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Building a Youth 
Movement To Save 
A Bankrupt Nation 
by Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr. 

LaRouche made the following remarks to an East Coast Youth Movement cadre 

school in Pennsylvania, and, simultaneously, by video-teleconference, to a West 

Coast youth cadre school, in total, about 200 young people. 

Greetings to students, den-mothers, and resuscitated retirees. This is an interest- 

ing world. 

Now, I would say that, first, as a little point of order we have to get straightened 

out, is, you probably heard about the Marc Rich connections in various directions, 

including into the Democratic Party, and the Republican Party. On the basis of this 

information, henceforth, Dick Cheney, the Vice President, will be known as the 

Al Gore of the Bush Administration. I'm sure they’ll both like it. They’ll find 

an affinity. 

What I want to address, in particular, is the question of what the significance 

of this kind of youth movement is, in the context of what youth movements have 

been generally in the past. This is different, as you probably know. 

Now, we're in a crisis, in a tragedy — you might call it the global tragedy. The 

popular opinion which has dominated the United States, in particular, increasingly 

over the period since about 1964, has been tragic, in the Classical sense of tragedy. 

What has emerged as popular opinion, resulted in a collapse of civilization, which 

has reached the end-phase of its existence, such that, if popular opinion is the 

standard of behavior of government, and of the population, this nation will soon 

cease to exist. All tragedy is based on that principle, true tragedy. Tragedy is not 

caused by mis-leadership. Tragedy may be contributed to by a lack of adequate 

leadership, but the root of tragedy is always popular opinion, established conven- 

tions, generally assumed beliefs. And that’s why civilizations collapse. 

And you can compare civilizations, in this sense, to the model, comparative 

model, of a Euclidean geometry. A Euclidean geometry is based on false assump- 

tions, which are called definitions, axioms, and postulates. And all of them are 

intrinsically false. But they’re arbitrary, and they’re popularly believed, in most 
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university courses to the present day. 

If you try to get into space, or navigate the universe in 

other senses, from the standpoint of a Euclidean or a Cartesian 

geometry, you will crash. Or you will be sent to crash, as 

probably what has happened to this craft [the Columbia Shut- 

tle] that’s just coming in today, that didn’t make it. Because 

somebody goofed. 

And that’s how tragedies occur. They occur on the basis 

of assumptions, beliefs, which act on the general behavior of 

the society, as do the definitions, axioms, and postulates of a 

Euclidean geometry. And as long as people continue to act 

on the basis of those generally accepted notions, the society 

is going to crash. 

Now, that means that two things have to happen, two 

related things. First of all, somebody on the scene has to un- 

derstand that public opinion must be changed radically. That 

is, at least some of the definitions, postulates, axioms, which 

control the system, which control popular opinion, must be 

destroyed. Otherwise, the society, civilization, will crash. 

Once the idea exists, in the minds of some, the question 

is, how are we going to implement that idea, to cause society, 

at the brink of doom, to save itself, by, first of all, changing 

the generally accepted truisms of prevailing popular opinion, 

in government, in legislatures, in political parties, among the 

people in general. 

The De-Generations 

Now, also, you have to consider a number of other factors 

in this. Such as generations. You have a generation, my gener- 
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ation, which has become somewhat of a de-generation. Then 

you have a greater de-generation, which is called the Baby 

Boomers, generally your parents’ generation. And thirdly, 

since most of you are entering adulthood, or have entered it, 

as being between 18 and 25, you represent a new generation, 

a third generation. 

The people from my generation, generally, if they re still 

functional, are more responsive to reality than the second 

generation. The second generation entered adulthood, about 

1964, or later, from adolescence or childhood. Their entire 

adult life has been spent acting out generally accepted beliefs, 

which were increasingly insane. 

Now, this is how this movement got started, before the 

youth movement: It started with me. It started at a time among 

people, from the generation that degenerated — your parents’ 

generation — that some people of that generation did not go 

along with degeneration. They did not accept the countercul- 

ture. They did not accept the rock-drug-sex youth countercul- 

ture. They did not accept a consumer society, as opposed to a 

producer society. Right? 

So, we fought, together. 

But then, people that I recruited, began to become prema- 

turely o-1-d. And they said, “We are now looking forward 

to a comfortable retirement, we don’t want to think about 

the future, we wish to feel good.” Or if one wife, or one 

husband, isn’t enough for us, we’ll get a new one—or one 

of each. And so, a process set in, which is lawful, which 

caused a de-generation of your parents’ generation, even 

among better people. When you begin to feel that you're 
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getting o-1-d, when, before, you were looking forward in 

the past, you were fighting the foolishness of society in the 

past, you now begin to become mellow. That’s called decay. 

And what you do, is you begin to move sideways, rather 

than forward. Instead of trying to change the world for the 

better, you're trying to adapt successfully to your generation. 

You're beginning to assimilate the ethics, the assumptions, 

the definitions, the axioms and postulates, of your generation 

more widely. 

When you were with me earlier, you were fighting against 

degeneration. At a later point: “We’re too tired to fight. We 

have to relax and have some fun, some security.” But you’ve 

got children? “Yes, but they're a bother. They’re a burden. I 

don’t know why we did that.” “They’re coming home for 

Christmas, it’s terrible.” “They want presents. Terrible!” 

So, when people, our people, began to get absorbed into 

this process of degeneration of that generation, they just got 

plain w-o-r-n d-o-w-n. There’s a reason for it. But what hap- 

pens then, is they began to move sideways, and they began to 

look at peers, like family members, who they used to have 

fights with politically; old circles from school, they used to 

fight with politically, and say, “These guys are degenerates.” 

Now they re trying to get warm with them. Now they’re trying 

to find a common basis in opinion. 

“Yes, wedid believe that, and we were right. But, we have 

to be realistic, you know. Maybe it’s not going to work out. 

Maybe it’s not going to come in our lifetime. In the meantime, 

we have to get with our relatives, and old school chums, and 

so forth.” 

‘Monkey See, Monkey Do’ 
Now, this goes with another process, which you should 

be well-acquainted with, by looking at people who are slightly 

older than you are. Not very much older, but slightly. I ob- 

served this, years ago, in my own generation, which was, as | 

say, a de-generation. What came back from World War 11 

quickly turned into, from my generation, a de-generation. 

And I observed how this happened. The longer they spent in 

college, the more successfully they progressed in college, the 

more stupid they became. How did the stupidity occur? 

It occurred because they were in a rush—remember, my 

generation, coming back from the war, five years at war. The 

wife is saying, “Look, we’ve got to catch up for five years. 

You didn’t make any money. You were overseas. You were 

in the Army; you were in the Navy. We’ve got to catch up. 

We’ve got to have a house. We’ve got to build a family. 

We’ve got to make up for five years! And you keep your 

mouth shut, and don’t do anything to get us in trouble, our 

family in trouble, or I'll kill you! Or, I'll divorce you.” 

Of which, the former was preferable, or something or 

other, or the second was preferable — which one? 

So, what would happen, is, they would go to the univer- 

sity, with the assumption of passing the course, to get a grade, 

to get a rating, a ticket, which would be based, not on what 
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they actually knew, but on what they would be assumed to 

know. They got a ticket, that certified, they were a knower — 

or a learner. And they would go out, and they would bluff 

their way through society, on things they really didn’t know, 

but which they had learned. It’s a sort of “monkey-see, mon- 

key-do” kind of education. 

“I don’t know anything about it, but I learned it, and I 

keep repeating it, ever afterwards. Why? That qualifies me to 

geta better job. To get ahead. don’t care what’s an education, 

I’m going to accept it. Because I want a better job! I want a 

promotion. I want to be a success.” 

And that’s how it worked. 

Now, what happens then, in this process? How does edu- 

cation often destroy the minds of bright students? They come 

out of high school only slightly damaged. They go to a univer- 

sity, and they begin to degenerate. They learn more and more, 

but they think less and less. Because they learn what they're 

taught: monkey-see, monkey-do. And therefore, their ability 

to think, in the sense of knowing, begins to decay. 

Now this is aphenomenon — there was a fellow, Lawrence 

Kubie, who I've referred to a number of times. He was a 

famous psychiatrist at Yale. He was officially a Freudian, 

although he was much better than that, who did a study on the 

loss of creativity, within that generation in the population. 

And he observed that people, when they would get their de- 

grees, or get their graduate degrees, or enter their professional 

status, that they would suddenly go dead, psychologically 

dead. They would be able to do the “monkey-see, monkey- 

do” things, but they were incapable of original thinking, in 

the sense of knowledge. 

And he called this phenomenon, which he studied exten- 

sively, the “neurotic distortion of the creative process,” which 

he wrote a book about, I think it was 1957, published on this 

subject, of his studies. Then later, for Harvard, in Daedalus, 

a magazine published out of Harvard University, he wrote a 

paper on the theme of the space-age development, on foster- 

ing of creative, scientific productivity in the population. 

And this is the thing we look at, here at this point. It’s — 

what happened? These minds went dead. They can still go 

through all the “monkey-see, monkey-do” operations, that 

qualified them to appear to be a doctor of this, or that, or this, 

expert in this, or that or this— but they couldn’t think! 

Now, we see that in universities in that period generally. 

People were taught to believe in things that aren’t true— 

which the mind should revolt against. But, because they were 

seeking what is called security, they gave up what they be- 

lieved, for the sake of succeeding in the eyes of authorities. So, 

they began to stultify, to numb, their ability to think creatively. 

So, as a result of a progression in career, in education, 

they became dumber, from a cognitive standpoint, less human 

than they were three, four, five years earlier. And this would 

often hit around the age of between 25, 28, or 30. A process. 

And this is what I saw in my own generation, among those 

who, coming back from the war, were going through universi- 
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ties, getting into careers, and so forth. The greater the number 

of “brownie points” they had won in society, the more stupid 

they became. 

And that was your parents’ generation. It was affected by 

moving into suburbia, or someplace else, and having parents 

who thought that way. “What’s true is not important! It’s how 

you look. It’s what the neighbors think of you. Now you may 

have your own private opinions, but don’t voice it in public. 

You’ll get the family in trouble! So, be smart. Have your own 

opinions. But always say what you think is wise for you to be 

overheard saying. Don’t get the family in trouble. You won’t 

make a career.” 

So, the Baby-Boomer generation, which came into adult- 

hood during the 1960s, therefore, was fairly clever — that is, 

the suburbanite students. They’re fairly clever. They could 

talk a good line. But they didn’t know what they were talking 

about. And therefore, they would have a superficial level, of 

what they thought was socially acceptable, which they tried 

to appear [to be] —except when they were rebelling. When 

they were rebelling, they would fall back on the fact that they 

still had some cognitive ability, and would rebel. And that’s 

where [recruited a bunch of them. They rebelled against being 

corrupt. But they didn’t succeed in ridding themselves of the 

corruption, which they had from their family backgrounds, 

and social circumstances. 

So, the efforts we had in that generation began to decay. 

And I said, “no.” And, this is where you come in. It’s not just 

a few years ago. What became the youth movement, was 

actually a conception that began to take form about four years 

ago, in a limited way. But the intent behind the formation of 

the youth movement, was something that was bothering me, 

extremely much, since about 1994-95. Because I saw the con- 

dition of society. And historically, only a certain kind of youth 

movement can change things. 

A ‘No-Future’ World 
Your generation, as well as those among your parents’ 

generation, who are still alive and viable, are confronted by 

the fact that your parents’ generation gave you a no-future 

world. There’s no way you can make a deal with this culture, 

which prevails today. No way. Because you can’t survive! 

This culture cannot deliver you the means to survive. And you 

know from the broken-home background that your parents’ 

generation created, in large degree, whatkind of a psychologi- 

cal hell it makes for your generation. 

How many mothers and fathers do you have, officially on 

the record, known and unknown? I mean, that’s the condition 

of this generation, your generation. 

So, you know that. What are you going to do about it? 

You know that you don’t have a future unless you can change 

society. But you're a generation which is in a controlling 

position in policy-making of society. So what you do, is you 

go out like missionaries, and begin to organize the dead gener- 

ation, your parents’ generation, in society. And you see the 
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impact you have when you go into these various places, like 

the campuses — go into places such as the state legislatures, 

or the Congress — you see the effect you have. The presence 

of four, five, or six of you, walking in, knowing what you’re 

talking about, which is more than most of these legislators 

can do, and others: You have an effect on them. 

What happens then, is not magical, it’s principled. 

Whether people know it or not, the difference between man 

and a monkey, is the fact that the human species can do what 

no monkey can do, no ape can do,no Al Gore can do: Actually 

assimilate valid ideas of principle, and transmit them to a next 

generation. That’s the difference between man and the ape. 

Man is capable of discovering universal physical principles 

by a method of discovery which is illustrated by Plato’s dia- 

logues. Or illustrated by the case of Kepler, or illustrated by 

the case of Gauss, or the case of Leibniz. Man can do that — 

and transmit these discoveries, about what’s out there in terms 

of principles in the universe, and transmit this to new genera- 

tions. 

These discoveries, and their transmission, increase man’s 

power in the universe, per capita and per square kilometer. 

Therefore, the most important thing about man, is society. 

We all die. Everyone is going to die. The mortal life of every- 

one will come to an end. So, you’ve got a mortal life; what 

are you going to do with it? 

How long it is, is not the most important thing. It’s what 

you go out of this life, leaving behind. 

And whatdo you leave behind? You leave behind younger 

people. You leave behind successive generations of younger 

people. You leave behind what you transmit to them, what 

you contribute to their development, to the circumstances of 

their work in life, to the conditions of society, which gives 

them an opportunity to live. 

Now, anyone who’s human has within them the ability, if 

they haven’t gone over to the apes completely, like Engels 

did —Frederick Engels —if they haven’t gone over to the 

apes, then everyone who exists, has the capacity to recognize 

that principle: That we are human, we are different than the 

animals. The animals cannot discover a universal physical 

principle. We can. Not only that— we’re able to transmit that 

discovery to others. We’re able to organize cooperation in 

society, around such principles, and increase man’s power, 

as a species, in the universe. We can change the conditions of 

life of the human race. We can improve it. We can give a 

future to coming generations. 

And when you’re wise, and you’re living in a generation, 

you think about dying. Not in the sense of a morbid thing, but 

you say, “I’m going to die eventually. Now, while I’m still 

here, I’m going to get a certain job done. And my job is, to 

guarantee, to the degree I can contribute to this, that the next 

generation will have everything we have, in terms of knowl- 

edge, and the next generation will have a better life than we 

had. And that future generations will benefit from what we, 

in our generation, have done.” 
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The Consumer Generation 

Now, in the old times, you had an approximation of that in 

the family. Immigrants coming in from Europe, for example. 

They would often come in from places like Eastern Europe, 

Italy — very poor people. They would come into the United 

States, the late 19th Century, early 20th Century. They would 

move into areas that were often slum areas. They were getting 

the tail-end of the jobs, the tail-end of the economic opportu- 

nity, generally. 

What did they do? They worked to ensure that their fami- 

lies, their children, in this society, would have a better life. 

They worked with the idea that their grandchildren would 

therefore have a still better life. And therefore, they would do 

things we call “sacrifices,” in order to ensure that the genera- 

tion of their children, and grandchildren, would have a bet- 

ter life. 

So, everyone’s capable of recognizing when they think 

about what life is, the fact that it’s mortal, it doesn’t go on 

indefinitely — what’s your purpose in living? Your purpose 

is, to enjoy the sense that you're contributing to the betterment 

of coming generations. And that’s a natural human feeling. 

What has happened to your parents’ generation, is, they lost 

that. They became known as the “instant-gratification genera- 

tion,” the consumer generation. They became the “now” gen- 

eration. They had no sense of immortality. That is, no sense, 

there’s something in themselves, that would be efficiently 

transmitted to coming generations. 

Now, when you turn on them, if you’re smart at it, you 

put some pressure on it, what you do is you tap that. You 
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address that. You talk about the future. You talk about your 

future, in terms of, that your future is their future. Your future 

is the meaning of their present existence. And that’s how 

you can move these poor slobs, and get them back to some 

semblance of humanity, that many of them had back in the 

1960s, or the early 1970s, when many lost it, because they 

“jes’ got plain tuckered out,” emotionally. 

So, that’s the case here. That’s our mission. 

Now, in order to perform this mission, to make it effective, 

it’s not sufficient to have that intention. It’s very good for 

people of your generation to have that intention. It’s excellent. 

But how do you make it effective? “What do you got to do?” 

Well, first of all, you’ve got to get a clear idea of what the 

difference between man and an ape is. And this is sometimes 

very difficult, when you look at some of the teachers you get 

in universities and schools. “Monkey-see, monkey-do,” that’s 

the program. There is no truth, there’s only opinion. “Let’s 

not study history, let’s talk about current events.” Down on 

the secondary-school level, extended into the university level. 

“Well, let’s talk about current events. What’s your opin- 

ion, Johnny? What’s your opinion, Jill? Fine. None of us 

agree. That’s fine! Because everybody has their own 

opinion!” 

This kind of thing. I mean, this is what has been going on. 

You have your own view of it, but it all coincides generally 

with that, right? That general direction. 

So, therefore, the first thing you have to have, is a sense of 

what might be called “truth.” What’s the alternative opinion? 

“Oh, we think the economy is going to do just fine. It’s going 
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to recover. Dracula told me so.” Never trust that sucker. 

“And besides, many people say that you're w-r-o-n-g. 

And I have to respect their opinion.” 

This is what you run into: this swinishness—it’s only 

opinion. “We’re a democracy, everybody has their opinion.” 

And you see the lemmings going right over the cliff — “follow 

the leader.” They all have their own opinion, but it happens 

to be the same one. 

So, that’s the problem. Therefore, you have to have a 

criterion of truth. What truthfully, will make the next genera- 

tion — what truthfully, will make the generation after that— 

better the conditions of humanity? What, truthfully, is going 

to eliminate AIDS in Africa? What truthfully, is going to 

eliminate the misery in South and Central America? What 

truthfully, is going to correct the destruction, which has occur- 

red in the United States, over the past 35-40 years? 

It’s a matter of truth. The fellow says, “Well, you're 

wrong.” “Well, no, buddy. You're wrong. You're ignorant. 

You don’t know what’s going on in the world. The problem 

is, you’ve got too many opinions, and not enough knowledge.” 

So, you have to, in order to be effective, you can’t say that 

unless you know what you’re talking about. You have to 

have a principle of truth, as a matter of your knowledge. Not 

because you were told it by somebody, but because you expe- 

rienced the discovery of a principle of truth, by going through 

a number of stages, and taking up various questions, and say- 

ing, “This is true; this is true.” 

So, you know that you become an embodiment of a stan- 

dard of truthfulness. Not that you know everything, but you 

have a criterion which you call truth, or truthfulness. 
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So, you go into this dumb politician. You know his opin- 

ionisn’t worth anything, because you have a standard of truth- 

fulness which causes you to judge what the situation is. 

Youth Movements in History 
Now, the problem of youth movements in the past, has 

generally been, that they did not have a standard of truthful- 

ness. Not all the youth movements. You had the great Classi- 

cal youth movement, which was started in Germany, by Abra- 

ham Kistner, a man from Leipzig. Born about 1719, a 

follower, in terms of his conviction, of Johann Sebastian 

Bach, and of Leibniz. A lot of strange things were going on 

in Saxony in this period, in the period of the disintegration 

following the Thirty Years War, and the Seven Years War, 

the War of the Spanish Succession, and so forth. 

So out of this area, the Hartz Mountains, out of a place 

called Freiberg, an academy up there, there came this influ- 

ence which created Dresden, which reinforced Leipzig and 

so forth. The culture of the Renaissance moved up through 

Germany, through Nuremberg, in this area. It was an area of 

development. And so you had from Leipzig, a lot of things de- 

velop. 

For example. Leibniz was born in Leipzig, shortly after 

the Treaty of Westphalia, after the end of the Thirty Years 

War. He represented families, like his father’s family, from 

Leipzig, from Saxony —he represented that. Slightly later, 

Johann Sebastian Bach, who was part of the same area, the 

Bach family, created modern music, created it in that area. 

Developed it officially in Leipzig. 

So, Kistner, coming along, born in 1719 in Leipzig, later 
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moving up to Gottingen, and similar places, became the cen- 

tral figure of science, in Europe, in the middle of the 18th 

Century. Abraham Kistner. Abraham Kistner, as you will 

read this month, in a publication [Fidelio], which is coming 

out, was the central figure, in collaboration with Benjamin 

Franklin. Kidstner was also the teacher of Gotthold Lessing. 

He also represented the circles of Moses Mendelssohn, which 

followed him. He was the center, in all Europe, of the organiz- 

ing of the ideas of Johann Sebastian Bach in music. He was 

connected to the people who developed Classical music fol- 

lowing Bach, such as Hadyn, Mozart, Beethoven, Schubert, 

Felix Mendelssohn, Schumann, Brahms, and so forth. 

So what we have as music, is the product of this. Music 

came into the area of Pennsylvania, through circles which 

were influenced by this —the Moravians and so forth—came 

here, in Pennsylvania, on this basis. Bethlehem, for example, 

is famous, in this connection here. All the ideas of the Ameri- 

can Revolution came from Europe, largely through the influ- 

ence of Leibniz, as radiated chiefly by Abraham Kistner. 

So that, this was a movement which created the Classics. 

In England, for example. The emergence of poets, like Keats 

and Shelley — and Shelley is also a very important philosophi- 

cal figure as well. The Classical movement internationally, of 

the late 18th Century, and the beginning of the 19th Century, 

was entirely the product of these circles, including the United 

States! The United States was a Classical revolution, inspired 

on the basis of the transmission of the principle of Leibniz, 

by Késtner and others, through Franklin, which organized the 

American Revolution. 

Now, that is a good youth movement. 

Then, you had a youth movement of a different kind, sort 

of like vomiting, in France. You had a British agent, Jacques 

Necker, of Swiss origin, but a British agent, an agent of Lord 

Shelburne, who was sort of the power behind the throne, late- 

18th-Century Britain. Shelburne used Necker as an agent. 

In order to prevent a development in France, to prevent the 

introduction of a constitution, a monarchical constitution, 

drafted by Bailly and Lafayette. To prevent that, they de- 

ployed the Bastille events, in which both sides were organized 

by the same people. The Duke of Orleans, and Necker. These 

guards — there were almost no prisoners left in the Bastille at 

that point. The only inmates in the Bastille were a bunch of 

idiots, who were about to be transferred to a mental home, 

where they belonged. There were no political prisoners 

there. None. 

The guards were instructed to fire on the mob. The mob 

was organized, and paid for, by Jacques Necker, with the 

collaboration of the Duke of Orleans, who had been Frank- 

lin’s enemy in France. 

Today the French celebrate July 14,1789, as Bastille Day! 

The point that France’s future was destroyed by a British 

agent, a collection of British agents. 

Then you went on to the “great ideas” of the Jacobins 

Danton and Marat, who were both agents of the British For- 

eign Office. The Jacobin terror in France was deployed by 
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the British, to destroy the potential of a healthy republican 

development in France. And the French celebrate that to this 

day as a great French Revolution! That’s a youth movement. 

Fascist Youth Movements 
Then, Napoleon Bonaparte, the first modern fascist, came 

to power. And around Europe, on the basis of the victories of 

Napoleon, fascism spread throughout Europe. It spread out 

in the Code Napoleon, the system of France under Napoleon 

Bonaparte. Also his nephew, Napoleon the Turd, eh? This 

same crowd. It spread in the form of Hegel, who was the first 

philosopher of the fascist state, from which the Nazi state was 

derived. These are celebrated as great events! This was part 

of a youth movement. 

You had a large youth movement, organized by Bentham 

and Lord Palmerston, which was called Young Europe, and 

Young America, which Karl Marx was sucked into. It was 

run by Lord Palmerston, from London. Marx was actually 

controlled from London by a guy called Urquhart, a top offi- 

cial of the British Foreign Office. Marx’s studies were orches- 

trated and controlled from the British Library, by Urquhart, 

who was the coordinator of the Young Europe movement. 

These were the same guys who organized the Concord move- 

ment in the northern United States, and organized from 

Charleston, South Carolina, what became the Confederacy, 

called Young America. A branch of the same Bentham, Palm- 

erston movement. 

These were youth movements. This was Thoreau. This 

was Emerson, all the swine. These were youth movements, 

who repeatedly worked to destroy the United States from 

within. 

They had two kinds of youth movements. When a society 

comes into a time of crisis, in which the existing generation, 

by clinging to its old ideas, is bringing society to the edge of 

a catastrophe, then a youth movement intervenes, for better, 

or for worse. 

A youth movement such as that typified by the role of 

Kistner, in fostering the birth of the Classical period in Ger- 

many, and spreading throughout Europe. And Kistner, who 

was a key figure in bringing the American Revolution to the 

United States, through Franklin. This is one kind of youth 

movement. 

Then you have the other kind of youth movement. 

You have the youth movement of Plato, after the terrible 

destruction by the Democratic Party of Athens, which mur- 

dered Socrates. There was a youth movement, a real pig-sty, 

that youth movement. And so, Plato, at a later point, became 

the organizer of a youth movement, in Greece, which became 

the great Classical movement of Greece, based in Athens, 

which continued in the form of the Platonic Academy, from 

the time of Archytas and Plato, to Eratosthenes and Archi- 

medes, in about 200 B.C. That was a good youth movement. 

The Roman influences were a bad, evil youth movement. 

So a youth movement is not intrinsically good. A youth 

movement is an instrument of society, based on a principle of 
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this generational transmission, as we approach a crisis, a time 

of tragedy, in which, if the youth movement is bad, the result 

will tend, without a better leadership, will tend to lead society 

to the very worst effect. Like Nazism. 

On the other hand, a youth movement which is qualified 

to play a leading role, in renewing the society, will save the 

society, if there’s the right leadership. 

Now, my job is to ensure that the youth movement has the 

right leadership. Because, without a youth movement, even 

though I may be the smartest man in America, particularly on 

these kinds of issues, I can do nothing by myself. It’s a youth 

movement which can strike the preceding generation, and 

revive them, and touch their conscience, which will enable 

this revival of the United States to occur. And of civilization 

generally. Because we are a world power. We are the world 

empire —don’t kid yourself! The United States is a world 

empire —don’t kid yourself! 

Don’t say, “The Chinese are going to do this, the Koreans 

are going to do this, the Japanese are going to do this, the 

Africans are going to do this, the South Americans” —no, 

they re not! Because I know these countries. In none of them 

do they have the guts, to challenge the United States. They 

will all crawl, and whine, and whimper, and complain, and 

make insults, and curses, but they will submit from inside the 

pig sty, where they re waiting to be slaughtered. 

We in the United States, and the youth movement in the 

United States, have the special responsibility, since this is 

the world power, in terms of political-military control of the 

world as a whole, we have to change it, from the inside, in 

order to save the world as a whole. And the world will look 

to us for this. 

If we don’t succeed, if I were to fail, if you were to fail, 

write the United States off, and be prepared to accept several 

generations of adark age for humanity as a whole. IfI continue 

to do my job, and you do yours, and develop this youth move- 

ment as it must be developed, we can change world history 

for the better right now. Because there is no other thing that’s 

going to work, except this kind of change. 

That’s the principle of tragedy. That’s also the principle 

of the sublime. And that’s what you guys are about. You have 

to have a clear self-conception of who you are. 

The Fear of Immortality 
The final point is this, the conception of fear of immortal- 

ity. The Third Act soliloquy of Shakespeare’s Hamlet. Read 

it! It’s explicit. This is not some mysterious interpretation, 

this is exactly what Shakespeare says. 

“But...” 

This guy Hamlet was a swashbuckling killer. All through 

the play, it’s the same thing. He’s out killing. He’s going to 

the next war. He hears a rustling at a curtain. He puts his 

sword through, not knowing who’s behind the curtain, he puts 

his sword there, and kills Polonius. 

He’s aswashbuckling killer. He’s not reluctant to act. And 

this is thoroughly developed. 
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Then the Third Act, or the end of the Second Act solilo- 

quy: “O, what a rogue and peasant slave am I.” You begin to 

see there’s something wrong. This swashbuckling killer is no 

hero. He’s going to fail. 

Then in the Third Act soliloquy, it all comes out. What’s 

the story? “When we have shuffled off this mortal coil, . ..” 

What happens after I'm dead? What happens to me, after I'm 

dead? What torment must [ expect? Isn’t it better to be killed, 

without thinking about that? 

And that’s why politicians fail. That’s why all kinds of 

politicians fail. That’s why there’s not a man in the Congress, 

not a man in this government, who's capable of doing what I 

can do. Because they’re all afraid of immortality. 

They will say, “Look, you can’t go against popular opin- 

ion! You can’t change things. No, no, no, no, no! You’ve got 

to be practical. You’ve got to make little suggestions, that 

people will accept. You’ ve got to get popular support. You’ve 

got to get the press on your side. You've got to get the TV on 

your side! You’ve got to get people to listen to you!” 

We don’t have to worry about people listening to me. 

They re scared of me; they’ll listen. 

No, that’s the problem. These guys are unwilling to oper- 

ate on the basis of a conviction of truth, of truthfulness. They 

won't act for truth. 

“Hey, you got to be practical! Look, this is how you do it. 

You’ve got to do this. Hey, you guys got to learn, you know! 

You’ve got to go through the things we went through, and 

become corrupt like us! Then you’ll also be unable to do 

things, like us!” 

So, the principle of the sublime depends upon, like Jeanne 

d’ Arc, the sense of a lack of fear of immortality. I have one 

life, I'm spending it, I'm spending it wisely. I have nothing 

to regret for what I’m doing, and I have no fear of what the 

future will think of me, and my existence, I’m doing the right 

thing. And that’s what I go by. 

All these other guys will vacillate. And this is what the 

play is about, Hamlet. This. The lack of leadership. 

Take Don Carlos, one of the younger plays of Schiller. 

Every figure, who’s an acting figure in the drama, is a pig. 

They’re different varieties of pigs, some are spotted, some 

are red, and so forth, but they re all pigs. The Grand Inquisitor 

is a pig. The king is a pig. Posa’s the worst of all the pigs, 

because he knows better. But he has a fear of immortality, 

and therefore he capitulates. He betrays himself. Don Carlos 

is a fool. He knows about a principle. He’s so lovesick, he 

can’t pay attention to business. Everybody’s a fool in the 

thing. 

Again, this is typical of tragedy, as opposed to the Wal- 

lenstein, another case, a clear case, the trilogy of Wallenstein. 

Who’s the guilty party? Ha! Yeah, well, you could say the 

Hapsburg family is the guiltiest of all the parties. But every- 

body else is guilty, too! Wallenstein has an idea of what the 

solution is, but he’s unwilling and unable to act on it. There- 

fore, he’s killed unjustly, and the Thirty Years War continues 

from 1630-32, and continues for another 16 years, into the 
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worst phase. Because there was nobody on the scene, who 

would do what Wallenstein should have known to do. To 

betray his oath— which was his obligation. Because the oath 

was based on a falsehood, and an oath which is based on a 

falsehood, has no sanctity. 

And every coward in the world, will tell you, that the 

lesson of Wallenstein is, that he violated his oath. That’s why 

he was killed. And everybody who doesn’t understand any- 

thing about history, will say that. 

So, the key here is this sense of immortality. And you 

could only get that, in various ways. You can get as Jeanne 

d’ Arc did, a fairly simple farm girl, who had a clear concep- 

tion of what was needed. And, without any complicated argu- 

ment, went simply and directly to that conception, and said, 

“Stupid Dauphin, you must become a real king. God wants 

you to become a real king.” 

And the Dauphin said, “What do you want from me?” She 

said, “I don’t want anything from you. God is ordering you, 

to become a real king.” 

And from that conception, with the courage — and this is 

historical, not just in the drama — with that conception, and 

refusing to capitulate, and compromise herself, despite the 

fact that she was facing being burned alive, at the stake, by 

the Norman Inquisition, she went to the stake, and the inspira- 

tion of her courage on that point, inspired France to kick the 

Normans out of France. And to lead to the establishment of 

France, as the first modern nation-state, under Louis XI. 

The result of that was the second modern nation-state, in 

Henry VII's England, in the defeat of Richard III. 

So, this simple girl inspired the Renaissance, or contrib- 

uted to the inspiration of the Renaissance, and by her actions, 

created the first of the modern nation-states, by inspiration of 

her courage and devotion. She had a clear sense of no fear 

of immortality. 

But then, on a higher level, in organizing government, the 

challenge becomes more complicated. The required knowl- 

edge becomes more elaborate. And, the future lies with you, 

and people like you, to the degree you get this clear sense of 

immortality, and the sense of mission. The sense of mission. 

How to organize, what your role is in history, and to inspire 

the dead-beats, your parents, and other people, to come back 

to life, and care about the future, and find their identity in re- 

ality. 

And to do this, you must, in yourself, develop a sense of 

what the principle of truth is. You’ve got to understand what 

truth is, you must come to know truth, not simply as a collec- 

tion of facts, but as a method of discovering truth. Then you’ll 

have the strength and confidence, to change people, to change 

the opinion of your parents’ generation, and move them in 

directions so we can save this civilization. And I must not fail 

you. I must always deliver what I have to deliver. And I hope 

that by the time I pass on, you will have learned enough, that 

I won’t need to worry. 

Thank you. 
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Dialogue with LaRouche 
  

This is an edited transcript of the discussion which fol- 

lowed Mr. LaRouche’s Feb. 1 presentation to the combined 

East and West Coast youth cadre schools. 

Facing the Question of Immortality 
Q: I have a question about knowing and about learning. 

I’ve worked on various research projects, including discover- 

ing the genetic root of cardiomyopathy and various other 

things, like researching the nervous system. And I was won- 

dering why these research programs aren’t as effective as they 

could be; or why you think that the M.D.-PhDs that I work 

with don’t have the creative ability, so they can come up with 

the idea of discovering the root of these principles? 

LaRouche: This very problem is, of course, one of the 

contributing reasons I answered a question, some years ago, 

at a conference —a side session on youth organizing at a con- 

ference in Virginia: What do we do, since the universities 

stink; how do we get an education? I said: Well, let’s start 

with Gauss’s —in 1799 — exposition on the issue of the funda- 

mental theorem of algebra, and proceed from that to history. 

The point there, of course, is that Gauss did something 

very important at that point, in this paper: He attacked the two 

most influential and dangerous mis-leaders in scientific work 

in that time — Leonhard Euler and Joseph Lagrange. And the 

curse of science to the present day, is that the ideas, the empiri- 

cistsystem,orits positivist outgrowth, as represented by Euler 

and Lagrange in that matter — the anti-Leibniz forces of Euler 

and Lagrange — has been the curse of all scientific work to the 

present time. 

Most scientists, today, even if they ’re competent in some 

degree, are fundamentally incompetent in the most funda- 

mental principles of science. And, what Gauss does — young 

Gauss, the student of Abraham Kistner, attacks d’ Alembert, 

Euler, and Lagrange, on this issue. 

The basic issue —he defined the complex domain, even 

though the complex domain was implicitly defined before 

then, even by Kepler, and before Kepler by the Classical 

Greek geometers. That is, the pre-Euclidean, Classical Greek 

geometers, typified by the Pythagoreans, and the School of 

Plato. This is the ancient Classics. 

Now, as Plato emphasized, the idea of discovery is based 

on a very simple, and what should be obvious, principle of, 

among other things, biology. And, if you don’t understand this 

principle, how can you know anything about human biology? 

What’s raised by Plato, is the point that you do not know the 

universe from the experience of your senses. The senses are 

something which you get from sense organs, which are part 

of your biology —just like the sense organs of any dog, any 

monkey. 

So, human knowledge is not based on sense perception. 

That only qualifies you to get you into a zoo cage, as amonkey, 
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or ape. Plato makes the point, and then explains it, he brings 

it up in the analogy, the heurism in The Republic: that what 

we call sense perception, is a result of biological tissue inside 

the human body. What we think we sense, with the mind, is 

not what happened. What we sense, is the effect of something 

on these sense organs, which radiate, like shadows, something 

they were stimulated by. The question is: What is outside your 

skin, which tickles your sense organ, which then causes your 

mind to say, “What is it?” “It’s an experience.” “Yes, the 

experience is true. But, it’s the experience of your sense organ, 

not the experience of the world outside your skin.” 

That’s the beginning of knowledge. That’s the beginning 

of science. 

An Ontological Paradox 
Now, how do you know, what exists outside your skin? 

How do you know what exists beyond the scope of what 

your sense organs reflect to your mind? You have to find 

an aperture. What is the aperture? The aperture is called a 

“paradox,” an ontological paradox. You find that the sense 

organ, sense-certainty picture of the shadow, is not consistent. 

There’s something wrong about it; there’s an error. And, what 

I did yesterday, by aid of the work of Bruce Director, in the 

presentation on the question of Kepler’s discovery of gravita- 

tion—1I just touched on one aspect of that. It’s much more 

complicated than that. But, the aspect is, that Kepler noted, 

that in the Aristotelian effort to derive physical principles of 

the universe from sense-certainty only, as did Copernicus and 

then Tycho Brahe; in the attempt to do that, they assumed that 

simply by observing mathematically — shall we say, “statisti- 

cally”? —that a certain regularity of pattern, which means 

essentially circular motion or linear motion: to assume, that 

the principle lay in the regularity of this motion, looked at 

from the circular or linear standpoint. 

Now, what Kepler observed, by more precise normaliza- 

tion of the observations of the Solar System, is that the orbit 

of Mars was essentially elliptical, not circular. Secondly, that 

the rate of motion, along the pathway, the trajectory of the 

orbit, was not uniform motion, but was non-uniform motion. 

Also, that the orbit was not around the center of the ellipse, but 

around one of the two centers of the elliptical point (Figure 1). 

Now therefore, you have the motion conform to one thing. 

If you take the area from the position of the Sun, to the perime- 

ter of the orbit, and look at the motion a short distance after 

that; draw another line from the Sun to the perimeter of the 

orbit. Now, look at the elliptical area, so defined by that mea- 

surement, and Kepler determined, that the area, the amount 

of area subtended by motion, was always an expression of 

equal time. That is, that it was equal area, equal time. 

Now, this meant that there was a harmonic organization 

between the two extremes. You have A and B are two points 

of the ellipse, central points of the ellipse. One of these points, 

let’s call it A, which for us is generally the Winter season, 

we’re the shortest distance from the Sun; then you have from 
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FIGURE 1 

Kepler's ‘Area Law 
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Source: Fidelio, Summer 1998. 

Kepler proved that in equal time intervals, the areas of the 
curvilinear sectors swept out by the planets will be equal —even 

through the curvilinear distances traversed on the orbit are 
constantly changing. P,, P,, and P; are three successive positions 
of a planet. 

that, to the Summer season, which is the longest distance to 

the Sun for us, in the Northern Hemisphere. 

Now, you take the two areas, and compare them. Harmon- 

ically, they define a harmonic relation. And he, later, in his 

following book, expanded on this, to show that the organiza- 

tion of the Solar System conformed to something which had to 

do with these harmonic relations; which Gauss demonstrated, 

then, at the beginning of the 19th Century, by showing, that 

what happened is, that when Kepler had predicted the exis- 

tence of a former, disintegrated planet, in an area between 

Mars and Jupiter, that actually, there was such a disintegrated 

planet, which is called the Asteroid Belt. Which has, harmoni- 

cally, the characteristics of the missing planet defined by 

Kepler. 

So therefore, you had with Kepler, the definition of a 

universal principle, in which the principle itself, corresponds 

tonothing whichis intrinsically visible. Youdon’tsee gravity. 

Youdon’ttouchit. You see the effects. Ah! Sense perception. 

The sense organs can react to the effects of gravity, but they 

don’t “see” gravity as such. 

That’s a principle. Science is based on this notion of the 

Platonic method. 

Now, what happens with the case of the empiricists — 

with both Aristotle earlier, and with the Aristotelian method 

used by Claudius Ptolemy, by Copernicus, and by Tycho 

Brahe — there is no principle. There is no universal principle. 

It’s all confined within the interpretation of sense certainty, 

as being the primary reality. Anything outside sense certainty, 

is some mysterious thing, which has nothing to do with the 

physical reality. It’s out there. Whereas, in this case, we see 

that what is invisible, to the senses, can be known by the mind 

by examining a paradox, such as the paradoxes addressed by 
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Kepler, in treating the Solar System. 

This means an overthrow rejection of Aristotle. It means 

the overthrow rejection of Galileo. It means the overthrow, 

rejection of all the empiricists, including Euler and Lagrange. 

This is the method, of course — the method of Kepler, is also 

the method of Leibniz, on a higher level. So, what happened in 

the 18th Century, the so-called Newtonian faction — Newton 

was essentially a bum, who stole everything that he ever dis- 

covered; he was half-true, and he couldn’t get it right even 

then. So, the Newtonian faction, typified by Leonhard Euler 

and Lagrange — Lagrange was a protégé of Euler — attacked 

Leibniz by saying, “There is no such thing as this infinitesi- 

mal. There’s nothing outside regularity!” Outside the regular- 

ity of what might be called a “Cartesian manifold.” That is, the 

definitions, axioms, and postulates of a Cartesian manifold. 

So, what Gauss attacked them for, was this: that, no: There 

are principles outside the domain of the Cartesian manifold, 

which actually control the universe. And therefore, you can 

not derive laws of the universe, physical laws, consistent with 

a Cartesian manifold. There’s a different universe, which is 

the real universe, whose paradoxes are reflected upon our 

sense-certainty,, which he called the “complex domain.” And, 

it was the denial of the existence of the complex domain, as 

real, by Euler and Lagrange, which is the problem. 

Now, this is a problem of method. The problem of method 

is denying the existence of efficient forces, in the universe, 

reality which exists outside sense-certainty. Which we know 

only by the Platonic method of examining the paradoxes of 

sense-certainty, and discovering and proving the efficient 

principles, which cause these aberrations from so-called as- 

sumed sense-certainty. 

The prevalent method of mathematics and mathematical 

science, as taught in the English language and other lan- 

guages, today —the empiricist method, the positivist 

method —is to assume, that if you have a sufficiently sophisti- 

cated mathematics, you don’t need physics. That everything 

that happens in the universe, can be derived from a mathemat- 

ics, based on a certain set of fixed definitions, axioms, and 

postulates. The problem is, that the physical scientist, who 

does experiments, and does important experimental work, 

before being accredited with this discovery, which may be a 

genuine discovery, is forced to restate what he has discovered 

in terms defined by Euler, Lagrange, and such successors of 

Lagrange as Augustin Cauchy, or Clausius, or Boltzmann and 

so forth. 

So therefore, the problem, today, in science, is that the 

scientist is a prostitute, and there are very few exceptions to 

it. Every scientist, who does something competent, can get 

himself certified, or paid, only if he prostitutes himself! He 

must, after having discovered something in one way — val- 

idly, by experimental methods — now, has to turn around and 

prove, that he could have discovered that in a completely 

different way, consistent with his assumption of sense-cer- 

tainty. And it’s that moral corruption, which pervades in sci- 
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ence today, in the teaching of science, which is the source of 

the problem you referred to. 

On Russian Composers 
Q: I would like to ask you to discuss the Russian compos- 

ers, I guess, in terms of the major eras after Peter the Great, 

Alexander II. And really, I’m curious about composers in the 

20th Century, and what was different then, that shaped their 

attitude in the face of the political situation? 

LaRouche: Hmm! Okay, this is a sticky wicket! 

As most of you probably know, in early 1946, I had re- 

turned from Burma after the close of the war, and was sta- 

tioned briefly in a replacement depot camp outside of 

Calcutta, called Kanchrapara. And, I was coming out of the 

jungle. And I was starving for music, and I found a couple of 

co-conspirators, and we dug up everything that represented 

music, in terms of musical scores, pianos, whatnot—every- 

thing. And, we would have a regular session, daily, among 

us — just getting back to civilization, out of the jungle. 

In this process, one of the things I dug out, or we dug 

out—but I was so transfixed by it, that I didn’t pay much 

attention, for the moment, to the people around me, until they 

afterward had agreed that they had been impressed, too. One 

was an HMV , that is, the British Victor company, pressing of 

a performance of a Tchaikowsky symphony, conducted by 

Furtwingler. Furtwingler was a conductor I knew by name, 

but not by experience at that point. And I tell you, I was frozen 

in my seat. Because this was Tchaikowsky, who is not my 

favorite composer — he’s rather sloppy in terms of the kind of 

music he produced; a well-meaning, sentimental guy, who 

was persecuted for his work. 

But, what happened is, that Furtwingler, as typical of him, 

went to the core of the score; did not perform the score. Idiots 

perform the score in music. Competent people perform the 

music, instead of the scores. That doesn’t mean they violate 

the notes, but they don’t play the notes. Because, if music 

could be the notes, you wouldn’t have to have musicians: You 

would just look at the score, and they would radiate into your 

mind. So, the point is, a score is a code. It’s a code, like a 

written language. 

If a language can be interpreted by a dictionary method, 

the method of that idiot, Antonin Scalia, the Supreme Court 

Justice (that fascist bastard, as otherwise known), then there 

wouldn’t be human beings. Because there would be no ideas 

communicated, because a language, in a literal sense, can not 

contain an idea. The way I just defined the ideas, in terms of 

the previous question. An idea lies between the cracks of 

sense-certainty. An idea is a principle, which you can not 

touch, you can not see —eh? You can not smell (preferably), 

and so forth. It is something, which is conveyed to you, by a 

paradox, a contradiction. Just as a principle of the physical 

universe is communicated. 

So therefore, when ideas are communicated by means of 

language, they’re communicated by irony or metaphor. 
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That’s why people who graduate from universities today, are 

so stupid, when it comes to poetry. Even people of your par- 

ents’ generation, generally —even if they’re so-called “well- 

educated,” can not recite an English poem competently. Just 

can’t do it. And, this is also with some German-speakers, 

reciting German poetry, who can recite it in a literate fashion, 

but the ideas don’t come across. Because, the irony is not 

there. 

The same problem arises in music: It’s irony! 

Now, what happened is, Tchaikowsky came into a period, 

in which you had had a person called “that bastard,” “that 

criminal,” Carl Czerny, had brought a young fellow called 

Franz Liszt, a pupil of Czerny, to Beethoven, for an audit. 

And, at that point, Beethoven was asked what he thought 

about the work of young Liszt at the keyboard, and he said, 

“He’s a very talented boy, but under the influence of that 

criminal Czerny, it’s going to be terrible.” 

And, what happened is, with the rise of the Romantic 

movement in Europe, especially after the Battle at Jena-Aus- 

terlitz, that a great wave of cultural pessimism spread through- 

out Germany, in the form of Romanticism. Goethe, for a time, 

became a raving Romantic for a while, just admiring this 

“great man” Napoleon. Hegel, of course, became a fascist, 

after the battle, because he made a theory of the state based 

on his sexual fascination with Napoleon Bonaparte. The Nazi 

theory of the state is based on Hegel, derived from Hegel, 

derived from Hegel’s crony, Savigny, who was Marx’s law 

teacher; and derived, later, from Carl Schmitt, in Germany, 

who was a follower of this school of law. 

So, the Romantics would try to imitate Classical composi- 

tion. Classical composition means, essentially,Johann Sebas- 

tian Bach. It generally means, for the student, someone who 

can actually — unlike some people — can actually perform the 

preludes and fugues of the Well-Tempered Clavier. And, very 

few people who perform it publicly can do it. We have one 

fellow, who does a very good job, who is Andras Schiff. | 

heard his performance of the Goldberg Variations, on a piano 

keyboard —it’s a two-manual harpsichord composition, and 

he manages to do the thing brilliantly, on a keyboard. I was 

absolutely astonished. 

But, someone who actually understands the principles of 

counterpoint, of Bach, and who understands how Bach’s prin- 

ciples of counterpoint shaped the way in which, indirectly at 

first, Haydn was influenced; the way Mozart was directly 

influenced, from 1782 on; the way Beethoven was trained; 

the way Schubert was affected; the way Felix Mendelssohn 

worked, in his music; the way Schumann worked; the way 

Brahms worked — this is a totally different proposition. 

Now, Tchaikowsky was strongly influenced by the Ro- 

mantics. And therefore, his compositions were tailored to the 

Romantic. But, what Furtwingler did — which is why I say 

it’s a sticky question — what Furtwingler did, was took this 

composition, this symphony of Tchaikowsky, which is usu- 

ally performed in the usual sentimental slop form, and he 
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made this a highly disciplined, precise Bachian reading of it. 

So, what Furtwingler did was not to misrepresent Tchai- 

kowsky, but, to go in, and look at the composition, and find 

an intent within the composition, which was a valid musical 

idea, and to conduct the composition in such a form, that 

instead of the Romantic slop, which most conductors find 

richly deployed in the score, pulled it away from the Roman- 

tic slop. 

And, this is the kind of thing you get, for example: You 

have elements of Shostakovich, which show a struggle with 

the same kind of strain of idea. So, there’s no simple thing, as 

Russian composers. Russia, because of the condition of the 

Tsarist oligarchy, and other things, had great difficulty in 

developing many Mendeleyevs, in music, or elsewhere. Or 

many Vernadskys, in music or elsewhere. Because the state 

was a backward form of state, which Alexander II and so 

forth, had tried —rather effectively, with the help of Mende- 

leyev —to transform. And then, the “Troubles” came in. 

So, it was not the optimal condition. You will find, in 

terms of song, that the forms of song-settings of poetry, Clas- 

sical forms, are generally restricted in Europe, to the Italian 

and German model. You find that other language groups do 

not produce the same effect. Because, as recently, in an inter- 

view — probably some years ago, but recently published — 

of Dietrich Fischer-Dieskau, he made a comment, that the 

development of the German Lied is closely intertwined with 

peculiarities of the German language, the Classical use of the 

German language. You find the same thing in the Italian. The 

German Lied and the best Italian model, like Verdi, are all 

derived from the concept of the Florentine school of bel canto. 

As we showed in one manual, on this subject,’ there are certain 

differences between the German and the Italian, in terms of 

bel canto, how it’s handled. But, the principle is the same. 

And so, the competent Classical Italian singer or German 

singer, is trained in the Florentine bel canto, either in the 

Italian version or the German version — or both. 

And therefore, the irony, the principle of irony, which is 

shown, in a very essential way, by Bach’s conception of well- 

tempered counterpoint, contains an inherent irony, which 

generates an idea. So that the composer, in composing a work, 

composes a whole work, before writing a single note down. 

It’s all in the mind! It’s one idea! 

The question, as for any Classical composition, any seri- 

ous scientific composition: The person who writes the compo- 

sition, knows exactly what he’s going to write, before he puts 

the first word on paper; and knows it from beginning to end. 

Because he knows his intention of the idea he’s going to put 

across. And therefore, he’s going to write it in a way which 

puts in the contradictions in the right place, to try to move the 

reader, from one point to the other, to the idea. So that the 

beginning and the ending, come precisely at the right point. 

1. AManual on the Rudiments of Tuning and Registration, Book I (Washing- 

ton, D.C.: Schiller Institute, 1992). 
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Not an extra note is added, nor one subtracted. Everything 

there is essential, because he’s written this thing, under the 

influence of an idea. 

Now, sometimes, he’ll make changes, improvements in 

his score later, but theyll always be consistent with the intent. 

He says, “I didn’t express my intention adequately. I have to 

make this change.” Which Beethoven did a number of times. 

For example, the most famous case, is in his third movement 

of the Hammerklavier Sonata, the Opus 106, in which he 

added two chords, at the beginning of the movement, which 

he added afterward. Which actually, you read it, and you say, 

“It’s obvious, why he did it.” It did make the expression of 

the idea much more effective, especially when you look at the 

composition as a whole. 

So, that’s the difference. Music has to be based on the 

ideas. It has to enjoy a culture in which ideas are communi- 

cated among the people. The person who is a great artist in a 

culture, always is in conflict with the culture. 

Take the case of Brunelleschi, which I’ve cited before: In 

the cupola of Santa Maria del Fiore in Florence, he had a 

conception of how to build that cupola, which was otherwise 

impossible, according to the accepted doctrine of the time! 

He had a clear conception of the solution, and people would 

say, “Well, what’s the form?” As if there was a form that 

would stably hold together, once you’d put it up. He didn’t 

start that way. He said, “How can you build this thing, so that, 

at each stage of the construction, it won’t fall apart?” And, he 

used the famous “hanging chain” principle, which he used 

explicitly (Figure 2). 

So therefore, he had a conception, of how to complete the 

cupola, which took a number of years to do: Before the first 

stone was moved, he knew exactly what the finished composi- 

tion was going to be. And, this is the same thing that is true, 

22 Feature 

  

  

FIGURE 2 

The Catenary 

A B 

  
  

Filippo Brunelleschi (left) applied the 
physical principle of the catenary to solve 

what had been estimated as the impossible 

task of putting the required cupola on the 
Florence cathedral of Santa Maria del 

Fiore. The surfaces between the ribs of the 
dome are families of catenaries. 

in all science and all art. 

And the problem was —in Russia— this, in terms of Clas- 

sical artistic development, this did not develop. What you will 

see, as in the case of this Tchaikowsky case I mentioned, by 

Furtwéngler’s conducting, that you can see that all competent 

Russian composers were very responsive to what they saw 

accomplished by the Bach tradition in Central Europe. 

Marriage, and Classical Composition 
Q: I recently re-read your paper “In Praise of Monog- 

amy,” on married love. And I was curious about this, because 

the idea that you’re going to open yourself up and give your- 

self completely to one person—it’s a beautiful idea, but I 

don’t quite—I’m married! But I don’t quite know what this 

idea is! 

LaRouche: That’s usually the case! People discover what 

marriage is, after they do it! . . . 

Q: The question that I have, is: In organizing somebody 

at the literature table, what is the difference between the type 

of love that you have for somebody with whom you’re mar- 

ried, and a person that you want to organize, to help develop 

their soul? Is there a difference? 

LaRouche: Fortunately, you came to an expert! 

No. See, a good marriage is like a good Classical artistic 

composition. It starts with an intention, and if the intention is 

valid, the composition works out. It’s that simple! 

You see, there’s an interaction; there are ironies, there is 

interaction, in a marriage, which make it strong. It’s not strong 

because of something, or this or that. It’s because it’s a process 

of collaboration; it’s a process of work. It’s the unfolding of 

an intention. It involves people outside the marriage, in the 

sense of what your impact of the marriage is, on people in the 

society around the marriage. What’s the marriage’s impact 
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on the people around it? If it has a good impact, fine. 

And, you approach it the way you would approach a seri- 

ous, Classical musical composition. And think of it in those 

terms. And it will work —I mean, if you’ ve got the right notes, 

to begin with. 

You know, you have to have at least a couple, in any 

Classical musical composition! And, once you’ve got that 

couple, you now can say, “Is there an idea here, in this cou- 

ple?” For you to start, if there is an idea, an intention-idea, 

which can be developed into a full composition, then you’ve 

probably got a good case. 

What Do We Mean by ‘God’? 
Q: I’ve been thinking a lot lately about the creation of the 

universe and the idea of God. My question to you, is: If God 

created the universe, what created God? 

LaRouche: Hmm. I’m not going to say “I did”! We’ll 

eliminate that proposition, right away! 

No, the point is: What do you mean by “God”? Before 

you define something, as being how is it built, you have to 

know what it is! 

Okay. Now, what do we know? Let’s go to Vernadsky; 

we’ll go to one of the stronger sides of Russian culture: 

Vernadsky. What did Vernadsky accomplish, and how does 

this apply to this question of God? And, Vernadsky, if he were 

standing here, would tend to look at me — “maybe I agree with 

you” —that kind of thing. You find that there are three phases 

in the universe, three phase-spaces. There are what we call, 

from the standpoint of physical chemistry, which is his stand- 

point: You have the so-called “abiotic,” in which there’s no 

necessary evidence of anything that would be called “life” in 

the universe. None of the effects require the existence of life. 

Or, of intelligence. There may be intention, but not expressed, 

active intelligence. 

Secondly, you find, as Pasteur, Curie, and so forth demon- 

strated more effectively —and also, Vernadsky himself — 

who developed a comprehensive demonstration of the univer- 

sality of this principle: Is that there is a principle in the uni- 

verse, which is not to be found in the abiotic; a principle 

of life, which is universal, whose manifestation is, that it 

produces physical effects, in the universe, which can not be 

produced by abiotic processes. For example: The atmosphere 

could not be produced by an abiotic process. The waters, 

the ocean, were produced by a living process. Most of the 

sedimentary material, including soil, of this planet, were cre- 

ated by a living process. Could not be produced by an abi- 

otic process. 

Then, thirdly, you have effects, which are physical effects, 

on the universe, which are produced by the intervention, of 

the discovery of universal principle —effects which can not 

be produced in any other way; effects, such as the fact that 

man, who biologically, if he were not intelligent, would be 

either Henry Kissinger or some form of ape, would never have 

exceeded several million individuals on this planet, under the 
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conditions of the past 2 million years. 

But, man is now over 6 billion people, at latest estimate. 

How did this happen? Because of the principle of human 

intelligence, that is, creative intelligence —the discovery of 

principle. Therefore, we know that intelligence is unique. 

Now, then it goes to a next phase: What is intelligence? 

We discussed it before. It is the ability to discover a universal 

physical principle; or, the equivalent kind of principle, a prin- 

ciple, which produces, universally, certain specific kinds of 

effects, which can not be produced, except by that principle. 

What about human intelligence? The ability to discover a 

universal principle? How does it occur? It does not occur by 

a discussion. It may occur in the context of the discussion. 

But, the discussion doesn’t generate it. It’s generated within 

the mind of the individual. It’s generated in the form, initially, 

of what’s called a “Platonic hypothesis.” And, if the hypothe- 

sis is proven experimentally, then you called it a “principal 

principle.” 

Now, the problem then, the next thing you have to do, is 

you have to communicate that. You can communicate that, 

not by wiring. Wires from one head to another will not do the 

job. As a matter of fact, they will tend to prevent the job from 

being done — as Al Gore showed, with his idea of the “Wired 

Society.” It’s done, by replicating the experience of discov- 

ery, in the mind of a second person. 

This is, for example, optimal Classical humanist educa- 

tion. What does the teacher do, in a class, in communicating 

adiscovery toa group of students? The function of the teacher, 

isnottosay, “Learn this,or I'll kill you! Learn this, or I'll flunk 

you!” The function is, to stimulate, in the body of students, 

an act, a discussion; an active ferment, where you pose the 

problem. You say, “Here’s a contradiction! How do you deal 

with this contradiction? How do you explain it?” And, when 

you get them all hot and bothered, then you begin to get a 

discussion. You steer the discussion as a teacher, by throwing 

more and more things in, to provoke them —once you’ ve got 

their attention — so that, they themselves begin to make and 

experience this kind of a discovery, an hypothesis. 

Once one or two catch onto the idea of the hypothesis in 

the class—a class of 15, or 20, is a good optimal number — 

then, you get a discussion among the students. And so, now, 

the whole idea, “What are these hypotheses? Which one is 

right? Why is this one wrong? Why is this one right?” Then, 

the instructor will intervene a little bit more—not to give 

the show away, but to steer consideration of additional facts, 

which will help the student body. 

Now, they're in focus on the question; it’s now a contro- 

versy. Now, theyre really engaged. And, they will begin to 

hypothesize. 

Then, the instructor will say, “Well, how would you prove 

which hypothesis is correct, if any?” “Would you do this?” 

Or, “would you do this?” Or, “what would you do?” “Which 

of you guys is right? Or are any of you right?” 

At that point, you begin to focus on an idea. And, if you 
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find the right experiment, and the right hypothesis, they’ll 

walk out of the class, and everybody will have a fairly good 

idea— some will know; others will have an idea of what they 

don’t know; and that’s the process of healthy education. 

Which is not accomplished by rehearsing people in computer- 

scored, multiple-choice examination. 

This Wonderful Universe 
So, now, what does this tell you? This tells you that the 

act of discovery of a universal principle, a principle by means 

of which man increases man’s power in, and over the uni- 

verse, as a species — this is creativity! For mankind to be able 

to increase mankind’s power in and over the universe, is a 

creative act. That’s what we mean by “creativity”: The dis- 

covery, and proof, of a principle, by means of which mankind 

is able to increase mankind’s power to exist, in and over 

the universe. 

So, this is a result of a spark, of a sovereign act, within 

the confines of an individual mind. A sovereign act. 

Now, we say, “universal principle.” We have this uni- 

verse, wonderful universe. It has areal collection of entertain- 

ment in it. One is called the “abiotic” division; the other is 

called the “living” division, the division of life; the other’s 

called the “intellectual” division, or “discovery,” “cognitive.” 

It’s a wonderful universe. How’s it organized? It’s organized 

on the basis of physical principles! Discoverable, physical 

principles, which are efficient! We don’t know anything 

else —except these universal principles, which are efficient. 

That’s all we know! Everything else is guess-work: a stab in 

the dark. 

Well, what about these principles? Where’d they come 
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from? Did we create them? Well, not exactly. We discovered 

them. They existed beforehand. 

Ahh! So, life always existed in the universe! So, intelli- 

gence always existed in the universe! And, intelligence is 

sovereign. It’s a sovereign act, of a sovereign individual. 

Therefore, the universe is God. And the character of the uni- 

verse is, that it is a sovereign personality. 

Does the universe have a beginning? No. 

Does it have an end? No. 

Does anything exist outside it? No. 

So, how could anything have created it? The universe is 

the universe. We call it “the universe,” because the principles 

we discover, are universal. And, there’s nothing outside what 

we discover, that controls the universe. 

Therefore, the universe always existed. There was never 

anything outside it, before it, behind it, or after it. The universe 

is governed by a principle of creativity, of principles that we, 

as man, are able to imitate God, by discovering! When we 

discover a pre-existing universal principle, it becomes our 

property. We can use it. The universe has changed, now, 

because man, as a willful agency, in the universe, can change 

the universe, by adopting a pre-existing principle, and using it. 

Before, after, when, who, what? No! What we know, is 

all that’s all that we know! We don’t know anything else! 

Once we identify what we mean by a “universal physical 

principle,” we don’t know anything else. That’s why Des- 

cartes and Euclid and Aristotle are such idiots. 

The Question of Leadership 
Q: On Martin Luther King Day, Michelle did a class on 

Martin Luther King. And, before she did the class, I'd been 
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thinking about some things. She told me about how King 

wanted to get rid of the ghettoes and things like that. And, it 

sort of sparked an interest of my own, on education —1I guess 

for everyone, not just the ghettoes. . . . 

And, I have a design class. And we had to come up with 

100 ideas for a certain project. And the entire class could only 

come up with 30 ideas. And, that shows a kind of fracture in 

the way we think, I guess. And, I was wondering how we 

could change that, in the school system? 

LaRouche: We're in the same ballpark, to come back to 

the same thing I started with. Don’t look for particular ideas, 

of how to reform education. Look at the fact, that the so-called 

“leading followers” of Martin Luther King — those associated 

with him, after he was murdered, all failed. Starting with Jesse 

Jackson —the older Jesse Jackson; I think the son is a little bit 

more interesting. But, they failed. They all ran to the govern- 

ment foundations, different foundations. They all began to 

peddle their rear end on the street, in one way or the other. 

What was the difference between them, and Martin? A 

very fundamental difference. And that goes to this question 

of education: the question of principle, the question of leader- 

ship, the question of the tragic versus the sublime. Martin, 

like Jeanne d’ Arc, had no fear of immortality. As I know the 

other people around him, to the degree I know them —and I 

know some personally, closely and so forth, and I have some 

very good observations by close associates of that operation, 

who know something about it. They all were deadly afraid 

of immortality. 

Martin was murdered. We don’t know exactly who or- 

dered the murder, directly. We know who ordered the murder 

in general: It was J. Edgar Hoover. 

The murder of Martin, was a part of the 1966-1968 Nixon 

campaign for President, based on the so-called “Southern 

Strategy.” And, the point was—and these guys, who orga- 

nized the “black power” movement, organized against Mar- 

tin, on behalf of Nixon! And, people wouldn’t admit it. They 

wouldn’t admit it: that they were the tools, of the Nixon 

crowd. And, of J. Edgar Hoover, and so forth. It all came out 

in the wash a little later. Gradually, we began to find out what 

their real careers were, who owned them. 

And those who were not corrupt, in the sense of being 

intentionally corrupt, were cowards, like Hamlet. As all of 

the leaders around Ralph Abernathy, my dear friend, you 

know, the same thing. They all became corrupt! They ended 

up working for the Moonies! Or similar kinds of things. So, 

they betrayed the cause. 

Now, you go back to this issue of Frederick Douglass, 

when you’re talking about education in general, particularly 

the education of Americans of African descent. You're talk- 

ing about Frederick Douglass, and what he represented. What 

was Frederick Douglass’s standard for the struggle for free- 

dom of slaves? The highest level of education possible, is the 

road to freedom. What you are, how you develop yourself — 

that is who you are! Not whether you’ve got chains on you or 
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not, but who you are! You're a slave, if you’re a slave in your 

own mind! If you can free yourself of the slavery in your own 

mind, you can free yourself of the slavery of the chains, in 

due course. 

Frederick Douglass represented that. 

Now, what did these swine do, immediately after Lincoln 

was shot? They took the system of education, of the struggle 

for freedom, typified by Frederick Douglass—who was a 

great thinker; whose son was an important Classical musician, 

and so on and so forth. And they said, “We must not over- 

educate the freed slaves, because they will be discontented 

with the kind of employment they’re going to get. So, we 

must not educate them above their expected station in life.” 

This is the beginning of Jim Crow. And, it was done by the 

so-called “pro-abolitionist” crowd from Boston, and other 

similar kinds of places. 

Equality of the Mind 
The problem here, all along, has been this idea of “relevant 

education,” for Americans of African descent. Crap! Every 

American’s entitled to the same opportunities in education. 

The same kind of education; the same kind of knowledge! 

This cultural relativism, just means somebody’s going to be 

on top, and somebody’s going to be on the bottom. The idea 

of equality, true equality, which is, first of all, equality of the 

mind. We don’t want children to learn something, which is 

“relevant” to their condition of slavery. We want them to 

understand something which is human. Their power in hu- 

manity. Not this so-called “game,” which the Ford Founda- 

tion and others plugged. 

And, if we have this understanding, on the question of 

education, that what Martin represented —don’t forget the 

fact that he was a very well-educated person, in his own way; 

Boston University graduate in theology, divinity; well-edu- 

cated. And a very superior person, who was sitting there, in 

Alabama, fairly obscure, when the ministers associated with 

him, recognized him as being an exceptional person, of excep- 

tional talent. And, they voted him in, to take this job. And he 

accepted it. 

And, he went on, from that experience of taking that job, 

to become the leader of a struggle for freedom, a true struggle 

for freedom. He became so successful, that they killed him. 

Because they understood the principle of tragedy: If you 

kill the one guy who’s leading a movement, who represents 

the sublime, you can destroy the movement. Whenever you 

have a movement, which is based essentially on one leading 

person, who’s a competent leader, who represents the sub- 

lime — as Martin did! See, Martin wasn’t struggling for Afri- 

can-American freedom: He was struggling for the freedom 

for everybody! That was his power! Everybody knew that 

Martin was a world leader, a national leader. He was not a 

leader of an under-class. 

And his idea was, that you eliminate the under-class, by 

establishing equality. And he was for everything! He should 
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have been President of the United States! Morally, he was 

qualified to be the President, where others were not: Because 

he represented the sublime. He was willing, as he said, in his 

mountaintop speech, to put his life on the line, for the sake of 

a fundamental change in society; not a change for persons of 

African descent—a fundamental change in society! To bring 

about a just society. 

And morally, he was qualified to be President of the 

United States, on the day he made that speech. Because that’s 

the commitment we should require, of a President, is that kind 

of commitment. 

And, when they chopped him off, and other people, who 

were otherwise well-meaning, who had worked with him, 

without his leadership, they were impotent! And, the whole 

thing disintegrated. 

Why was it done? It’s obvious, to anyone looking back — 

it’s obvious. 

Nixon, in 1966 had gone to Mississippi, in the aftermath 

of Johnson’s signing of the two civil rights bills. And he’d 

gone down there, and he met with the Ku Klux Klan, and 

Trent Lott! And Trent was probably a member of the Klan 

at that time. And, they started what became the “Southern 

Strategy”: To get all the racists in the Democratic Party in the 

South, to come over to the Republican Party behind Nixon. 

And, thus the Republican Party could take over the Presi- 

dency, and they could establish fascism in the United States, 

under a Nixon Administration, directed by Henry Kissinger. 

And Henry Kissinger was a product of, what? Henry Kiss- 

inger was a product of —the Nashville Agrarians! The Nash- 

ville Agrarians were the grandsons of the founders of the 

Ku Klux Klan! Henry Kissinger was educated, where? At 

Harvard! By a Prof. William Yandell Elliott, who was a mem- 

ber of the Nashville Agrarians. The New York Times, and the 

literary societies in the United States, or literary magazines, 

are being influenced largely by the Nashville Agrarians. The 

racists were taking over America! 

And, Martin Luther King was the biggest threat they had 

to their program. So, they killed him. 

And, when he was toppled, everybody around him, who 

had been associated with him as followers, went the other 

way. And Jesse Jackson was the first. Jesse Jackson was not 

standing anywhere near Martin, when Martin was shot. But 

Jesse went out there. Got on a plane. Got to Chicago. Rubbed 

some blood on his shirt, and when out there, and said, “I 

was standing next to Martin.” And that was the first time he 

became known as a “PUSH-er.” 

So, this is the issue. What is needed here, in the case of 

education, is leadership, which can be trusted, by people who 

are confused and in doubt. People need inspiration, of leader- 

ship they can trust. If a Martin Luther King were alive today, 

with his qualities, and started an education movement, that’s 

where he’d start. He’d say, “We’ve got to do this. We’ve got 

to go to the mountaintop.” And, people who are reluctant to 

take that kind of education, would seize it, because they were 
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following a leader, just as some people in France followed 

Jeanne d’Arc. A hero, who represents the sublime. Who in- 

spires in people around him, the confidence to do something. 

Yes. We can provide the other ingredients. The ingredi- 

ents required for the American of African descent is the same 

as anybody else’s. No difference: They’re Americans! I know 

this, because I’ve worked with Africa. The typical American 

of African descent has no idea, in the world, what Africa is! 

They’re Americans. They don’t know anything about it. I 

know about it. I’ve dealt with this for years, for decades. 

They’re Americans! 

And, they have to stand up on their own conscience, and 

their own dignity, and say, “We are Americans. We have the 

right to be part of the leadership in policy-making for this 

country. And we have a right to access to the knowledge we 

need to do that job.” 

And, I would start and say, as I’ve said, often enough: 

“Martin Luther King should have become President.” If they 

hadn’t killed him. If that idea gets across, you won’t have a 

problem in getting people to accept the kind of education they 

need. If they see the inside of Martin’s mind, as I have. This 

man was a great man; and we lost him. 

And we need leaders who can inspire. Who can be recog- 

nized as people, as inspiring, who are valid, as the other people 

around Martin were not valid. They ran the other way. There 

was no established national leadership of the civil rights 

movement, once Martin was shot. They all ran the other way. 

And, that was the great demoralization, which destroyed it. 

Then all the funny-funnies took over, from 1968 on. And I 

was there. I was involved in it. 

And, so the first thing? Yes. What I otherwise say on 

education, what we need, but it won’t work, unless you can 

inspire the recipients of that proposed education, to desire it. 

And to have an image of themselves, which is not a second- 

class image. Which in the history of the so-called “black edu- 

cation” in the United States, since the Civil War, has been 

dominated by this thing: “Let’s not educate them above their 

station.” And, if you say, “No, Martin should have been Presi- 

dent,” then, that’s a different image. Then, education becomes 

important. And the Frederick Douglass image, then, becomes 

the connection to Martin Luther King. 

What Happened to the Soviet Union? 
Q: My question was, what fundamentally caused the col- 

lapse of the Soviet Union? 

LaRouche: Ah-ha.Idid! 

It’s true. You should know it, you have a right to know it. 

I’ve already declassified it, but I'll declassify it again for you. 

It was formerly a big national secret, one of the most precious 

national secrets of the United States. 

To make it short. I had already understood what the prob- 

lems were, the security problems, the failures of the Soviet 

Union, and so forth and so on. Now, my concern was that, as 

we approached the end of the 1970s, with nuts like Brzezinski 
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running loose —and Brzezinski was absolutely dangerous, 

he’s a lunatic, a dangerous lunatic — that with the policy we 

had, of so-called Mutual and Assured Destruction, and the 

way systems were going, we were headed to the great likeli- 

hood of an actual nuclear war, or nuclear exchange, thermonu- 

clear exchange. And therefore, I worked on the question of, 

how do we stop this? What do we do, to end this crazy Ber- 

trand Russell policy, of preventive nuclear war? 

Remember, preventive nuclear war was a concept first 

introduced to the United States government by Bertrand Rus- 

sell, the so-called pacifist. Anybody who thinks Bertrand Rus- 

sell is a peace-loving person, or a good person, is some kind 

of a jerk, or worse. He’s no good, he’s evil. He was probably 

the most evil man of the 20th Century. He made Hitler look 

minor by comparison. 

So, my concern was, how do we stop this? So, in my 

Presidential campaign, to tried to make sure that Carter was 

not re-elected —I wasn’t afraid of Carter, I was afraid of 

Brzezinski. In 1979, I issued a paper on strategic defense. 

Now, the point was, my proposal was, that the United States 

and Soviet Union, could jointly develop systems which 

would, in due course, would eliminate the danger of a ballistic 

missile attack, that is, the effective danger of a ballistic missile 

attack. and if everybody knows you can’t win a war by a 

ballistic missile attack, even partially, then they re not going 

to fight the war. 

And, therefore, the question was, how to get that across. 

In the beginning of 1980, I was on a platform in New 

Hampshire, and presidential candidates were seated in a row, 

like goony birds on a string, up before an audience of about 
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3,000 people, in this New Hampshire motor hotel. It’s now 

been torn down since. And Reagan and I were sitting up in a 

corner, because the candidates were arranged alphabetically, 

and Reagan, as R, was the last one in a row, and I was sitting 

next to him. So, we got into a conversation, which aroused 

his curiosity. 

And also, what happened was, that Bush’s attacking me, 

in New Hampshire in that period, resulted in Bush making 

mistakes where he threw the nomination, the Republican 

nomination — Bush was supposed to be the frontrunner, then. 

Reagan was the second runner. Bush was supposed to win the 

nomination. Bush lost the nomination, because he got into 

a catfight with me. And Reagan won the New Hampshire 

primary, and won another primary in the Carolinas, and it was 

over. Reagan was going to be the President. And this was 

well-known, that I had destroyed Bush, as I had destroyed a 

few other people in that process. 

So, he’s elected. At that point, November of 1980, I was 

down in Washington —1I came back from Europe, on other 

business. Went down to Washington to meet with a number 

of people, in the incoming Administration, as well as Demo- 

crats. In the process, what I did was — which was typical of 

visiting firemen going into Washington in a transition period, 

of an incoming Presidency, is you go in there, and they say, 

“What’s your agenda? What do you want to lay on the table, 

that we should consider for the incoming Administration?” 

Ballistic Missile Defense 
So, I had a long list of things, which I had in mind, and 

one of these was on this question of Strategic Ballistic Missile 
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Defense, by using new physical principles. Nothing happened 

directly at that time, but I already had friends in various parts 

of the institutions of government, and a Soviet representative 

in New York, at the United Nations, had approached one of 

my associates, and had suggested that they wanted to have a 

new channel of discussion with the incoming President. 

So, I had a report written up of that, and 1 forwarded it 

into the White House circles. 

The answer came back, “Will you take on the job of run- 

ning a back-channel negotiation with the Soviet govern- 

ment?” I had a little back and forth discussion, quickly, and I 

took the job. It was not a deployment; it was just an arrange- 

ment: a private citizen, serving as a back-channel connection 

between the National Security Council of the United States 

government, and the Soviet government. 

So, in this, I laid this proposal out, and what I did in 

a special way, is that in February of 1982, before actually 

beginning the discussion with the Soviet representative, we 

had a conference in Washington, D.C. About 400 people at- 

tended, people from all kinds of government, particularly mil- 

itary, U.S. military, and so forth, all came in. 

So, I laid out what I proposed, there. I said, “We must, 

the two superpowers, must come to an agreement on this 

principle: that we can develop such systems, and by cooperat- 

ing on agreeing to develop such systems, which can defeat 

ballistic missile threats, not right now, but in the future —by 

coming to that agreement, we can end the threat. And if we 

apply these technologies, to developing Third World coun- 

tries and so forth, these new technologies, this can be the road 

to elimination of the nuclear conflict threat. 

I presented this to the Soviet government, beginning Feb- 

ruary, shortly after that, the week after that. And this contin- 

ued to my last meeting with the Soviet representative — others 

met with him later—but my last meeting with him at that 

point, was February of 1983. At that meeting, the last meeting 

I had with him, he gave me a report-back from the Soviet 

government on my proposal. And I had said, “If the President 

of the United States, President Reagan, were to make this 

offer, how would you react?” I never said the President was 

going to make the offer; I said, if we makes the offer, how 

would you react? 

So, in February of 1983, the report-back from him, from 

Moscow: Andropov, the General Secretary of the Soviet 

Union, said, “no!” Flat no. 

And, I said in response to him, I said, that’s very foolish 

on his part, because, if what we’ve been discussing, is Soviet 

policy, and you go ahead with that policy, I can assure you, 

that within about five years, the Soviet Union will collapse. 

I later, shortly after that, repeated that forecast— that, 

there’s a danger, with this policy on the part of the Soviet 

Union, which was a very aggressive policy —that under these 

conditions, the Soviet economy could not take the strain, be- 

cause of its rotten condition, and the Soviet economy would 

collapse, within about five years. 
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As you know, in 1988, I made this press conference in 

Berlin, on Columbus Day, in which I said, the Soviet system 

is about to collapse. It’ll probably start in—it will start in 

Poland. Germany will be reunified. The capital of Germany 

will probably be designated as Berlin, the future, again. And 

we now face the challenge, the next President is going to face 

the challenge of the disintegration of the Soviet system, and 

how we react to the disintegration of the Soviet political 

system. 

And so it collapsed. 

And then, I was put in the jug, for that reason, to get me 

out of there. They were going to kill me. If I wasn’t put in the 

jug, they wanted to kill me. There was a plan. It was an official 

line: If he beats the case, if he beats the charge, we’re going 

to kill him. 

But, I survived. And we had the broadcast, the national 

TV broadcast, network TV, in which I re-presented, included, 

the details of my televised report at Berlin, on the coming 

collapse of the system, and the proposal. 

And so, the system collapsed. 

Remember that President Reagan, on March 23, 1983, 

made the offer publicly to the Soviet Union, exactly the offer 

that I’d indicated to the Soviet Union, he might make. If they 

had accepted that, at that point, even for discussion, world 

history would have changed, and would have taken a differ- 

ent line. 

So, the significance of that today, in response to the ques- 

tion, it gives you an idea of why I have confidence, in what I 

as an individual can do, in dealing with a world problem 

today. I’ve been there several times. When history has hung 

on whether the U.S. government, or others, would accept what 

I proposed, at a critical point, as a necessary policy. Every 

time my proposals were rejected, they suffered. And every 

time they were accepted, minimally, at least, we got some 

gain. So, I have a confidence as a leader, which is why I 

answered the question immediately the way I did. I sank the 

Soviet Union. Not because I sank it, but because when the 

Soviet government rejected what I had proposed that Reagan 

propose, after Reagan proposed it, the Soviet government 

doomed itself, as I said would happen at that time. 

MacArthur vs. the Utopians 
Q: Do you know why MacArthur failed to organize a 

successful resistance, to the Utopian takeover of the early 

1960s, and if it is actually possible that a man such as he, had 

an incomplete understanding of, or commitment to, states- 

manship? 

LaRouche: . . .The way to look at this, is that in the Sum- 

mer of 1944, when the U.S. forces had broken through in 

Normandy, the Wehrmacht was defeated, in principle. That 

the end of the war was inevitable, or virtually inevitable at 

that point. Now, up to that time, Franklin Roosevelt had led 

the United States out of a depression, to become virtually 

the only economic power on this planet. And had won the 
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war, effectively. 

At that point, Roosevelt’s enemies in the United States, 

who had had to put up with him, because he was saving the 

economy they had wrecked under preceding Presidents, and 

because the war had been won, on which they depended on 

him entirely, for his leadership. They said, “We don’t need 

him anymore.” 

At that point, he had a Vice President, Wallace. Roosevelt 

himself was ill, as aby-product of having suffered poliomyeli- 

tis. He was a young man, relatively speaking, but he was in 

the process of dying from overwork, because of the complica- 

tion of having had poliomyelitis as an adult. So, the enemy, 

the American Tories, the Wall Street crowd, went to work on 

two fronts. 

First of all, they were determined to get rid of Roosevelt, 

and thought they could get rid of him, simply by waiting for 

him to die, which they expected would happen soon. On that 

point, we had a friend who died more recently, Max Corvo. 

Max Corvo was the chief of OSS operations in Italy, during 

the war in Italy, and he later became a friend of ours, a friend 

of mine, and he was very close to the head of the OSS, Dono- 

van, who, in the period I’m speaking of, had walked out of a 

meeting with President Roosevelt, ashen-faced. “It’s over. 

He’s going to die.” Which we got from Max. And Max was 

reliable on this kind of thing. 

So, what they did, is, they putin an idiot, a nasty little idiot, 

Truman, as Vice President. Because they figured, Roosevelt's 

going to die, and you had Truman, a Winston Churchill ass- 

licker, who’s going to do everything the British wanted, 

against the Roosevelt policies in the post-war period. 

So, he became Vice President, and then Roosevelt, on 

April 12 of the following year, died. At Warm Springs. 

Now, in the meantime, there was a change in military 

policy: the bombing policy; the firecbombing of Tokyo; the 

bombing of cities in Germany, like Magdeburg. A whole 

group of cities were bombed for no military reason, simply 

as killer operations. Firebombing. Magdeburg was destroyed. 

Dresden was almost destroyed. By a needless bombing, done, 

with the aid of the Americans, under British direction, under 

so-called Bomber Harris. And this thing is now all over the 

place in Germany —the books are out, for the record —the 

rage against the United States and Britain, in Germany, right 

now, is tremendous, on the basis of public exposure of this 

killer bombing, this racist bombing, against Germany — need- 

less bombing against civilian populations during that period. 

The bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki was totally un- 

necessary. There was no military grounds for this bombing. 

Not a single U.S. life was saved by that bombing. None. The 

idea that a million lives were saved, is a total lie, invented by 

people like Buckley. 

MacArthur had before that, before the surrender, had writ- 

ten a report, or directed the writing of a report, which was his 

opinion, to Washington, stating that Japan was defeated, there 

was no need to invade. Eisenhower was presented with, by 
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the Administration, the Truman Administration, with the re- 

port that Truman was thinking of dropping the nuclear bomb 

on Japan. Eisenhower said, independently of MacArthur, “It’s 

crazy, Japan is a defeated nation, don’t do it.” 

The bombs were dropped. 

They were dropped because of Bertrand Russell, whose 

policy was preventive nuclear war. 

So, what happened in this period, is they cooked up a 

phony war, between the Soviet Union and the United States 

and Britain. It was orchestrated by the British. Why? Why 

was this phony war orchestrated? Stalin had no intention of 

attacking the United States, or Western Europe. None. All a 

lie. Truman, and Churchill, cooked it up. Why? 

Because of Bertrand Russell. The doctrine which took 

over, with the Truman nomination in the Democratic nomina- 

ting convention of the Summer of 1944, was what is called 

the utopian doctrine. The doctrine of H.G. Wells, and his 

Open Conspiracy. The doctrine which had been orchestrated 

through the nuclear community, by Bertrand Russell person- 

ally. Bertrand Russell was the orchestrator of the doctrine of 

preventive nuclear war. “We bomb them now pre-emptively, 

to force them, and force the world, to give up national sover- 

eignty, and accept world government.” 

This is the policy of the Al Gore of the Bush Administra- 

tion, Dirty Dick Cheney. 

Okay? So that’s the policy. 

MacArthur, like Eisenhower — Eisenhower, with all his 

“Eisenhowever” — adhered to the traditional defense doctrine 

and the traditional foreign policy of the United States. MacAr- 

thur did not fight any unnecessary battles in the Pacific. The 

Navy did, the Marine Corps did. Iwo Jima was totally unnec- 

essary. MacArthur said, you take strategic points, you control 

the entire Pacific logistically. Japan is an island nation. It 

can not survive without raw materials from her neighboring 

countries. If you effectively blockade the main islands of Ja- 

pan, Japan must surrender. You don’t have to kill anybody 

more. You fight battles where you have to fight them, in order 

to establish the control, logistical control points, over the Pa- 

cific region. Once you’ve established that, you’ve won the 

war. It’s not kill-power that’s important; it’s logistics. It’s 

strategy, logistics. 

So, that’s MacArthur’s policy. 

The Navy, which is more crazy, or one faction of the Navy 

which is more crazy, more pro-British—and that’s a whole 

other story —went into wars, conducted independent wars, 

independent of MacArthur, in the Pacific, to get their dibs in, 

for their policies. 

So what happened at the end of the war: You had a fight, 

which is going on to the present day. The professional mili- 

tary, especially the Army and Marine Corps, the ground 

forces, their policy is—. The policy of the war against Iraq is 

insane! They may not say it publicly while they’re still serv- 

ing, but they’ll say it as retired officers. And they’ll have their 

friends say it, if they don’t want to say it themselves. The U.S. 
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military is opposed to this war, as a piece of insanity. 

But this crowd, that wants the war, are the utopians, the 

same people that launched this policy: essentially a right- 

wing, New Roman Empire, world conquest, “everybody’s our 

slave,” “terrify everybody,” etc., and “use nuclear weapons to 

intimidate people into line.” 

There is no war against Iraq. There’s a war against the 

Islamic world. It’s a kind of Roman imperial limes war. And 

that’s what the issue is. MacArthur represented the opposition 

to that; he was the leader, really. He was the greatest military 

leader the United States had, in that period. They got rid of 

him! And they gave us the Moonies instead. That’s true — but 

that’s another story. 

Solar Power Is Nuclear Power! 
Q: My question is, why should we have nuclear power, 

versus solar power, and how exactly the gang-countergang 

operations work, with a lot of these modern leftist move- 

ments? So, that’s my question. 

LaRouche: Okay. Because solar power is idiocy. Actu- 

ally, solar power is nuclear power. Where do you think you 

get solar power? From nuclear fission and fusion, in the Sun. 

You want to eliminate nuclear power? No solar power. 

Also, this whole idea of energy is crazy. You know, I 

believe in Don Quixote when it comes to windmills. We need 

Don Quixote now, for a useful mission! He’s an important 

character of fiction, but now he can be an important character 

of reality. He can get out there with his lance, and knock some 

of these things down, and get this ugliness off the landscape. 

These ugly things, these monsters up there, sitting up there 

snarling, killing birds. They kill birds! Bird-haters! 

Now, this goes back to a piece of scientific idiocy, which 

was understood already —the problem was understood by 

Plato, already. The concept of power, as opposed to that idiot 

Aristotle’s concept of energy. So, when people talk to you 

about nuclear energy, or solar energy, they re Aristotelean 

idiots, who shouldn’t be talking. They should be monkeys, 

and not talk. They can chatter, but not talk. 

Because, the issue here is power. 

Now, power is reflected in various ways in terms of en- 

ergy, relative to what people call energy. Power has two fea- 

tures, generally, descriptively, in the form of energy. This is 

not where power comes from, but this is what power reflects, 

in terms of energy language. One, is energy-flux density. 

What is the intensity of energy, apparent energy, per square 

kilometer, cross-section area of motion? It’s called energy- 

flux density. 

Now, compare the energy-flux densities of various modes 

of power generation. Solar power is the least efficient. As a 

matter of fact, the use of solar power is insane. Because solar 

power has a very important use on this planet: Light. Light! 

What we want is more vegetables. We want more foliage. We 

want the deserts to bloom. What we want to do, is we want to 

get areas which are too hot, to cool down. We want more 
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moderate weather. We want to turn the deserts into areas 

where people can live, under normal conditions. 

How do we do that? We increase the biomass. Increase 

the amount of growth. 

Now, for example, trees will absorb about ten percent of 

the solar radiation hitting the Earth’s surface. It’s very good. 

Take ten percent of the solar energy, in a certain area; convert 

it into trees. You moderate the climate, both for Winter and 

Summer. You take an area which is a quasi-desert area, or 

desiccated area, and you convert it into a place where people 

can live. You convert areas which are useless, into areas 

where you grow food. So therefore, we want to manage what 

we’re getting in terms of solar, heat radiation. We want to 

manage it, for the benefit of living processes on the Earth. 

Including man. 

For example: If we plant enough trees in the high plateau, 

or relatively high plateau, of southern India, we would proba- 

bly lower the average temperature in the Summertime, by five 

to ten degrees. They need trees. . . . 

So, we’ve got our western land. You’ve got the Great 

American Desert. Look at Southern California. Look at 

what’s happened to the aquifers. This is insane! Look at 

Northern Mexico; what we’re letting happen there is insane. 

The conflict between Texas and Northern Mexico over water 

is insane! And therefore, the thing with the solar radiation, is 

to organize its use in such a way as to enhance the biosphere. 

Be kind to Mother Nature. Enhance the biosphere. Don’t 

waste solar energy on trying to power television sets. 

Turning Water into Fuel 
Now, therefore, the other aspect is, that we waste a lot of 

money, by taking gasoline as a fuel all over the landscape. 

This is insane! Why should we do that? We don’t need to have 

gasoline as a fuel, or diesel oil as a fuel. We don’t need that. 

If we have a high-temperature gas-cooled reactor—. Let’s 

take a very specific type of a nuclear reactor. The so-called 

UNIK model, developed by a friend of ours, who is now 

deceased, Professor Schulten, which works. This model is a 

self-regulating reactor, which operates in a range of between 

120 and 200 megawatts. That is, as the reactor becomes hotter, 

it tends to shut down the rate of reaction. So, it keeps the rate 

of reaction within a certain range. 

With a high-temperature gas-cooled reactor, you can gen- 

erate in an area, or say, a complex of them — instead of putting 

up a 1.2-gigawatt reactor, you put up a bunch of 200-mega- 

watt reactors as a test, and you put them up quicker. Because 

the big thing about the large reactors is, you have to pour 

concrete, and you have to cure the concrete. So, therefore, it 

will take you many years, up to five to six years, to complete 

the reactor, and you have to spend and invest all the capital in 

it. Why not build smaller reactors, which you can complete 

more rapidly, and make many of them, in an area? You can 

put these things, they’ re easy to put in, you put them, they’re 

self-regulating. 
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Now, but with these kind of reactors, we can turn water 

into a fuel! Very simply. You use high-temperature reaction 

to disassociate water, producing a hydrogen, or hydrogen- 

based fuel. You can use fuel cells, you can use other vehicles, 

you can convert from the use of gasoline, or diesel fuel — 

which is a highly inefficient fuel, relatively speaking —to a 

much more efficient fuel, which is a hydrogen, or hydrogen- 

based fuel. 

So now, instead of carting oil all over the county, with 

pipelines and natural-gas lines and so forth, you use natural 

gas where you have it in excess, as a chemical feedstock. For 

fertilizers, things like that. You take petroleum, and you ship 

the use of petroleum to chemical feedstocks, which is what 

it’s most useful for. Burning petroleum is very inefficient. 

Use it as a chemical feedstock; the benefit to humanity is 

much greater per ton consumed. 

You would turn the Middle East into production, a chemi- 

cal factory, to produce feedstock, which would be used by 

the world, rather than burning the stuff up, and polluting the 

atmosphere. Much better. Then you would produce the hydro- 

gen-based fuels, in your local region, so you wouldn’t be 

carting this stuff all over the place. The problem with other 

methods, is, they generate a lot of waste. Burning oil generates 

waste. You can’t really be too efficient with that. Coal is 

terribly wasteful. Hauling fuels all over the country is very 

costly, and very wasteful. Don’t do it. 

So, why not have a new system, which can generate the 

fuels where we need them, and have them available on a 
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The LaRouche Youth 
Movement deployed to 
Sacramento, California on 

Dec. 10,2002, for a day of 

organizing at the state 
legislature. “ When you go into 

places such as the state 
legislatures, or the Congress,” 
LaRouche said, “you see the 

effect you have. The presence 
of four, five, or six of you, 

walking in, knowing what 
you're talking about, which is 
more than most of these 

legislators can do, and others: 

You have an effect on them.” 

standard, in every part of the world, or in every part of the 

United States, in particular? 

So, therefore, there is no problem with it. If you're afraid 

of nuclear energy, die. Why? Because you have nuclear ac- 

tions going on in your body. Radioactive potassium reactions, 

which are an essential part of life. You don’t like radioactiv- 

ity? Don’t lean against a brick wall. You’ll get more radiation 

than from a nuclear reactor. A brick wall will do it all by itself. 

What happened is this, very simply. To sum it up: 1964, 

there was an attempt to turn the United States from being the 

great producer nation of the world, per capita, per square 

kilometer, into a parasitical consumer society, which would 

live by sucking the blood of other parts of the world, and 

destroying our own people, and turning them into a bunch of 

dummies, which has been done with our education system 

now. So, as a part of that, they attacked technology. 

Now, the first attack was not on nuclear energy. The attack 

on nuclear energy happened after 1972. But the rock-drug- 

sex counterculture, a key part, a leading edge of the campus 

radical movement of the mid to late 60s, was essentially 

based on the “end of technology.” Destroy technology. Go to 

a consumer society. Which means a parasitical society, like 

the Roman Empire. And the attack on nuclear energy, was 

determined to stop progress. 

Take the other case, the case of DDT. There was never 

any reason to ban DDT. The campaign against DDT was a 

complete fraud. People are dying today, because DDT was 

banned. It was one of the most efficient, most harmless types 
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of insecticide available. You have people dying of West Nile 

virus, because of a lack of DDT. This was done to stop tech- 

nology. It was done as part of the war against technology, to 

transform us from a producer nation, into an imperial con- 

sumer society, a predator preying upon the rest of the world. 

And therefore, this campaign against nuclear energy, was 

a massive campaign of brainwashing. And someone who’s 

afraid of nuclear energy, and prefers solar or something, they 

have to be a brainwashed zombie. And they should be told 

that. Because only by knowing they "re brainwashed zombies, 

can they free themselves of the slavery. 

Launching a Classical Renaissance 
Q: You were talking about, that the way that we’re going 

to make a change in the world, is by organizing a youth move- 

ment here in the United States, and using the power of the 

United States to shift the world. My question is, what’s the 

role of the youth movement in places like Germany and 

France, and Peru, Philippines, etc.? 

LaRouche: The other side of what we’re doing— which 

is not different, but it’s just a different facet of the same 

thing— what we’re doing is we’re launching a Classical Re- 

naissance. Now, in Germany, if you see Germany, and look 

at the educational system, you realize that the people who 

did their abitur before the Brandt reform in education, were 

almost a different species than the people who were victim- 

ized by the changes in education since the Brandt reform. So, 

therefore, what’s happened is, the German population has 

been culturally mangled, if not destroyed, by this change in 

educational policy. 

As I’ve said, an effective youth movement, of what we’re 

doing, is a university on wheels. And, therefore, what we’re 

really doing is, we’re having fun. The basic thing is, we're 

having fun, in my sense of fun. I keep telling people, “Have 

fun.” You're having fun by taking a stinking, smelly, terrible 

world, which doesn’t function, where people are abused, 

where they have no sense of morality, or personal purpose 

for living, pleasure-seeking, but no satisfaction. It’s like the 

prostitute in hell. Seeking pleasure, but never finds satis- 

faction. 

And instead of that, is a sense of enjoying life. Enjoying 

being human. Knowing whatitis to be human. Enjoying being 

human! Being happy because you're human. And this state 

of happiness, because of humanity, which is called the “Erha- 

bene”: the sense of the sublime. 

And it’s both the purpose and the instrument. If human 

beings can be happy human beings, as they should be, they 

have, by being happy, the power to address any problem, 

because they can’t do it any better, any other way. And to 

enjoy the fact that you’re such a person, gives you the strength 

to do what you have to do. If you’re happy at what you're 

doing, you have the strength to do what you’re doing. 

A great inventor, a great discoverer: How many years do 

you think they spend working on some of the more important 
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discoveries they develop? They devote a good part of their 

life to that. Why should they do that? Why should they do that? 

Why should you want to go to a university, secondary 

school, a university which is a good one, in which you enjoy 

yourself? You enjoy yourself in the process of developing 

knowledge and competence, knowing that’s your mission for 

that part of your life. So, you take that period, which may run 

to a dozen years of your life —from beginning of secondary 

education to the time you may graduate with a doctoral de- 

gree, in something else, get professional status —to devoting 

your life, to developing your ability as a human being! And 

your source of happiness, is being a human being who is 

doing that! 

This happiness, in this way, is what Leibniz means by 

happiness. What the Declaration of Independence means by 

happiness. Because it’s Leibniz’s argument against Locke. 

Happiness. Happiness, joy in being human! Joy in doing 

things that a human being should do! Joy in knowing that the 

power to be happy, is the power to deal with all kinds of 

problems that humanity faces. The joy of making a discovery. 

The joy of being able to perform music well. These are joys, 

per se! 

Great drama is joy. Why would somebody put on a great 

drama? Why would one put on great Shakespeare, or great 

Schiller, for example, as drama? Why? Why would they de- 

vote their lives to doing that kind of thing? Because they enjoy 

it—in the highest sense. They know it’s important. They 

know the conveying of ideas, the ability to communicate these 

kinds of ideas, from the geniuses of the past to the present — 

it’s important! What’s your emotion when you're doing it? 

You’re happy! 

You may be fighting and squabbling about the thing, but 

you’re happy about the fact that you're doing that. You have 

a sense of satisfaction with your own life. We need in Europe 

and elsewhere, we need people who are mobilized, happily, 

to undertake the great missions which stand before humanity 

as a whole. And if you have happy people, who are happy in 

that way, you'll do it all. 

And our purpose, after all, is the self-development of hu- 

manity. And the natural condition of a self-developing hu- 

manity is called happiness. And, therefore, you want people 

to be happy, not in the sense of sensual satisfaction, but in 

pleasure in the fact that they have a talent — it’s called a mortal 

life—and they’re spending it wisely, and they can laugh at 

death, when it comes, because they spent their life happily. 

We had a great friend of ours, Gertrude Pitzinger. She 

was a great alto. She died a couple years ago. She was a great 

friend of ours for some time. One of the greatest singers in 

Germany in the period of the 1930s, until she left the stage, 

to continue working as a teacher, a coach, for others. You 

should hear her, some of the things she recorded. She was 

absolutely magnificent. And a magnificent personality. 

Shortly before she died, Helga and I had a meeting with 

her. Her brother was there, and another friend. She knew she 
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was about to die, and she wanted us over there, for a meeting. 

And it ended up, we had a discussion. The first time [ met her, 

I walked into her room, and she sang the famous second song 

from the Frauenliebe, from Schumann, for me. She’s that 

kind of person— playful. But then what she did with Helga, 

the last time we met, we were in her room, her apartment, a 

nice place, and she had recordings that she’d made all over 

the place. She had books, a whole library full of books. She 

no longer was singing, of course — she was 92 years old. But 

she would have Helga go in to her library, and say: “Go get 

this book. Bring this poem out. Now, you read the poem.” 

And then she would turn to her collection of recordings she’d 

made in the past, and she’d pull it out, and put it on, and 

perform it, again. And they had this thing between Helga and 

Gertrude this way. 

And toward the close of the evening, after she’d done this, 

she said, “What a wonderful life. I have lived to sing such 

great art.” 

The Spirituality of Man 
Q: You speak a lot about man being made in the image of 

God, and having the divine spark of reason, that sets us apart 

from the beasts. Do you believe also in the spirituality of man, 

being another distinct quality of man? Spirituality being our 

personal ability to communicate with God, through prayer 

and study, that gives us motivation, and inspiration—in a 

sense, the Holy Spirit? 

LaRouche: Well, let me put it this way. You will never 

see a chimpanzee praying to God. Now, the significance of 

that is, that you have to be human. And you have to be human 

in a very distinct way. In the way we’ve defined creativity. 

What is spirituality? 

Spirituality is a word which, when properly used, con- 

notes creativity. Connotes man in the image of the Creator. 

Man acting as in the image of the Creator. Man making dis- 

coveries. Changing the universe! Changing the course of his- 

tory! Changing the conditions of mankind! Acting for God, by 

discovering universal principles, including Classical artistic 

principles, which are also universal physical principles. De- 

veloping these principles, which puts the power of these prin- 

ciples in the hands of man. And once the will of man, the 

creative will of man, has engaged and adopted these discov- 

ered principles, mankind is able to change the universe. 

And that is man’s essential worship of God. 

The other thing is the reflection upon the nature of univer- 

sality of the universe, and of the nature of God. For Christians, 

also another thing is involved. The question of the personality 

of Christ. 

European civilization was being destroyed by the Ro- 

mans. This consolidation of the Roman Empire occurred un- 

der Augustus, and Christ was born, under Augustus, who was 

areal pig. A worse pig was the Emperor Tiberius, on whose 

order Christ was crucified, through his son-in-law, or his legal 

son-in-law under Roman law, Pontius Pilate, who was or- 
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dered to execute Christ, at a time that Tiberius was giving 

the order from Sicily, upon the Isle of Capri, on which he 

was living. 

You say, what is the mission of Christ? The mission of 

Christ was to save European civilization, and world civiliza- 

tion. As is said. As made clear in the Gospel of John, and by 

the Epistles of Paul. It did! 

What did Christianity do? It took the Platonic heritage, as 

made clear by John’s Gospel, made clear by the Epistles of 

Paul, and, despite the Roman Empire, which is one of the 

greatest evils, Romanticism, which dominated Europe until 

the 15th Century, from 200 B.C. to approximately 1400 A.D., 

dominated European civilization, and beyond. Mankind was 

saved from total degradation, by the persisting influence of 

the Christian mission. 

And therefore, what we mean by spirituality, from that 

standpoint, is that the quality which we call cognition, the 

ability to see beyond the sensual, to discover the universal 

principles which control the universe; and to utilize these 

principles to control the universe, is an expression of a princi- 

ple which is known as spirituality. 

For example. The dialogues of Plato, including the sup- 

plementary one, the Laws, are called in theology, spiritual 

exercises. We had a friend of ours, who died of cancer re- 

cently, a Cardinal [Francis Xavier Nguyen van Thuan], from 

Vietnam, who wrote a book [Testimony of Hope: Spiritual 

Exercises Given to Pope John Paul II], which was based on 

a series of presentations he gave at the Vatican on the order 

of John Paul II. The book is on spiritual exercises. It was on 

a certain part of his life experience, but it was the method of 

spiritual exercises. And the book is available, and so forth. 

But he died, unfortunately. He was the head of Justitia et Pax, 

who was considered at one point, a potential candidate to 

succeed John Paul II as Pope. And then he died. A great friend 

of mine. 

And so, the spiritual exercise, which is actually the princi- 

ple of discovery, is the dialectical principle, the Socratic dia- 

lectical principle of Plato. It’s the principle of Paul. It’s the 

principle of the Gospel of John. And this principle was saved, 

for mankind, by Christianity. 

It also played a part in Judaism, through the radiation of 

Philo of Alexandria. It was reflected in the tradition through 

Spain, of Moses Maimonides. It was reflected explicitly by 

Moses Mendelssohn, in Germany in the 18th Century. It’s 

also in certain parts of the Islam of the Abassid dynasty — the 

same principle. 

That is, you have three powers in the universe. The power 

which we call the abiotic; the power which represents life, 

as an active principle, or what life represents as an active 

principle; and the power of cognition, which is called spiritu- 

ality. So, therefore, how can you pray to God, unless you are 

in tune with God? How can you speak to somebody, whose 

language you don’t speak? You must speak that language. 

The language of spirituality, is creativity. 
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The problem today, is you have cults, which called them- 

selves religions, which have rituals, which have nothing to do 

with God, but they have to do with a denial of God, by saying, 

“I’ve got an ‘in’ with this little guy under the floorboards. 

And I’ve got it fixed so that he’s going to make me rich, and 

my enemies poor. And ‘God, please, make my enemies suffer! 

God, please get those black people wiped out; I can’t stand 

them any more!” ” 

You know, that kind of prayer. That’s what you’ve got. 

That is not Christianity. That is something else, and there’s 

too much of it around. 

But there is really a quality of spirituality, which is per- 

fectly understandable scientifically. Why not? I mean this is 

our universe! Why should spirituality be something outside 

the universe? Why should it be some special deal, with some- 

thing under the floorboards of the universe? It is not. 

The problem here is, with the idea of prayer, is, most 

people don’t know what they’re praying to. Or why. 

Classical Art 
Q: I’ve read your essay, “Believing Is Not Necessarily 

Knowing,” and what I think is really interesting is how you 

look at these two things, as social sciences and physical sci- 

ences, and how they're really joined by the same method. 

Well, I’ve noticed that in our society, and in schools, in partic- 

ular, students tend to have this either, “I’m a science and math 

student,” or, “I’m an art and history student,” and, particu- 

larly, I always classified myself as the science, math student, 

and I see how this has affected me, negatively, and the culture 

in general, by the fact that people have a lack of appreciation 

for great art. And because of that, they don’t quite understand 

history, as an unfolding artwork. 

So, I’d like you to comment on the dynamic of that in the 

noosphere, and how we can address this with people. Because 

there’s a lot of emotional attachment to, “This is my artwork, 

my music, you can’t tell me what’s right or wrong.” 

LaRouche: The problem is, is you step on people’s toes 

when you say, “The only art is Classical artistic composition.” 

Now, you take most of this garbage which you see plastered 

all over the walls in various places, you think: “Who urinated 

on that wall? That’s not art.” 

“No, that’s a work of art. You can’t say that about that 

work of art.” 

Or smeared it on something else, you know. 

Now, the point is, the best example, which I’ve said be- 

fore, you probably know it very well, by now. This question 

of Brunelleschi’s Dome. And the principle that you have to 

recognize is, there’s a mystery which many sculptors who 

call themselves artists, don’t know. That’s why they make 

such bad sculpture. They can’t do decent sculpture, so they 

say, “Well, I got this mysterious thing. I'll paste this here. I’m 

inspired. And you’ve got to look at this. It’s wonderful I'm 

inspired. My drunken friends are inspired by this, too. What’s 

wrong with you?” 
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But, the point is, you take the great discovery of Classical 

Greek sculpture, which was then replicated by Leonard da 

Vinci, as a matter of principle, in terms of his paintings, and 

drawings. The principle, the difference was this: Instead of 

doing tombstone figures, dead people standing —it’s like a 

tripod method of standing. Like the Archaic Egyptian, or the 

Archaic Greek. What was the difference? Between Classical 

sculpture and this Archaic form? 

It’s that you had a certain off-balance characteristic of the 

Classical sculpture. Off-balance. You couldn’t fit a Euclidean 

or Cartesian universe —it’s non-Euclidean, anti-Euclidean. 

Anti-Cartesian. And you had a sense that the sculpture, as you 

see with Greek Classical sculpture, for example, the sculpture 

was an instantaneous cross-section of something in motion. 

Frozen motion. An instant of motion. Eternity in an instant. 

Like Keats’ poem, “Ode on a Grecian Urn.” “Truth is beauty, 

and beauty is truth.” Instantaneous. Frozen in time. 

Now, what’s the principle? 

Then you look at Brunelleschi, and the dome. There’s the 

principle. I recognized this, after this torment of a few months 

I went through, on trying to figure, how does it work? Remem- 

ber. It was impossible to construct this cupola. The wood 

didn’t exist to build it by the conventional Roman method. It 

was a cupola twice the size, essentially, of the Pantheon, in 

terms of structure. You couldn’t build it. 

How did he build it? He took a contract, and said he’d 

build it. How did he know he was going to build it? What 

everybody thought was impossible. He used a principle. The 

principle was the catenary. What's the catenary? The catenary 

is now known as the principle of universal least action. 

Leibniz’s principle. What does the catenary represent? It’s a 

physical curve. It’s not a static curve, it’s not a Cartesian 

curve. It’s a physical curve, physical action. Just take a hang- 

ing chain. Test it, with this principle. 

That’s the principle of Classical culture! 

Now, what Leonardo did later on: the same thing. He 

developed a new conception of perspective, which is based 

on the same principle. Leonardo demonstrated how to put the 

principle of Classical Greek sculpture in the form of painting. 

And you go into the thing like the Last Supper, in Milan, 

which I saw on one occasion, directly. I was very provoked 

by it. This has characteristics —this Last Supper, is actually a 

Classical sculpture. It’s a painting, but it’s a Classical sculp- 

ture. The eye of Christ follows you, wherever you go inside 

this Basilica. 

You look at the thing—it changes. You stand there — 

it moves with you. You move, it moves, in your mind. It 

communicates to the mind an action. 

Well, what is this? What is this principle of art, which 

does this? The principle of the mind. What’s the principle of 

the mind? Well, what’s the connection to the cupola? It’s 

Leibniz’s principle of universal least action. 

The same thing is true in music, where there’s the great 

problem with the “comma” of Pythagoras. We don’t have 
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Pythagoras’s — we only have the report of what he discovered. 

Well, what he describes, if you replicate what he describes, 

what 1s described, what does he do? 

He takes a monochord, like a single string on a musical 

instrument. Now you get a singer to sing up and down various 

scales, in various modes. And they were using modes. The 

singer is singing up, and down, in various modes. Now, if you 

try to put this on a scale, as a scale, and say, “What is the 

frequency of these tones, of these keys, individual keys, up 

and down?” There’s a difference. In the bel canto approach, 

or anything approximately bel canto. They re different. 

In a violin playing, you get the same thing, right? Your 

fingering is slightly different. How’s it work? The performer 

does not actually think of frequencies. The performer thinks 

of music, in the mind. Like a singer. And they will just do it 

that way. We demonstrated this with Norbert Brainin, for 

example, at his performing. It’s in the mind! 

And what Pythagoras actually demonstrated is, by a phys- 

ical experiment, of a monochord, and having the singer sing 

against the monochord, and noting what the positions were on 

the monochord, which fit this frequency, vibrating frequency, 

obviously, he came up and said, “There’s a gap.” There’s 

always a gap, up and down, there are gaps. This interval of gap 

is a “comma.” This is not a mathematically derived function, 

which some idiot tries to get. This is a physical phenomenon, 

which is the essence of counterpoint. The essence of counter- 

point is essentially that. 

So, you find all through art, in painting, or literature, the 

principle of art is—in literary composition, as in poetry —is 

a combination of musicality, and irony. Including metaphor. 

And the way people use commas —if you follow the New 
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York Times style book, you can not communicate ideas. You 

don’t put enough commas in. 

What does the comma mean? A comma means, when 

written, it means there’s a voice change, of some kind. Now, 

any qualified singer, bel canto-trained, would recognize what 

that means. And you want to see that demonstrated, take the 

great Classical Lied, German Lied, Classical Lied, or Verdi. 

Take it. Take these parts, what happened? It’s a break, a shift, 

a shift. I’ve often cited the last of Vier Ernste Gesinge, the last 

line, in the close, “. . .aber die Liebe.” And there’s a change. 

There’s a key change. Everything is changed. And it’s a slight 

break, it’s also a continuation of the line, with a break in it. 

And you're in a completely new dimension, with the “aber 

die Liebe.” 

So, these ironies, which you use commas and other marks 

of punctuation, and so forth, to get across in written form: If 

you think about how you should speak what is written in 

poetry — you don’t recite words. You must present ideas. And 

the way you do it, is by always using these musical qualities 

of vocal shift. You have register shifts available to you; you 

have voice coloration shifts available to you. You have the 

elements of surprise. 

For example, Furtwingler, Furtwéngler’s technique. 

Furtwingler demonstrates that the composition does not start 

with the first note. Never. Some of the greater performers 

recognize the problem: that they can start with the first note, 

but it doesn’t work. What Furtwingler would do: He’d re- 

hearse people. Great artists always do this. Rehearse people. 

The audience is waiting. The orchestra is waiting. They know 

he’s going to give the stroke. They don’t know when. 

And he plants the idea beforehand in the rehearsal. So, 
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the element of surprise. So the composition starts before the 

first note, and ends after the last note. There’s that space 

between —you change space, so to speak —before the first 

note, you have a pause, and you're controlling the pause. Goes 

up; control the pause. You end it; you control the end. And 

this frames the whole composition, so it’s a unit idea. You 

catch the performance by surprise. Not fully by surprise, you 

catch them by surprise, to make sure that the counterposition, 

the counterpoint, the formal counterpoint, is significant, but 

you’ve got to think about the counterpoint, as a general princi- 

ple, not just a principle of how you compose a bunch of notes, 

in various parts. 

So, therefore, you look at it, and you say, “What’s the 

difference between science and art?” It’s the same. The prob- 

lem is, that on the one hand, science is not science, when you 

try to derive it from the formal set of definitions, axioms, and 

postulates. And art is not art, when it’s splashed on the wall. 

There’s a scientific principle. The difference is: In art, the 

subject is the relationship of man to man, or man mastering 

the universe. In science, the subject is the individual under- 

standing man’s relationship to the physical universe. But it’s 

the same thing. It’s connected by the fact that art is a way in 

which to communicate physical science. 

How Do We Know the Universe Is Knowable? 
Q: What is the principle that allows us to know that the 

universe, as a whole, is knowable? 

LaRouche: Just one question? 

Okay. It’s a matter of knowledge. You have to start from 

knowledge. You can’t start from outside knowledge. All you 

have outside knowledge is contradiction. The first thing is: 

What's a contradiction? 

Either you have a chaotic universe, or one that makes 

sense. Now, if it’s not chaotic, and makes sense, the first thing 

about auniverse is, it must be auniverse. Which means there’s 

nothing before, after, or outside it. And never was. Right? 

Secondly, that the principle that you adduce, must always 

exist in that universe, throughout that universe. If you deny 

either of those things, you don’t know anything. That is, if 

you deny the universe’s existence, if you define the restriction, 

“What do you mean by universe?” if there’s nothing in it, 

outside it, or before it, or after it. Number one. That to be 

universal, a principle must be always-existent, efficiently, in 

the universe. There’s nothing outside, no condition outside, 

before or after, in which that is not true. 

That’s the question of scientific method. 

Therefore, the inverse is, that if you’ ve validated a discov- 

ery, then itis a universal principle. Then you get the qualifica- 

tion . . .butit’snotall! This gets into the question of Riemann. 

Now, Gauss, under the influence of Kistner, was the first 

modern figure to pose explicitly the question of what is a 

principle of physical space-time. What Gauss identified es- 

sentially, in his 1799 paper, which I keep emphasizing, is that 

there’s nothing that exists outside the principle of universal 
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physical space-time. There are no definitions, there are no 

axioms, there are no postulates, which presume, which pre- 

exist prior to physical principles. 

Therefore, the universe is composed of only the interrela- 

tion of universal physical principles, which I’ve just said ear- 

lier. There are three types — the Vernadsky types: the abiotic, 

the living, and the spiritual. No other physical principles exist. 

They re not known. No one has ever found one. 

Therefore, the universe is composed to those universal 

physical principles, which fill out these categories. All of these 

principles are interactive, or, as is said, multiply-connected. 

So, therefore, the geometry of the universe is these principles. 

We don’t know all of these principles. Life is the discovery 

of additional principles. But the significance is, the principles 

we know, are the principles we can act upon. Therefore man’s 

action on the universe, is defined by the interaction of all 

those principles which we know, which we’re utilizing to act 

on the universe. 

We don’t know what we don’t know. But the difference 

is this: What we know of the principles of the universe, are 

principles which existed before we exist. They were always 

there. By our adopting these principles, these principles come 

in our power of practice. Therefore, what we know is our 

ability to change the universe! And we don’t know anything 

more. All we know is, there’s more to discover. 

So, therefore, in a Riemannian geometry, the number of 

known principles, universal principles, is the only physical 

geometry which is allowed. That does not mean that these are 

the only principles that exist; we have more yet to discover. 

Gauss reduced this question to a question of curvature: that 

as we add new principles, as efficiently considered, in respect 

to the universe, the curvature of the universe of our action, 

is changed. So, what you can measure is the curvature of 

the universe. 

For example, when we introduce new physical principles, 

to change the environment — that is, to change the infrastruc- 

ture of society —even if we don’t change the productivity 

in any factory as such, within the factory, or farm, we’ve 

increased the productive powers of labor in all factories and 

all farms, by making transportation more efficient,by improv- 

ing the power available for production, by improving water 

supplies, by improving health care, by improving education. 

Without doing anything inside any factory, just by adding 

these changes in infrastructure, we change the curvature in 

which the action in the individual plant, the individual farm, 

occurred. Which means there’s more power. Your action is 

more powerful, even if you didn’t do anything to change it 

otherwise, by changing the environment. 

So, by adding new principles to our repertoire of practice 

in the universe, we change the curvature, or the effective 

curvature, of our action on the universe, and that’s the way 

we get a gain in productivity. 

These are things we can know, we can demonstrate. By 

being able to demonstrate them, we also know what the area 
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is, that we don’t know. And we know that the way to solve 

many of our problems, is to look for those new principles, 

which we’ve not yet discovered. 

The Influence of Mohandas Gandhi 
Q: I have a ton of questions I wanted to ask you, but | 

have to reduce it to one. I wanted to know of your influence 

by Gandhi when you were in India, in the region; if you were 

influenced by the works of Gandhi, Mohandas Gandhi; and 

in terms of leadership and strategy, and if this could be used, 

and how it could be used, with our youth movement now? 

LaRouche: Well, not too much, actually. But a couple of 

important things. 

Naturally, I was very interested in Gandhi. I thought that 

most people’s appreciation of him, as I knew it at the time, 

was wrong. But Gandhi was a contradictory character, who 

went through a development. His key development was in- 

fluenced by another person, Tilak. And you can’t understand 

what Gandhi did, or what the Congress Party did later, without 

the impact of Tilak on the Congress Party, and on Gandhi 

himself. 

Gandhi came out of that experience realizing that he had 

aproblem: How could the Indian people, especially the Indian 

poor people, struggle effectively against the British Raj? That 

was his problem. Therefore, he recognized that there was a 

limitation. . . . So, he recognized that his tactic of struggle, 

and leadership of the average Indian person, in this struggle, 

had to be adapted to the capabilities of the people he was 

leading. And therefore he did things, which from one stand- 

point, would seem ridiculous, but from another standpoint, 

were not. 

Therefore, he became more and more effective in under- 

standing the Indian people, especially the poor, and under- 

standing their limitations, and their ability to struggle. And 

therefore, utilize their ability to struggle, optimally. And he 

almost won; he did in one sense win. So, in observing the 

Indian people, and coming to understand them better, particu- 

larly when I was in India after the war, when I came back 

from Burma into the Kanchrapara-Calcutta area, and was 

dealing with the movement at that time, in Bengal, and trying 

to get to meet Gandhi on one occasion there — actually, two 

occasions. 

Once [ was going over in a train from Bombay to Calcutta, 

on my way into Burma, and Gandhi was in a train on the other 

side, and I was a U.S. soldier in this crazy train, with poor 

tracks. I mean, these were very poor living conditions. We 

would say in Germany, Holzklappe. Really tough! And I 

wanted to get across there to meet with Gandhi, and I was 

going to get the whole train of GIs with me. “Hey, you want 

to meet Gandhi! There’s Gandhi. Let’s go talk to him about 

this, what he’s doing.” 

And then again, when I was in Calcutta, at the end of the 

war, I tried to get up—he was up in Dumdum. outside of 

Calcutta, and I wanted to meet with him, because I was very 
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seriously considering doing some funny things at that time. 

(You know, what I do all the time!) And so therefore, at that 

point, I was in a period of meeting the Indian people, seeing 

the Indian poor and so forth, to get a keener appreciation of 

what Gandhi was faced with, as a leader, in trying to lead the 

very poor people, against the British Raj, which was a very 

cruel set of bastards. The British had nothing to learn form 

the Nazis; they’d already developed it themselves. 

But that’s what I learned from him: essentially that. It’s a 

keener appreciation of —look at the weaknesses of the people 

you're trying to lead out of the desert, and to understand 

what they’re capable of doing, and not to overestimate their 

capability, but to try to find a way that will work within their 

capabilities for struggle. 

The Principle of the General Welfare 
Q: I’m from Australia. Got a bit of a question here. While 

we build a movement to improve the opportunities, and gen- 

eral living standards, of people in the future, how do we look 

after the homeless, and people in ghettoes today, giving them 

a sense that they’re not forgotten, and that they matter? 

LaRouche: You look at the homelessness, as you see it 

in the streets of Washington, D.C., and you raise the question, 

“What is the morality of our government?” 

Again, it’s a question of the limitation of the homeless. 

They re not really much of a fighting force. They re a defeated 

force. There are cases of people who are homeless, who are 

not defeated. They sometimes get rather resourceful and 

clever, and maintain their dignity; but a lot of the homeless 

have lost their sense of personal dignity, in the degradation 

of their condition. 

What we have to do with the homeless thing, is, rather 

than trying to treat this as a single-issue approach, is to strike 

the conscience of the nation as a whole. 

Now, everybody in a sense is suffering, or most people in 

the United States today are suffering, conditions which are 

related to the condition of the homeless. Homelessness is an 

aspect of a much larger problem. Let’s take the case of senior 

citizens with Medicare, Medicaid. Let’s take Medicare in gen- 

eral. Let’s take health insurance. Let’s take the massive col- 

lapse of the hospital system in the United States. Let’s take 

the collapse of doctors, who are being driven out of the profes- 

sion, and people deprived of care. Take the regulation of phar- 

maceuticals. Take the question which I seem to have kicked 

George Bush into taking some attention to: the question of 

AIDS in Africa, and the availability of pharmaceuticals as 

generics, to help the Africans, who desperately need at least 

this minimal protection, which we could afford by these 

drugs. Which now they seem to know how to administer, even 

though it’s not a success. 

So, by our expression of one thing, the idea of the principle 

of the general welfare, as a fundamental moral principle, 

which is mandatory upon the United States by virtue of the 

Preamble of its Constitution. And to get people to find out in 
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their own experience of life what homelessness means, in 

terms of other problems. By people losing their jobs, with no 

hope for re-employment. People losing everything. Losing 

health. Seeing their relatives die, because the health care’s 

not there; it’s been taken away. Seeing these kinds of condi- 

tions. To get the people of the United States to recognize that 

the fight for the principle of the general welfare, is a fight 

which can not be compromised. 

Then, under those conditions, we’ll say: “Homelessness? 

We end it. We end it!” 

The problem today is, you can’t do anything if you can’t 

get the American people — you can do very little, and you'll 

be very ineffective. It’s a losing war. Unless you can get 

the American people to reject this so-called system which 

we have now, and to go back to the idea of the general 

welfare. Government is not legitimate if it is not efficiently 

committed to the defense of the general welfare, of all the 

living, and even more important, more important than the 

living, are the unborn, posterity. If they will not accept that 

principle, this nation is doomed. And therefore, if you're 

dealing with any specific problem like homelessness, you 

have to start from that, and make it apparent to anybody, 

because he’ll say, “I don’t want to look at that. I can’t be 

involved with that. Look, I’ve got to think about my own 

family to care about. I got to worry about my health care. 

I got to worry about my job. I got to worry about this!” 
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He’ll say, “I got my own problems, buddy! I got to take 

care of of me, my community, and my family! I can not be 

bothered with that thing out there!” 

So, people cut their losses, and cut their morality, by disas- 

sociating themselves from something like homelessness, to 

the degree they can. And the reason they do that, is because 

we do not have a moral standard, accepted by the population 

in general, which equips us to cope with this problem. People 

would rather not look at the problem, and say, “I hope they 

don’t camp in my neighborhood.” And even the poor and 

suffering will say that. That’s what I run into. They don’t 

care. Because they say, “I can not afford to care, I’ve got 

too many problems of my own to worry about them.” And 

therefore, as long as we have that attitude, there’s nothing 

much we can do. 

But, I think, on the other hand, that if we want to get really 

aggressive about this, we can make the issue of the general 

welfare stick, by going through all the issues, or at least a 

typificiation of all the issues. “What about this? What about 

this? Do you believe in the general welfare principle, or not? 

If you don’t, then what are you complaining about?” 

A Sense of the Sublime 
Q: ... In getting more younger people around the office, 

we’ve decided to read Plato, every week, read it out loud. A 

lot of us hadn’t really read Plato seriously, and my question 

is actually about the Crito. There’s something that I don’t 

think I fully have resolved yet. And that is: Why doesn’t 

Socrates escape? 

Now, he makes his argument to Crito, basically saying 

what this culture, Athens and everything else, has provided 

for me, from birth. He makes it from the point of view of the 

culture itself, of the lawmakers, you know. And basically 

saying, “We provided for you and gave you so much, why 

would you look to destroy us by breaking our laws?” 

Now, I don’t really understand that concept. Society is 

looking, even though it provided for Socrates, it’s looking to 

do him the greatest harm, by killing him. Although in the 

Apology he does say, “I know you guys want to do me the 

greatest harm; how wrong you are!” 

But, for a counter-example, what about the American 

Revolution? You had people within the British system, upper- 

middle income, who were provided by the British system — 

education, food, everything else. Yet they still chose, pur- 

posefully, to act upon and destroy and undermine that system, 

through revolution and violence. 

I know that when you were condemned to jail, there were 

probably a lot of “Critos,” probably giving you the opportu- 

nity to live, either in Europe, continue your life’s work com- 

fortably —and I guess my question is, relative to my problem 

with the Crito: Why is it that you chose to go to jail, rather 

than to maybe live somewhere else, and continue your work? 

LaRouche: Well, that’s a good question. Well, it was 

obvious, I had no choice. I had no moral choice. 
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You see, it’s like a soldier in war. If you don’t like the 

war, you think you’re going to get killed, you don’t go in and 

say, “I’m going to leave here and go fight another war.” That’s 

number one. 

You also have to look at the Phaedo, and you have to look 

at the question of the sublime. I had people with me who were 

being indicted, and so forth, and their cowardice stuck out. 

And what you would have is, lawyers typically would come 

to them, and say, “Look, you’re going to lose. You’ve got to 

cut a deal with the enemy. If you cut a deal, they won’t be too 

hard on you, and you will live to fight another day.” 

That argument was made to me, and I kicked it in the 

head. And at the time we were in Alexandria, and it came up, 

and my associates didn’t tell me what they were planning to 

do, because they knew I had said no, and they knew I would 

reject it. 

So, I came back to the States after a trip to Europe, and 

I’d been sold down the river, by my associates. Because they 

had accepted the argument, they were so frightened, they’d 

accepted the argument of making a compromise, to live to 

fight another day. And from that compromise, some of them 

never came back. 

When you're a soldier in war, and you have a mission, 

you have to think like Jeanne d’ Arc. You have to have a sense 

of the sublime. A person who walks away, as I refused to, 

would not be morally fit to lead the United States today. Be- 

cause I did not walk away, I am morally qualified to lead 

the United States today. If I had walked away, I would not 

be qualified. 

And that’s what is said by Plato, and probably said by 

Socrates himself. It’s the same principle, the principle of the 

sublime. You have one life, and, as it’s said in the New Testa- 

ment, in the idea of the talent, you have only one mortal life. 

It’s finite, and you don’t get another. . . . So, all you’ve got is 

the choice of how you spend that mortal life. And you spend 

it in a way, without fear of immortality. And I can spend life 

without fear of immortality, which is the primary qualification 

of a leadership of this nation, under these conditions. 

The reason I’m unique, above all, is not the fact that I 

know more than most of these, all these other politicians put 

together, in terms of what needs to be done now. The fact is, 

I’m morally qualified, because all of them are Hamlet, and 

none of them, has the ability to face the question of immor- 

tality. 

And, the point is, when you think of the effect of that, and 

you look later in the 18th Century, when Moses Mendelssohn 

wrote the Phaedon, which is his commentary and exposition 

on the Phaedo of Plato, which deals with the same thing — 

the question of the soul—and he answered the question 

properly. But for Plato, that idea would never have been 

understood. Without Plato’s expositions on the questions 

surrounding the death of Socrates, this would never have 

been understood. Christianity would not be possible without 

this. The implication of Christianity is exactly this: Why did 
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Christ die? The exemplary act of the sublime. The expendi- 

ture of the talent of mortal life, for immortal purpose. And 

there are such things as immortal purposes, and I know that. 

And I understand the weakness of the people who do not 

have that sense of immortality. If you don’t have it, you can 

not lead. 

That’s why I spoke about Martin Luther King earlier. 

Martin was an exceptional leader, precisely because he was 

unique among those, and had this sense of immortality. He 

was a real preacher! Most of the preachers I wouldnt trust 

with a Bible. They treat it as a weapon against Christianity. 

Scientific Farming vs. Environmentalism 
Q: I'm from Southern California, and I’m an organic 

farmer by trade, and an environmentalist. My question today 

is, what role does organic farming play in producing quality 

food for the world, and clean water, and rebuilding our supply 

of topsoil, and ensuring quality land for our future genera- 

tions? 

Also, Mr. LaRouche, if you could touch on the non-food 

petroleum-based products, such as artificial colors and flavors 

and preservatives, which are currently tainting our food sup- 

ply, it would be greatly appreciated. 

LaRouche: Well, if you're a good farmer, you're a good 

farmer, period. That’s principle number one. 

This hype about organic farming —I know how this got 

started — it’s really not true. You had some horrible practices 

in terms of industrial farming, and also in marketing. The 

problems of agriculture, and distortions of agriculture, are 

largely a destruction of the policy of infrastructure develop- 

ment, in the United States. 

We never developed the control of the northern branches 

of the Mississippi, or the Missouri. We never did it. We never 

developed the system. We also broke down everything we 

did to develop the farmer. I'm talking about the real farmer, 

the farmer who develops the land area, develops better quality 

crops, who engaged in scientific investigation of how to de- 

velop better crops, the kind of farmer who is ahead of the 

various resources of the government, and the agricultural in- 

stitutions, ahead of them, in terms of successful innovations 

in farm production. We destroyed the American farmer, who 

was doing an excellent job in quality of food. 

And the so-called additives and so forth, that’s really not 

that. . . . Neglect is a greater problem than anything else. Not 

enough food is the greater problem than anything else. 

Now, this was part of this brainwashing of the American 

public, which came from about 1964, which started with this 

terrible woman, this liar, this degenerate, Rachel Carson, with 

her Silent Spring. And everything that was said from that 

point, by that faction, was a crock, an absolute crock. 

But I'd say, a good farmer is a good farmer; produces a 

good quality food. Why should anybody bother him? He’s an 

asset. I don’t care if he wants to be organic or not, it makes 

no difference. Let the other guy do it the other way, too. 

Feature 39



And there is no danger. If we have a competent Agriculture 

Department, and proceed on science — not the phony science 

which has taken over in the name of environmentalism, as 

in the case of the banning of DDT, a completely fraudulent 

operation — if we have competent agriculture, and a compe- 

tent institution, we will develop good food, because the farm- 

ers will do it. 

I want to put the farmer back in, the family farm, or 

the multi-family closely held farm of 200 to 400 acres, or 

somewhat larger, or the ranch of a couple thousand acres, in 

some cases, I want the independent farmer back in business. | 

want him protected by our government — just the same way 

I want the entrepreneur protected. I don’t want the giant 

corporations running everything. Because they don’t run the 

economy for the benefit of the nation! The honest entrepre- 

neur runs his operation on the basis of pride, pride in what 

he’s doing. Whether he’s an entrepreneur, a manufacturer, 

a machine-tool operator, or a farmer — he takes pride in what 

he’s doing! The farmers I knew, the independent farmers, 

took pride in what they were doing. They were good people. 

They may have had some problems here and there, but 

who doesn’t? 

The problem here is, our national policy should be to 

promote quality agriculture, with scientific backing. Get these 

frauds out! If somebody wants to be an organic farmer, let 

them be an organic farmer. If they produce a good product, 

it’s fine. No quarrel with me. And more power to them. 

Canada and the Idea of the Nation-State 
Q: I'm from Montreal in Canada. I was reading some 

speeches about Louis Joseph Papineau, who was an old politi- 

cian in the 1830s. I don’t really know him a lot, but he was 

saying that he really understood what the British effort was, 

to really ruin what was going on in the United States. And 

Papineau was really conscious of that, and at one point, he 

said that the only way that the United States can really achieve 

their goal, is by getting Canada to really scrap the British 

influence, and to become a nation-state; because he talked a 

lot about how the parliamentary system is crap. 

So, I’ve worked on this idea of what a nation-state should 

be, but the definitions that I got from different politicians, like 

Daniel Johnson, who received Charles de Gaulle —for me it 

sounds a lot more like dividing, than really uniting a nation. 

It’s really like a sociological study; there are some faults there. 

So I would just like you to comment on what is a nation- 

state, exactly? 

LaRouche: Well, we’re talking about a modern nation- 

state, and a modern nation-state has two phases. First of all, 

the first modern nation-state was developed out of Italy, out 

of the Renaissance. But the first one was in France, actually, 

under Louis XI, and this was the work from the efforts of 

Jeanne d’ Arc; and then Jacques Coeur, who played a key role 

in developing the Dauphin, who became Louis XI, and that 

was the first modern nation-state. That is the first state which 

was constituted on the basis of the principle of the general 
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welfare: that government has no legitimacy, except as it is 

dedicated, as a sovereign, to the promotion of the general 

welfare of present and future generations of the population as 

a whole. 

In other words, if a government doesn’t do that, it is not a 

legitimate government. 

The second was, of course, England. That was copied by 

Henry VII, and the philosophy of Thomas More is exemplary 

of that tradition. 

Now then, in 1511 through 1648, Europe went through 

a holocaust, in which the idea of the nation-state was not 

obliterated entirely, but effectively was eliminated. What hap- 

pened is, the Venetians, largely with the Hapsburg religious 

war— where Spain and England had been allied with France, 

and so forth, in trying to crush the Venetian influence, the 

Hapsburg influence—the Venetians won and therefore 

drowned Europe in recurring religious war, from 1511, 

through 1648. 

In 1648, Jules Cardinal Mazarin had succeeded in orches- 

trating the Treaty of Westphalia, which ended the religious 

wars of that period. His protégé and associate was, especially, 

Jean-Baptiste Colbert. Colbert founded the first—after this 

period of religious war — founded the first design of a modern 

nation-state, and in France today, one can still see the works 

that were done during this administration of Jean-Baptiste 

Colbert, which illustrate how that was being done. 

Then you had Louis XIV, who was a piece of work, who 

was actually a predecessor, in intent, of Napoleon Bona- 

parte —and that was destroyed. 

The result, the ideas of Colbert and the work of Colbert, 

was embodied in the continued influence of Leibniz, with his 

development of the modern conceptions of economy, from 

1671 through his death in 1716. And it was the Leibniz model 

which became the modern nation-state. 

Now, on the other side, as the Hapsburgs were being con- 

tested, also by Venetians, there developed around the Nether- 

lands and England, in particular, and parts of Switzerland, 

the Burgundian part of Switzerland, there developed what 

became the Anglo-Dutch liberal model, or the empiricist 

model, exemplified in England by Francis Bacon and Thomas 

Hobbes, and as an Anglo-Dutch model specifically, by John 

Locke and Mandeville, and people like Hume, Adam Smith, 

and so forth. So this model was a model which is not a true 

nation-state, and the problem in Europe, and the problem in 

Canada also, spilled over from the British monarchy, is, that 

these are not truly nation-states. Because, as I’ve emphasized, 

as again this past week, as long as a slime mold called a central 

banking system, operates independently of a government, and 

imposes conditions upon government, there is no sovereignty 

for that nation. If the banking system, and financial system, 

and monetary system of a nation, is not controlled by the 

government, exclusively, without any alien influence, you 

don’t have a nation-state. 

Now, the problem of Canada was always just exactly that. 

You had two things. The development of Quebec was started 
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actually by Colbert, in the colonization of Quebec, where he 

took whole families, including my ancestors, and dumped 

them in Quebec, from villages in France. That’s the way it 

was done. And so, from the beginning there was a current in 

Quebec, into the middle of the 19th Century, in particular, 

which was always for this model of nation-state, the freedom 

from England, which took various forms, various expres- 

sions. And which tended to an alliance, during that period, 

with the United States, or at least some portion of the United 

States. 

So, it’s a legitimate question that comes up again. My 

approach to it today, of course, is that we don’t have to fight 

a war about this, to achieve the result. If the United States 

were to come under my Presidency right now, I could solve 

the problem very quickly. And sometimes there’s more than 

one way to skin a cat, as they say. And that is, if we create a 

system, a global system, through renegotiation of the bank- 

rupt present monetary system and financial system, through 

bankruptcy reorganization, of an international community of 

principle, among respectively sovereign nation-state repub- 

lics: Under those conditions, then we would have in the West- 

ern Hemisphere, a partnership of the type proposed by John 

Quincy Adams, a partnership among nation-states, largely, at 

that point, on the basis of large-scale cooperation. 

For example, the development of NAWAPA. In northern 

Canada, we have a tremendous amount of water, fresh water, 

which is flowing into the Arctic Ocean, which doesn’t do 

much good up there. If we move that south, we change the 

character of the Northern Hemisphere, because we now, with 

the water from the south of Mexico, from the high-level area, 

moving north, you then create a new system of water manage- 

ment, like the NAW APA project, and this becomes a basis of 

large-scale cooperation on energy, water management, trans- 

portation, and development generally. 

So, then we would have a reconstruction of the sovereign 

nation-states of South, Central, and North America, under 

which you could have, in effect, the influence of the United 

States would be sufficient, such that Canada would automati- 

cally orient itself toward its primary role, which is that of 

participation in this great project for the Americas. 

So, therefore, at this time, we don’t need to fight, essen- 

tially, a war, or a revolution, to get the independence of Can- 

ada. There’s another way to skin that cat. And that is, if the 

crisis itself forces us to create a great reform, globally, be- 

cause of this financial-monetary-economic crisis, the very 

means which are required to effect that reform, would create 

the context in which naturally, you would have an evolution 

in that direction, and the question would then be, the con- 

sciousness among Canadians, of the advantage of that ar- 

rangement, and then you could realize the result. 

But you have to create the situation where the Canadians 

themselves would understand and accept that idea, as an im- 

portant idea. And with support from the United States, and 

from the Americas, of that type, I think they’d join it. 
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