessed by the short liveswe lead,
inour mortal existence, that we becometoo preoccupied with
the issues that are defined in terms of our personal sensual
experience. Weforget history; weforget especialy thehistory
of ideas. What we live for—and this again is the question of
death, life and death—what do we live for? Do we live for
what we experience in our lifetime, or do we live because we
are concerned about what comes after us, as a result of our
actions while we live? Are we concerned, like the scientist,
with the benefits of theideaswhich may not berealized in his
lifetime, but which save the future of humanity, eh? That sort
of thing.

So therefore, in facing a question like this, never ask the
question of yourself: Will you get the reward of your effort,
within your mortal life? Never ask that question of yourself.
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Alwayssay: Isit something which you should do, for the sake
of humanity? Then, like Jeanne d'Arc, if you have to die,
you'll die, but maybe as she did, the existence of France as
the first modern nation-state, would come about because you
didn’t quit.

Now, that does not mean you should take afatalistic atti-
tude about history. That means you should think like a good
soldier, a good commander in war, who's going out to war,
not with theintent of dying, but theintent of bringing about a
victory, by making an essential contribution to a necessary

In facing a question like this, never
ask the question of yourself: Will
you get the reward of your effort,
within your mortal life? Never ask
that question of yourself. Always
say: Is it something which you
should do, for the sake of humanity?

victory in the betterment of humanity. If you start from that
attitude, then you' re not a hostage to your sense of mortality.
Andthething that makespeoplecowards, isthe sense of being
ahostage to their own mortality. If you can give that up, and
say, “I’m going to do it because it's needed,” you can fight
thefight. And if you can fight the fight, the very fact that you
can, inthat way, givesyou achance of winning. Soif you ask
the question of yourself, “Should | do this on the basis of
whether or not | think I’ [l enjoy the benefit in my lifetime, or
livetoseeit,” then you will lack the courage often to achieve
the function of leadership. You say, “I’'m going to do this,
because the meaning of my life isto make a contribution to
humanity, whether | enjoy it or not, in person.” Then you
canwin.

See, because you, as | have to do, you have to take the
point. You have to become in a sense the target, as Martin
said, when he gave his famous speech “ on the mountaintop,”
on the question. You're leading, you must give courage to
those about you. You must speak clearly and truthfully, and
let nothing, even the fear of theloss of your own life, stand in
the way of speaking truth. And never alow that to induce
you to speak garbage instead of truth. Or to babble, or to be
evasive, instead of speaking the truth. Because the radiation
in othersof the sense of truth, acognitive sensethat you speak
the truth, will impart to others the capacity to carry on, if
you're gone.

And that’s the point of the matter. | expect us to win. |
know we can win. | expect to win. But that is not the thing
that determineswhat | will do. | am determined that we shall
win, and | will dowhat | have to do, to bring that about.
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After Erfurt: We Need To Ban
Violent Videos Worldwide

by Helga Zepp-LaRouche

Mrs. Zepp-LaRouche is chairman of the Burgerrechtsbewe-  of “normal” young people can consume these media products

gung Solidaritéat (Civil Rights Solidarity Movement), and di-  without undue harm. Such people are, in the best of cases,
rect candidatefor the Bundestag (lower house of parliament) simply deceiving themselves. Because in fact—and we will
from Berlin-Mitte. She issued this statement on April 29, fol- have more to report on this later on—these computer games
lowing her April 28 call for Germany to return to Classical were originally developed in the United States for use by the
education (see EIR, May 10). military, for the purpose of breaking down the inhibitions

which new recruits would experience when ordered to Kkill
Inthe wake of the gruesome massacre committed by 19-yeaenemy troops. Namely, it had been recognized that during
old Robert Steinhaser, responsible citizens can only have  World War Il and the Korean War, only about 15% of all
one reaction: Germany must call upon the United Nations taoldiers had been willing to shoot at the enemy with the intent
establish a protocol for aworldwide ban onthe productionand  to kill. But by using computer games involving repeated
sale of films, computer games, and videos glorifying violenceshooting at virtual enemy troops, the act of killing could be

This is necessary, because this “New Violence,” as mani-  turned into a routine, mechanical activity, unhindered by an
festedin the massacre in Erfurt, is by no means a “sociologicdburdensome moral scruples.
accident” or a “freak incident.” Rather, it is a worldwide phe- So, if this de-sensitization works with military and police

nomenon, one which represents as grave a threat to humaersonnel (and we should recall here the infamous Diallo case
civilization, as does the outbreak of a new life-threatening  in New York, when police fired 41 bullets into an unarmed
epidemic disease. African man), why wouldn’tthese games have the same effect
Itis certainly true that here in Germany, public discussion on children and teenagers, who, after all, are even more im
of the background of this incident has been conducted in aressionable than adults are? The ugly reality is, that even if
more honest and competent manner than occurred, forexam-  the sale of such satanic computer games were banned tor
ple, inthe United States, following the massacre at Columbineow, this would not repair the damage that has already been
High School in Littleton. A good number of psychologists = done. We must therefore ask ourselves: What has brought ¢
and educators here have pointed out the direct connection tmnsiderable part of our society to the point of tolerating ever
violence-glorifying videos and computer games, and many  more perverse forms of violence in such “action movies” ac
of them have been rightly calling for the outlawing of such “Terminator” (Robert Steinhgser’s favorite movie), and in
products. Nevertheless, thataloneis notenough, becauseonly ~ such games as “Doom,” “Quake,” and so forth? What
once we have truly understood the nature of this “New Vio-wrong with the axioms in the minds of many adults in our
lence,” will we be able to protect our children effectively  society, who notice only now (if they notice anything at all)
againstit. that these products are bestial, and that they aim at producing
For example, take the case of those who argue that these a bestial outcome?
sorts of horror film and killer computer games only lead to  The idea of molding soldiers into blind obeyers of orders
the commission of violent acts, in cases where the children and eager killing machines, comes out of the utopian militar
and youths involved are already at risk, whereas the majoritgoctrine of such people as Samuel Huntington, as he set this
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forth in his book, The Soldier and the Sate. It runs directly
contrary to the tradition of Lazare Carnot and Scharnhorst,
who developed the concept of the citizen-soldier, whereby
the officer in particular should be of exemplary character,
with an especially refined sense of the General Welfare, one
who should be able to think for himself, and be able to cre-
atively carry out the assigned objective. Huntington, on the
other hand, promotestheideaof the soldier who never permits
himself to think, who never involves himself in political af-
fairs, and who is thus part of a military hermetically sealed
off fromthe*chaos’ of civilian life. Huntington’ s concept is,
in fact, nothing new: It is merely the old form of the Roman
imperial legions, whose role was to secure the Empire’ s bor-
ders; Huntington also explicitly mentions, in this regard, the
international Waffen SS.

Already back in 1972, the U.S. Surgeon General warned
that there could be no doubt about the connection between
violenceinthemedia, and violent acts committed by children
and young people. Shortly thereafter, the American Medical
Association warned that violencein the media was the great-
est health-care emergency in the U.SAA. And that was 30
years ago! Has anyone in the meantime been restricting
Hollywood and the producers of these computer games?
Thanksto thisfailure, the only way one can enter an Ameri-
can school building today, is by walking through a metal
detector, not to mention the armed policemen patrolling the
hallways. In American cities such as Washington, murders
are committed every day, with most of the victims being
young people killed by “random shootings’—i.e., shootings
in which the killer and the victim do not even know each
other.

To Stop ‘' The New Violence’

If onetakes stock of the past three decades' history in the
United States, it becomes quite evident that the responsibility
for this phenomenon of youth violence must be placed at
the feet of those military and elected officials who, despite
overwhel ming evidence presented by medical and psychol og-
ical experts, and despite the empirical experience of awide-
spread de-sensitization among youths, did nothing to halt this
process of degeneration. Indeed, one cannot help but get the
impression that this process was intentionally encouraged.
After al, how could global military operationsbecarried out,
if it weren't for a steady supply of emotionally immature,
trigger-happy young recruits?

With the massacre in Erfurt, American conditions have
now cometo Germany. Only six daysafterward, “ unpolitical”
youthswentriotinginBerlin, including 13-year-old girlswho
were hurling stones at policemen. And if Berlin Mayor Klaus
Wowereit thinks he can get away with claiming that with
“only” 180 police injured, this was a “successful strategy,”
then perhaps he should go out there himself the next time!
There is simply no doubt that the phenomenon of the “New
Violence”—i.e., of aviolencewhose causedoesnot lieexclu-
sively in the criminal energies of individua perpetrators, but
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Helga Zepp-LaRouche urging her proposed strategy to ban killer
video and computer games internationally, at a campaign event of
the BuSo (Civil Rights Solidarity Movement) in Duisseldorf.

rather inthecultivation of socially tolerated mediaviolence—
isamassive problem herein Germany, too.

This plague of violence-glorifying horror films and com-
puter games has now spread around the globe. The fact is
likewise inescapable, that this hasled to adangerous state of
spiritual desolation and demoralization among a large per-
centage of those who consume these media products. And
whoever attempts to deny that fact, is acting like the drug
addict who claimsthat hisdrug consumption has no negative
effect on his capacity to think: How could he, after al, have
any memory of the brain cellswhich he’ salready lost?

A banonviolent videos, and cooperation with responsible
representatives of the media, are correct and necessary mea-
sures. But these alone will not be sufficient to block access
viathe Internet or across national borders, nor will it succeed
in reversing the effect of those products which are already
circulating among our young people, and generally in the
population. Once it is understood that this is not a one-time
freak incident—al beit themost horribleincident to date—but
that, on the contrary, this New Violence is ajust as much a
threat to human civilization, asaglobal outbreak of cannibal-
ism—only then does it become clear that we must react in a
far more fundamental way.

Therefore, Germany should propose that the United Na-
tions establish an international protocol for the banning of
these violence-glorifying videos.

And, secondly, we will only be able to heal the damage
that has already been donein our country, by returningimme-
diately to an educational policy based on the Christian-hu-
manist image of man, in the tradition of Wilhelm von
Humboldt. That is the only way we will be able to give our
childrenand young peoplethespiritual strengthtoreject these
bestial conceptions on their own.
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Media, Arms Producers
Make Killer Video Games

by Alexander Hartmann

For years, it has been known that violent video games are
among the driving forces behind the “New Violence” in our
societies and schools. Thiswas demonstrated againin Erfurt,
Germany, on April 26, when a drop-out pupil who was ob-
sessed with “point-and-shoot” video games, shot and killed
16 peopleand himself at hisformer school. Theterribleevents
of that day havetriggered huge demonstrations and anational
debatein Germany, over themediaproductsof the“ New Vio-
lence.”

Prompted by the Erfurt events, Helga Zepp-LaRouche,
currently acandidatefor the German Bundestag (lower house
of parliament), renewed her call, first madein February 2000,
for an international protocol banning violent video and com-
puter games (published in this section).

A closer look at the business networks involved in the
production and marketing of such games indicates why,
despite a mass of evidence, no such action was has been
taken. Behind the slime-mold of video game-producing stu-
dios being created, dissolved, merged, renamed or taken
over, there are several big media and even armament corpo-
rations that, apparently, no one in the Western governments
dares to touch.

‘Military-Industrial Complex’

The largest European producer of such games, presently,
is the French Infogrames SA. According to their website,
Infogrames was co-founded in 1983 by Bruno Bonnell, who
earlier had been involved in developing “the Thomson TO7,
one of thefirst computers designed for domestic use.” Thom-
son is France’ s leading defense electronics producer. Sitting
on the board of Infogrames, is Thierry Dassault, representing
the Dassault Group’s multimedia division. Dassault also is
one of the largest defense contractorsin France.

I'n January 2000, Infogrames bought up U.S. toy producer
Hasbro's on-line and off-line interactive game divisions.
Since then, Infogrames sucked up Eden Studios and Shiny
Entertainment, and is now marketing games like Stuntman,
MXRider, Spy Hunter, Terminator, Mission: Impossible,
Unreal, and Backyard Sports. Also bought from Hasbro by
Infogrames were the rights to the Atari games, which were
prominent in the early days of video games, in the 1980s.
Hasbro has a link to the American defense establishment of
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its own: Before entering the current U.S. administration,
Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz served on
Hasbro's board.

The big media conglomerates share part of the business
with the biggest military producers. The first-person-shooter
video game Counterstrike—which apparently was instru-
mental in programming the young Erfurt killer Robert Stein-
hauser—is a product of Sierra Entertainment, a subdivision
(studio) of theworld’ ssecond largest communicationsgroup,
Vivendi Universal. Other such studios owned by Vivendi
Universal include Blizzard Entertainment and Universal In-
teractive, all of which produce alarge variety of interactive,
online, PC and console-based computer games, often of the
most violent character.

Many of the games are based on Hollywood film scripts,
like Terminator or Mission: Impossible, and rely on*“intellec-
tual property rights” sold or leased by theoriginal film produc-
ers, who share part of the royaltiesincome and have alot of
political clout. It is no secret that Sen. Joe Lieberman (D-
Conn.) could bury his Presidential ambitions without Holly-
wood’' smoney, and heisnot the only one dependent on money
and other support from Hollywood.

Vivendi Universal was formed in 2000, through the
merger of Vivendi, a French multimedia group, and Edgar
Bronfman's Seagram Co. Ltd. Seagram’s had, in 1995,
bought MCA, including MCA’s Universal movies division,
withits 14.7% share of the U.S. box-office market. Under the
leadership of his son, Edgar Bronfman, Jr., Universal Music
bought up PolyGram, and now ownsthe copyrightsworks by
to Jmi Hendrix, Bob Marley, the Jackson Five, U2, Elton
John, Marylin Manson, and, among others, 50% of the
“Gangsta Rap” label Interscope. Among Vivendi’'s own
assets brought into the merger, wasthe French pay-TV chan-
nel Canalplus.

Asof now, both Edgar Bronfmans, Senior and Junior, and
a third person representing Bronfman'’s interests, are listed
as “non-executive board members’ of Vivendi Universal—
obviously, the Bronfmans still own asubstantial share of Vi-
vendi Universal.

Vivendi’s boss Jean-Claude Messier himself was, from
1986-88, responsible for the French government’ s privatiza-
tion program. Then, hejoined theinfluential U.S.-Frenchin-
vestment bank Lazard Freres, before he took over the Lyon-
based water utility Générale des Eaux, which he transformed
into the Vivendi mediagroup.

TooBigToTakeOn?

In the cartelized “ entertainment industry,” therelation to
thefinancier powers—and government sponsorshi p—makes
or breaks a company. In thislight, Messier's creation of the
Vivendi cartel (and its entry into such product lines as killer
video games) must be seen as a sponsored initiative of the
Lazard bank. Felix Rohatyn, Messier's mentor at Lazard,
went on to become U.S. Ambassador to France.
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A parallel projectisSumner Red-
stone's Viacom, assembled with the
forceful backing of the same Lazard
bank. Viacom owns CBS and Para-
mount Studios. A group of Red-
stone’ sexecutiveswashiredin 1999,
directly by the U.S. military, to set
up the Insititute for Creative Tech-
nologies at the University of South-
ern Cadlifornia. There, Pentagon-fi-
nanced video-game programmers
now design both killer games for
kids, and training simulators for sol-
diers to fight heretofore “unthink-
able” imperial wars.

The world' s biggest producer of
video games is Electronic Arts,
which only recently procured the ex-
clusiverightsto offer gamesthrough
America Online. Seagram owned a
15% share of Time Warner, before
the latter's merger with AOL.
Among AOL/Time Warner’s affili-
ates are Time magazine and Warner
Brothers. Though joint ventures,
AOL/Time Warner is connected to Germany’s media giant
Bertel smann, which controlsthe German RTL and RTL 2 and
RTL plus TV dtations, known for their often pornographic
contents. One of the biggest playersin the market of TV and
Movies rights is the—recently bankrupted—German Kirch
Group, which controls Germany’ s ProSieben, Sat 1, Kabel 1,
N24, and Premiere TV stations.

Another powerful sector profitting from the killer games
are the producers of both the hardware and the software
needed to run them, like Nintendo, Sony, and Microsoft. Ob-
vioudly, for most of the current political lite, this combina-
tion of economic and political clout is simply too much to
take on.

Y et the biggest entitiesin this criminal business, such as
Vivendi and Viacom, are drowning in unpayable debt and
crashing stock values. A resolute public attack against them
would collapse this whole sordid side of the “New Econ-
omy” bubble.

A Cultural Crisis

Under the shock of the Erfurt mass murder, Germany is
going through a profound process of rethinking the direction
in which the nation has drifted over the past decades—in
culture, education, and economic policy. That process of na-
tional soul-searching will haveamajor impact onthe national
electionsscheduled for later thisyear. Thisbecamevisibleon
May 3, when over 100,000 Germans, mostly from the eastern
region near the scene of theschool carnage, gathered in Erfurt
for amemorial service.
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More than 100,000 Germans gathered in the city square of Erfurt days after the killings; with
the national shock, have come growing national demands for banning violent videos and
computer games, including their importation.

This massive showing of the population is putting pres-
sure on the political class, to act against the culture of vio-
lence. Both President Johannes Rau and Chancellor Gerhard
Schroder addressed the Erfurt gathering, and delivered frank
assessments of the deep cultural crisisthat thekilling incident
had spotlighted. Earlier in the week, the Federal Ministry for
the Interior issued a preliminary report on the incident. It
warned that as many as 170,000 German youth are so deeply
involved in the same culture of video-game violence and por-
nography, that any one of them could repeat the Erfurt in-
cident.

Helga Zepp-L aRouche' s proposal to ban the killer video
and computer games internationally now hits the center of
the debate. One Chancellor candidate, Christian Democrat
Edmund Stoiber, has now made amorelimited call to banthe
killer products. Christian Pfeiffer, Minister of Justice of the
state of Lower Saxony, said inradio interviews, that aban of
killer gamesmust hit the producersin thefirst place. Sanctions
against the producersof such games, not just sanctionsagainst
the sellersand distributors, must be considered, Pfeiffer said;
otherwise a ban will never be effective. A ban should also
affect adult players, otherwise children will have access to
killer gamesthrough elder brothersand sisters, or their parents
and friends of the family.

In arelated initiative, Werner Glogauer, one of Germa-
ny’ sleading mediaexperts, said that producersshould beheld
responsible for atrocities resulting from “playing” with their
killer games; and that if that case can be proven, they should
haveto pay.
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Strategy of Tension Now
Targets the Netherlands

by Dean Andromidas

On the eve of the May 15 national elections, the Netherlands
was hit by the assassination of Pim Fortuyn, an anti-immi-
grant populist who was expected to win as much as 20% of
thevote. Thekilling of Fortuyn comesin the wake of severa
assassinations, mass murders, and other attacks in recent
months, which form a“strategy of tension” targetting West-
ern Europe. Since the Sept. 11 attacks on the World Trade
Center and the Pentagon, nine major terror attacks and assas-
sinations—a pace of one a month—have occurred in nearly
every country in Western Europe (see box). Asaresult of the
assassination of Fortuyn, political observers predict that the
paralysis that overtook Dutch government with the resigna-
tion of Prime Minister Wim Kok, will continue after the elec-
tions. Thiscould knock out animportant member of the Euro-
pean Union, when grave strategic crises, particularly in the
Middle East, require strong decision-making by Europe.
Fortuyn was a 54-year-old, avowedly homosexual, soci-
ology professor and newspaper columnist only recently in
politics. Like his populist counterparts in other European
countries—France’s Jean-Marie Le Pen and Austria’s Jorg
Haider—Fortuyn has agitated on an anti-immigration, anti-
Islamic, and anti-European Union platform. Hecameinto the
international limelight when his party, Lijst Fortuyn, as part
of a broader populist coalition called Leefbaar Nederland
(Loveable Netherlands), won 35% of the vote in the election
for the Rotterdam City Council last March. Fortuyn and his
party were thrown out of the coalition when he began attack-
ing Muslim immigrants, particularly from Turkey and Mo-
rocco. Nonetheless, in May, his party was expected to win at
least asmuch as Le Pen did in France. Lijst Fortuyn remains
on the ballot and could easily gain alarger vote as aresult of
the assassination and subsequent sympathy demonstrations.

Assassination SharpensacCrisis

In acountry where political assassinations are almost un-
heard of, Fortuyn was killed on the evening of May 6 after
leavingaTV interview. Hisassassinskillfully evaded security
around the parking lot of the Netherlands' most important
media park in Hilversum, just outside Amsterdam, and shot
him five times in the chest, neck, and head, in an execution
style that would have been admired by the hit teams of the
Mossad or the Mafia. And the killer was not from an Islamic
group, but an* eco-terrorist,” who appearsto beof the* second
generation” of the terrorist networks that operated in Ger-
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many and the Netherlands in the 1970s and 1980s. In this,
Fortuyn’skilling is similar to the March 19 assassination of
Italian government consultant Marco Biagi—sharpening a
government-labor crisis in that country—by the so-called
“Red Brigades,” which have been dormant for over ten years.

Theallegedkiller, Volkert Van der Graaf, 32, isaleading
member of an animal rights group called Milieu Offensief
(“Environmental Offensive”). The name is atake-off on that
of alessradical group with the name Milieu Defensief. He
hasbeen in the animal rights movement since hewasayoung
student andisastrict vegetarian. VVan der Graaf wasarticul ate
on legal questionsinvolving animal rights, and wasinvolved
in proceedings against farmersfor allegedly violating animal
husbandry laws. The police have not revealed how he got his
gun or weaponstraining. Whilethe mediaare portraying him
asaleft-wing psycho, onesourcewhoisalawyer andinvolved
in many anti-environmentalism cases, told EIR something
different; “First, this man is not a lunatic, who woke up one
morning and got it into his head to kill Fortuyn, but afanatic
who acted with cold-blooded deliberation. He is also not a
leftist, but a greenie eco-terrorist, and that is an important
difference. And thisis strange since hisvictim, Pim Fortuyn,
did not deal with environmental issues.”

That themotivedid not fit thevictimisapoint underscored
by Fortuyn’ sformer spokesman ReneWarmerdam, who chal -
lenged media“ explanations” that Fortuyn was slain because
of an alleged comment last year, that if elected he would
work to lift the ban on breeding animals, like mink, for fur.
Warmerdam quoted from Fortuyn’s recent book where he
wrote, “Animal welfare must be a priority, and we need to
switchtolessindustrial production methods.” Evenananimal
rights group called “Pigsin Need” released a statement say-
ing, “ Fortuyn believed that the new agricultural policy needed
to be animal-friendly.”

Secr et Servicelnvolvement?

Van Der Graaf' s attorney is Dr. Britta Bohler, a German
national practicing law in Amsterdam, well known for having
been one of the attorneys representing Abdullah Ocalan, the
head of the terrorist Kurdish Workers Party (PKK) who is
now sitting in a Turkish prison. Bohler's law firm included
Pieter Bakkerschout, who in the 1970s and 1980s defended
members of the German terrorist Red Army Faction. The
firm hasrepresented activists of the Netherlands' ownradical
terrorist and anarchist scene; and in recent decades, some of
the Netherlands' top drug barons.

Although the government asserts that VVan Der Graaf had
no criminal record, Dutch press reports indicate that he was
well known to the Dutch intelligence services, who follow
thesegroupsclosely, but never repressthem. One source spec-
ulated that Van Der Graaf’s motivation for killing Fortuyn
may haveinvolved linksto arenegade Dutch or other state or
private intelligence network. If so, it would not be unprece-
dented. In the early 1990s, Holland was rocked by a series of
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Europe Raked by
New Terrorist Upsurge

Sept. 27: A gunman killed 14 people and himself
at the Canton assembly in Zug, Switzerland.

March 18: Former Belgian politician Alain Van
Der Biest committed suicide amid new allegations that
he was involved in a massive international arms trade
and operations of the NATO-linked “Gladio” network.

March 19: Marco Biagi, an Italian government ad-
viser onwidely protested labor laws, wasgunned down
in an attack attributed to the Red Brigades.

March 21: Basque ETA separatists assassinated a
Spanish socialist councilman.

March 26: A city council meeting in Nanterre,
France, turned into a bloodbath, when aman said to be
suffering from “furious dementia” killed eight people
and seriously wounded 30 others. Thekiller, apparently
a police informant, subsequently “fell out of the win-
dow” to hisdeath, while being interrogated at the Paris
police headquarters.

April 11: Eight German and French tourists were
killed in aterror attack on a synagogue in Tunisia.

April 18: An Italian pilot flew his small airplane
into Milan's Pirelli Tower, killing himself and two
others.

April 26: Robert Steinhauser killed 17, including
himself, at aschool in Erfurt, Germany.

May 6: Dutch politician Pim Fortuyn was assassi-
nated.

scandal slinking the country’ s secret servicesto questionable
operations. At the end of the 1980s, there was the famous
“Bosio” case, inwhichthesecret serviceswereusingaprivate
export-import company as a front for joint operations with
the U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration, allegedly for
weapons purchases linked to the Iran-Contra Affair. Another
caseinthe early 1990srevesl ed that one of the key |eaders of
the Kraakers, a radical house-squatters movement, was an
informant of the secret services.

The political blowback should not be underestimated. A
leading Dutch constitutional law expert, Prof. Ales K oekoek,
suggested to Dutch TV that, after the national elections on
May 15, anational unity government of all the parties, includ-
ing Lijst Fortuyn, should be formed. Such suggestions could
produce, in effect, a government of paraysis, which would
have strategic repercussions on European policy-making.
Such a government is unlikely to take aleading position on
any significant issue, such asthe Middle East crisis.
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Sharon'’s Hallelujah
Chorus’ Shouts
For Mideast War

by William Jones

Like clockwork, as President George W. Bush sat down with
Israeli PrimeMinister Ariel Sharoninthe Oval OfficeonMay
7, asuicide bomber blew himself and 15 other people up in
Rishon Letzion, near Tel Aviv, causing Sharon—as he did
hislast meeting with Bush—to cut hisvisit short.

The bombing did not, however, come as a surprise. An
hour before Sharon’ sarrival at the White House, one reporter
waiting in the briefing room asked aloud, “1 wonder when
the bombs will go off.” Indeed, such attacks are expected
accompaniment for Sharon whenever he comesto the White
House to discuss his peculiar idea of “peace’ in the Middle
East.

Credit for the bombing wastaken by Hamas, an organiza-
tion which was literally created by Sharon and his circles
as a counterpole to Palestinian Authority President Y asser
Arafat. While the events leading to this particular suicide-
bomber’ s act may never befully revealed, with regard to cui
bono—i.e., “in whose interest” the bombing occurred—the
explosion got Sharon off the hook of a difficult encounter
with President Bush, and allowed himto again don themantle
of “avenging angel” in order to recast “facts on the ground”
inthe West Bank in accordance with his own gameplan.

While Bush announced that he will be sending Director
of Central Intelligence George Tenet to the region to help
“reform” the Pal estinian security apparatus, and put into place
elementsof security cooperation betweenthePalestiniansand
the Israelis which had been rent asunder by Sharon’ s attacks
on Palestinian towns, after the suicide bombing it was no
longer clear when such avisit might occur.

At hispressconference shortly thereafter, Sharon blamed
Arafat for the bombing, warning, “He who risesup to kill us,
wewill pre-empt it and kill himfirst.” Sharon made clear that
he had not informed the White House how he would respond
to thebombing on hisreturnto Israel. But it’ s hisactions will
be aimed at forestalling any measures proposed by the White
House to re-start talks with the Palestinians.

On May 3, Secretary of State Colin Powell, in an address
to the pro-Zionist Anti-Defamation League (ADL) of B’ nai
B’rith, announced that the administration wants to get some
form of negotiations back on track and to bring the region
back from the abyss. Sharon’ s actions are propelling it there.
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“Last week | met with United Nations Secretary General Kofi
Annan, Foreign Minister [Josep] Piqueof Spain, High Repre-
sentative [Javier] Solanaof the European Union, and Russian
Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov,” Powell said. “ Our ‘ Quartet,’
aswe cal ourselves. . . committed itself to working for the
reaization of the vision . .. of the Middle East offered by
President Bush on April 4, a Middle East where two states,
Israel and Palesting, live side by side in peace and security
with an internationally recognized border.”

Thestrategy consists of three elements, Powell indicated:
creating asecureenvironment, deliveringimmediate humani-
tarian and economic aid to relieve the suffering inflicted on
the Palestinians, and initiation of political dialogue. Rather
than sequencing the elements, a futile operation in which
Phasel isnever concluded, they would occur simultaneously.
“All three elements need to beintegrated: security, apolitical
way forward, and humanitarian and economic activity,” Pow-
el said. “It is crucial that the parties in the region end the
violence; it is also crucial that they each have hope, both
economic hope and palitical hope.”

The Targetting of Arafat

Despite Sharon’s efforts, the Bush Administration was
not prepared to accept Sharon’ sdemandsthat Arafat beelimi-
nated asacounterparty tothe peaceefforts. Under questioning
by reportersafter the meeting, asenior administration official
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President Bush with a
large problem, Israeli
Prime Minister Ariel
Sharon, on May 7 at
White House. Sharon,
with factional helpinthe
Administration,
Congress, and from
Hamas bombers, was
trying to overturn what
remains of U.S. Mideast
‘ policy of the past two
decades.

said simply, “L ook, we are not going to try to choose |eader-
shipfor thePal estinian people. What wewill do. . . isto speak
out about the responsibilities of any leader or anyone who
purports to be the leader of a people to do certain things to
bring about peace.”

Theadministration did adopt Sharon’ srhetoric about how
the Palestinian Authority must be “reformed,” and it set the
goal of the new Tenet mission as that of assisting in the “re-
form” of the security apparatus. But Sharon’ sgoal isradically
different: to reestablish total |sraeli sovereignty over the Pal-
estinian territories, annexing the “Biblical patrimony” of Ju-
daeaand Samaria, the names Sharon continuesto useto refer
to the West Bank. With the bombing incidents as pretext,
Sharon is attempting to win timefor hisfriendsin the United
Statesto force the administration to accept his“fi nal solution
to the Palestinian question.”

Sharon and hisU.S. “ Christian” fundamentalist alliesare
pulling out all the stops to change the situation on the ground
in order to force the Bush Administration to accept his “fi nal
solution.” Although the U.S. and Isragli media portray the
White House as putting pressure on Sharon, the situation is
just the reverse. Sharon has been intent on mobilizing the
Zionist lobby and his “hallelujah chorus’ in the Christian
fundamentalist churches, to force President Bush to back
away from dealing with Arafat and to allow the expulsion of
the Palestinians from the West Bank and Gaza.
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The‘Fifth Column’

Prior to Sharon’s arrival, conferences in Washington
were creating a crescendo of support for Sharon. From the
meeting of the American Israel Public Affairs Committee
(AIPAC) in late April, to the ADL Nationa Leadership
Convention on May 5-7, there has been a steady drumbeat
labelling Arafat asaterrorist and urging Congressto pressure
President Bush to allow Sharon to deal with the Palestinians
in his own way.

Sharon addressed Abe Foxman’s ADL minions on May
6, accepting their Distinguished Statesman Award. “Weneed
you now more than ever,” Sharon said. He defiantly took
pride in his refusa to allow outside monitors to investi-
gate the numerous allegations of Israeli Defense Forces
atrocities against the Palestinian camp at Jenin, and called
the accusations a “blood libel.” He also indicated that the
Bush Administration, under pressure from the Clash of Civi-
lizations perpetual-war clique around Deputy Secretary of
Defense Paul Wolfowitz and Richard Perle, had supported
his efforts to defy the UN, which wanted to send observers
to the area.

Sharon defiantly refused to respond to the war crimes
accusations against him personally, involving a lawsuit in
Belgium, and, possibly, the International Court of Justice at
The Hague. “No one in the world has the right to bring the
state of Israel to court,” Sharon said.

Sharon’ s visit had two immediate goals; painting Arafat
asaterrorist and smearing European nations as anti-Semitic.
The attack on Europe is egregious, given the role that they
would play in Powell’s efforts to fundamentally recast the
Middle East situation.

Resolutionsregarding Arafat and the Pal estinian Author-
ity have already passed the U.S. Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives. Oneparticularly viciousresolution, which praised
Israeli efforts to reclaim Judaea and Samaria, authored by
House Whip Tom DelL ay (R-Tex.), the born-again Christian
poster-boy of the AIPAC conference, and Tom Lantos (D-
Cadlif.), theperennial favoritefor all Zionist causes, passed by
an overwhelming magjority. It condemns Arafat for collusion
with terrorists and expresses solidarity with Isragl in the
steps it may take against the Palestinian Authority. “We
must support Israel as they dismantle the Palestinian leader-
ship that fosters violence and hate,” Del ay said. “Arafat
and his Authority have been an impediment to peace and a
threat to the emergence of moderate Pal estinian voices. Dur-
ing four decades of terrorism, Y asser Arafat has proven his
total contempt for human life.” Delay told a CNN talk-
show interviewer he supportsthe“transfer” of the Palestinian
population out of the West Bank and Gaza.

While the White House, knowing that such a resolution
would strengthen Sharon’s hand, asked Del.ay to wait on
submitting hisresolution, theintroduction of asimilar resolu-
tion of solidarity with Israel, authored by Sen. Joe Lieber-
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man, prompted DelLay to proceed. Both resolutions were
passed by overwhelming majorities.

Targetting Europeas‘Anti-Semitic’

The ADL’ s Foxman has patched up any past differences
he may have had with Sharon, and is now giving him full
backing to drum up support in the Congress, and in the United
Statesmorebroadly, for Sharon’ swar drive. Foxmaniswield-
ing his “anti-Semitism” bludgeon against any individual or
nation not jumping on the Sharon bandwagon. For example,
the ADL played anintegral role during the 1980sin working
with the FBI to target U.S. statesman and Presidential candi-
date Lyndon LaRouche as an “anti-Semite.” LaRouche had
caught the wrath of the ADL by his 1975 proposalsfor peace
inthe Middle East, based on the launching of major irrigation
and desalination projects and other infrastructural projectsin
thearea.

At the ADL National Leadership Conference on May 3,
Foxman said, “ Anti-Zionism is anti-Semitism. . . . If acoun-
try iscritical only of Israel’ s actions, thisis anti-Semitism. If
Belgium continues in its attempt to bring the Israeli Prime
Minister to trial for [his 1982] war crimes, thisis anti-Semit-
ism. . . . If the Portuguese poet L aureate compares the situa-
tion in Ramallah to Auschwitz, this shows he doesn’t know
what Auschwitz really was, and thisis anti-Semitic.”

While much rhetoric flowed during these conferences
about the Arab-Isradli conflict, thereal aim of this confronta-
tion goes far beyond the Middle East, with a Mideast war
serving simply asthe spark that could set off the Huntington-
Brzezinski Clash of Civilizations, aperspectiveof which Fox-
man isclearly aware. “I don’t agree with the President of the
United States when he says that thisis not areligious war,”
Foxman said. “ Thereisareligiouselementinit. Call it politi-
cal Islam or radical Islam. And where are the alleged voices
of moderate | lam? The suicide-bombers of the Tanzim wrap
themselvesin God. They are awarded by the secular Iraq as
well as by the religious Saudi Arabia. My father told me,
‘Watchout for God’ scossacks.” Well, wehavebeenwatching
very closdly . . . at the growing incidents of anti-Semitic at-
tacks. Wewill soon sharewiththe American peopletheresults
of our findings.” Foxman said that the ADL will release an
“anti-Semitism” exposg, aimed at discrediting European
involvement in the Mideast peace process. Sharon told the
ADL, “Wemust fight anew fight against the new anti-Semit-
ism in Europe and elsewhere.”

While the Bush Administration fiddles with its plans for
aregional conference, the brainwashed minions of AIPAC,
the ADL, andtheir Christian fundamentalist fellow-travellers
are hitting the streets with their attacks on the “new anti-
Semitism,” vigorously backed by that fifth column of funda-
mentalists in the U.S. Congress and the Wolfowitz “ Utopi-
ans’ at the Pentagon who are eager for an imperial Clash of
Civilizationswith the Muslim world.
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Ariel Sharon: Profile
Of an Unrepentant
War Criminal

by Jeffrey Steinberg

Thisarticleistaken fromthe website www.larouchepub.com,
where it is linked to other documentation of Sharon’s war
crimes published in EIR from 1986 up through early 2002.

Ariel Sharon, the Prime Minister of Isragl, iscurrently facing
possiblewar crime prosecutionsfor two massacresthat occur-
red 20 years apart: the September 1982 massacre of Palestin-
ian civiliansin the Sabraand Shatilarefugee campsin Leba
non, and the April 2002 Israeli Defense Forces (IDF) mass
killingsin the Jenin refugee camp in the West Bank.

Sharon is, without doubt, guilty of these crimes against
humanity, and others. Heis also unrepentant. For him, these
mass killings are merely necessary steps on the path toward
his objective of a“Fina Solution” to the “Palestinian prob-
lem,” through the mass expulsion and/or extermination of the
more than 3 million Palestinians and Arabs now living in
Israel, the West Bank, the Gaza Strip, and the Golan Heights.
Under variouslabel's, Sharon and arogues gallery of collabo-
rators inside Israel, Britain, and the United States, are now
moving toward the final phase of their “mass transfer” plans
for the Palestinians and Arabs.

EIR has “written the book” on Sharon’'s blood-soaked
career for over 30years. Asaservicetothecurrent worldwide
debate on his government’s fascist actions, we provide this
summary dossier on the Israeli mass murderer. The EIR
website, www.larouchepub.com, will feature a compendium
of earlier exposés of Sharon and his partnersin crime, as an
appendix to this summary account.

The Sharon File

Sharon was born in Kfar Malal in British Palestine in
1928. At the age of 14, he joined the Haganah, and at 20,
headed an infantry company in the Alexandroni Brigade in
the1948 War of Independence, duringwhichthelsraeli forces
drove an estimated 300,000 Palestinians from their land, us-
ing some of the same genocidal methods against unarmed
civilian populationsthat were used intherecent IDF invasion
of the Palestinian Authority’ s Area A territory.

In 1953, Sharon founded “Unit 101,” asecret death squad
within the IDF that committed several mass murdersof civil-
ians. In October 1953, Sharon’s “Unit 101" massacred 66
innocent civilians during a cross-border raid into the Jorda-
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nian West Bank village of Qibya. Under intense machine-gun
fire, local residentsweredriven into their homes, which were
then blown up around them, killing the occupants by burying
them alivebeneath pilesof rubble. The April 2002 DF massa-
creat the Palestinian refugee camp in Jeninwas, in fact, mod-
elled on Sharon’s*Unit 101" operations at Qibya.

On Oct. 18, 1953, the U.S. State Department issued a
bulletin denouncing the Qibya massacre, demanding that
those responsible be “brought to account.” Instead, Sharon
was rewarded for his war crimes by having his “Unit 101"
absorbed into the Isragli paratroop corps. By 1956, Sharon
had been appointed paratroop brigade commander.

Between Feb. 28, 1955 and Oct. 10, 1956, a Sharon-led
paratrooper brigade conducted similar cross-border invasions
into Gaza, Egypt, and the West Bank in Jordan. At the West
Bank village of Qalqilya, Sharon’'s death squad killed 83
people.

Duringthe 1956 joint British, Isragli, and Frenchinvasion
of the Suez Canal, Sharon and his lifelong collaborator in
mass murder, Rafael Eytan, carried out another horrific war
crime: Inthreeseparateincidents, Sharon- and Eytan-led units
murdered Egyptian prisonersof war, aswell ascivilian Suda-
nese workers who had been captured. All told, 273 unarmed
prisonerswere executed and dumped into massgraves. When
the story broke, nearly 40 years later, in the Aug. 16, 1995
London Daily Telegraph, it nearly ruptured I sragli-Egyptian
relations. This was less than three months before Sharon
would bloody his hands once again, by orchestrating the as-
sassination of Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin. Rabin,
in Sharon’s eyes, had committed the mistake of signing a
peace treaty with Palestinian Authority President