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From the Associate Editor

As we go to press, the fate of the United States, and indeed, the
world, hangs in the balance. As Lyndon LaRouche putitin the conclu-
sion of his Jan. 11 webcast address, which we reprint in full in this
issue:

“What I’'m thinking today, as I worry about what’s happening in
the Senate today and tomorrow, will they capitulate and let this Alito
pass? If they do, the existence of this nation is in jeopardy. Everything
hangs on it. Often in the course of events, you come to a battlefield
where you must win the war on that battlefield. That battlefield will
not decide history as such, but the outcome of that battle will deter-
mine whether you can decide history or not.”

The crucial background for LaRouche’s evaluation of Alito is
contained in the feature package in our last two issues: the philosophi-
cal roots of the Cheney-led drive for dictatorship in Hitler’s chief
legal toady Carl Schmitt; the nature of the Federalist Society as a
body dedicated to those Schmittian ideas; and the systematic takeover
which members of that body, founded in 1982, have carried out within
the Judiciary and the Executive branch.

Of course, LaRouche himself had identified the fascist thrust of
this Administration back in 2001, when he presciently warned that,
if John Ashcroft were confirmed as Attorney General, he would be a
key participant in establishing a police state, a la Herman Goring after
the Reichstag fire, and the powers of the Congress to check it would
be destroyed. In effect, that happened, until the Senate began to come
to life more recently, under LaRouche’s prodding.

Today, we face another such turning point, with higher stakes, as
our coverage of Southwest Asia and the global financial disaster
shows. Fortunately, the American people themselves are beginning
to smell the stench of fascism, and evincing an “impeachment” mood.
All they lack is the decisive leadership of our elected officials. EIR is
doing its part; we count on you to do yours.

Nancy Spannaus
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Then you have a President of Iran, who belongs to a fac-
tion in Iran, who would be inclined, as he’s shown at Mecca
and other places, by making—by trying to provoke the Israelis
into making an attack on Iran! No Israeli in his right mind
wants to make an attack on Iran, at this point. But Bibi Netan-
yahu is not necessarily in his right mind; and there are some
other people who are a little less so. But, what he’s doing, is
provoking an attack: Because, in a sense he has to estimate
that the attack would have to be limited, and he would be
prepared to accept the damage, in order to unite Iran as a
fighting force in the region.

You have, also, people who are trying to play the Muslim
Brotherhood card, that Henry Kissinger used to play with, in
the region, against Syria! The so-called “regime change” in
Syria, which is being orchestrated through the President of
France, through the former official of Syria, Khaddam.

You have a stinking mess, with incalculable implications.
Itis not a simple case. It’s no one thing. Yes, there’s a danger
of some outbreak with Iran. And it’s correct to say that since
the present administration of the United States is clinically
insane, and since a government of Bibi Netanyahu would
be clinically insane, all kinds of things are possible because
checks and balances don’t work among people who don’t
know what time it is! Or what planet they’re operating on!

So, the problem here is the other way. My view of the
problem, is this: you look at a problem and you try to deal
with negatives. That is a mistake! That’s bad policy. You
must operate from the positive side. Can you bring about a
peaceful resolution of the problems in Southwest Asia, some-
times called the Middle East? Can you do that? Can you come
up with something, that will do that? That’s your best way of
dealing with the situation.

Maybe something can come out of the combination in
Israel, that’s coming out of Sharon’s unfortunate situation. I
don’t know. There are dangers, they’re real dangers. But the
danger comes from here! The danger comes from here, not
only because Chirac is behaving like an ass—and I happened
to warn the Gaullists against promoting Chirac, back in the
1970s. Some French Gaullist generals were friends of mine,
and I said, “Don’t put this little boy in charge of the Gaullist
party. It’1l be a disaster in the future.” And I was right, and
they were wrong. He’s now there. He’s a little boy! And he’s
not up to playing big world politics. That’s the problem.

Therefore, our problem—the fact that we don’t have a
government which can respond to this situation in a positive
way, with positive solutions to real problems, to take these
things off the agenda by putting other things on the agenda
that are positive. It’s not who can beat whom! It’s not who
can kill whom! That’s not the way history is settled. It’s by,
how can you make peace! Not peace by crawling or cringing,
but peace by constructive action that actually solves prob-
lems, that takes people who are pretty foul balls, and gets
them to go along with it, because they have to say, “Hey, I
must admit that’s a good deal.”
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Dr. Alim Abdul Mohammad asked LaRouche at the webcast to
comment on his statement that nuclear power was the “right of
sovereign nations.” LaRouche replied that it is the insanity of the
United States and Britain that is threatening war and creating an
incentive for nations to desire to have intimidating weapons.

That’s what we need in this situation. It’s the lack of that.
As long as we allow what’s going on right now in the Senate,
and not telling this fool Alito, “Git!”—we have lost an option
for dealing with the situation in the so-called Middle East! If
people thought the United States had a government, even a
united Senate, that could say “Git!” to Alito, at least a majority
to say “Git!” to Alito, then the world would respect us! Be-
cause there would be something in the United States that they
could frust. My fear is, that the Senate will capitulate to Alito!
Capitulate to his nomination. In that case, we will have lost
trust! People say, “Ehhh, the United States. Big guy, huh!?”
They take a Federalist Society clown and turn the country
over to a bunch of Nazis. “Big country, huh!”

Nuclear Weapons and Sovereignty

Freeman: We have another question on this topic from
someone in the audience, of a slightly different nature. I'm
presuming that he’s in the room. Lyn often talks about the
question of leadership. In introducing the questioner, I"d like
to say that I myself, in terms of my own organizing—and I
know that Lyn shares this view: This is an individual who has
played a critical leadership role, both nationally and interna-
tionally, and we are fortunate to have him living here in Wash-
ington, D.C.

Ladies and gentlemen, please join me in welcoming Dr.
Abdul Alim Mohammad.

Q: Thank you. Greetings. How are you?

I just wanted to ask a little question. I read recently in, I
don’t remember which edition of the EIR, but you said that
the possession of nuclear power was the right of sovereign
nations, and you put it forth as, in a sense, a principle of
sovereignty. So, could you comment a little bit more on what
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you meant by that? And then, by extension, how does that
apply to the current situation vis-a-vis Iran and the threatened
attacks there?

LaRouche: Well, Russiais absolutely correct in the way
it’s approaching this situation. You have an unstable govern-
ment at present in Iran, which has—as we see with the attacks
from Mecca on Israel, which are absolutely insane. I mean,
for the President or head of a country to make such an attack,
is absolutely insane. I mean, actually, millions of Jews were
killed by the Nazis in Europe. It’s a fact. The idea of going to
a place of refuge, is a fact. The whole thing was a mess. You
had leaders in Israel, after they won the 67 War, saying what
kind of a mess have we made in the world, didn’t we make a
big mistake? Because the original thing was peace with the
Arab world: which still has to be the objective.

Now, this question of nuclear capability. Again, the prob-
lem comes back, the essential problem we’re facing is the
insanity of the United States and Britain. That’s exactly it.
We are threatening war. We are creating an incentive for
nations to desire to have intimidating weapons, and nuclear
weaponry has a certain blackmail advantage, particularly
small nuclear weapons, or relatively small ones. Now, Iran
requires nuclear energy for development of its economy. It
requires those technologies. It has a right to those technolo-
gies. We have a rule that says that the right to have access to
nuclear weapons, however, must be limited to a certain num-
ber of countries who are already in the club. And some coun-
tries which are in the club must get out of it, and other coun-
tries must not be allowed to get into it. They can have nuclear
power, but they can’t have nuclear weapons.

The problem arises only because we’re insane enough to
create a situation, in which the desire for nuclear weapons
comes up. The use of nuclear weapons by any country, on its
own, as a voluntary action, would be an act of insanity; an act
of criminality at this point. There’s no need for it, there’s no
function. Warfare as defined, heretofore—particularly ag-
gressive warfare, or reprisal warfare—is actually out of date,
morally out of date. We have to be able to defend countries,
countries can defend themselves against attack.

But, the problem is that Iran is under the threat of attack.
Otherwise, what the Russians offered, and I think what the
Europeans would tend to agree to, would be a perfectly ratio-
nal solution.

We’ll get back to this question about their access to
knowledge of nuclear weapons technology; things like that
can be done. But the point is, there’s no rush! Unless there’s
a rush to war. Where’s the rush to war come from? The rush
to war comes from the British and the United States. So, we’re
creating the anomaly, and I think we just ought to stick to it.

The thing is very simple. Continue the negotiations. Say,
in principle, they have a right to know the technology, they
have aright. But we have come to the end of the use of nuclear
weapons! The world has got to come to the end of the use of
nuclear weapons. They have no effective military purpose,
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on the planet at this time. The planet has changed. We're
actually at a turning point. And therefore, there should be no
problem, because a negotiation should be continuing, and
their right to knowledge of this sort of stuff, it’s their right.

The problem, then, is that we’ve created a situation in the
region: We’ve created a situation, in which we’ve had a war
against Islam, organized by Bernard Lewis of British intelli-
gence, or the British Arab Bureau, and Henry Kissinger and
other people, and have made this an issue of Islam.

And then, we’ve, what we did in Iraq, we’ve made a mess
of the whole area. We have now taken a nation, Iraq, in
which—it was not a perfect nation, by any means, I know!
But it was a united nation, it had a sense of a unity, with some
oppression of some minorities in it, that sort of thing, and
some who were not minorities—but we’ve made a mess of
the whole region. And the British are making a mess of the
whole region.

I see no solution, except that the United States gets rid of
George Bush and Cheney! And shows that we’re a nation,
and that we are going to make sure, that we have come to a
set of rules of behavior, which are truly equitable. And then,
the Iranian people themselves don’t want a nuclear war, and
they can take care of their own government. And once that’s
done, we can eliminate this whole question of who has a right
to know what nuclear weapons technology is.

Dialogue of Cultures in Alaska

Freeman: A number ofthe elected officials who are here,
have submitted various questions for Lyn. You guys will
have, obviously, the oppportunity to ask those questions, as
the second half of today’s agenda proceeds. So, I’m just going
to ask you to be patient with that.

I do want to entertain a couple of questions that have been
submitted from members of the LaRouche Youth Movement,
some of whom are here, and some of whom are not. There’s
a question that’s been submitted by the Anchorage, Alaska,
LaRouche Youth Movement—which I thought I’d ask, since
they’re so far away, that they never really get to ask their
questions in person. This is a question on indigenous people
and physical economic development. And, Ian asks,

“Lyn, in attempting a dialogue of civilizations between
American patriots and Alaskan natives, I run into some really
serious problems. First, there is little distinguishing between
what we know as the American System and the system of
usury, and this has to do with the history of the genocide
against Indian tribes in the United States. That’s an easy
enough hurdle to overcome, when we discuss some of the
people involved. But the bigger problem, which I have less
of an idea of how to address, is a problem of culture, with an
explicit opposition to physical economic development of the
degree that we’re proposing.

“These people were used, and partially enslaved, by Rus-
sian imperialists, and unfortunately, they fared little better
under the United States with Gold Rushes and other things,
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It was British policy, especially after 1763, LaRouche said, to orchestrate the slaughter of
the Indians, and continuous wars. In the same spirit, Andrew Jackson (pictured here on
his horse) committed genocide against the Cherokee nation, a literate group with its own
government and a written language. Cherokee Sequoyah is shown with the written form of

the Cherokee language, which he developed.

including the Land Settlement Act of 1971, which applied
shareholder values of the corporate type to their own tribal
councils. When a subsistence lifestyle has become their iden-
tity, and they’ ve already lost much of their identity and culture
to these conditions, how should one approach these people
with ideas like science-driven infrastructure projects, such as
the maglev, the NAWAPA river extension program, all of
which fundamentally challenge the deepest of their subsis-
tence-identity axioms, that have already been so rudely
stripped from them?

“Also, this subsistence mentality is used by the environ-
mentalist movement up here in a very destructive way, and
this is a second major factor in justifying in keeping these
people in an impoverished way of living. [ have trouble listen-
ing to these clueless Bobos, who brag about ANWR [Alaska
National Wildlife Reserve], on their way into shopping at REI
and other stores, for some new synthetic underpants. I find it
nauseating. Please comment.”

LaRouche: Well, you know, this is something the Brit-
ish started. The House of Morgan. A number of our people
have done some work on this, which should be looked at.
What was done with the so-called indigenous population of
the American Indians. Look, take Andrew Jackson, President
Andrew Jackson: What a fine fellow he was! One of the myths
of the Democratic Party, is that he was fine. The Democratic
Party was created by a Wall Street bunch of gangsters. And it
underwent a positive evolution under President Roosevelt.
That’s the story! But before then, it was the worst thieves and
traitors the United States had. It’s just that the Republican
Party began to go bad, as bad as the Democratic Party—we
sort of switched roles. It’s something.

The problem here, is that a fetish was made, by the British
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in particular and their agents in the
United States. Initially, this thing
started, where the British and some of
the French tried to hamper, and war
against, the English colonies in North
America, and they incited tribes, like the
Iroquois and others, in order to conduct
warfare, where the settlers had origi-
nally sought nothing but peaceful rela-
tions with them. The King Philip’s War
in Massachusetts is an example of this,
where the British orchestrated a war
against English settlers, who had noth-
ing but good feeling and good intentions
toward the people.

As amatter of fact, some of the Indi-
ans were not really Indians, they were
Portuguese. Because the Portuguese
had settled New England before the En-
glish colonists got there. As a matter of
fact, the Mayflower stopped at Prov-
incetown to ask the Portuguese on direc-
tions to their destination on the coast of North America. That’s
how they ended up at Plymouth Rock. And when they met
the Indians, what they met was a tribe of people who had
intermarried with the local Indian tribes, because you had
Portuguese sailors staying over there, catching codfish, mak-
ing salt on the sand, making barrels, and taking the salted
codfish, which they had sun-dried and stuck in the barrels with
salt, and about every two years, they would take a shipment of
these casks of salt cod, and take it back to Europe. So, they
had been there, and being gentlemen over there, they made
acquaintance of some of the ladies, to revive the requisite
entertainment they desired during these long two-year periods
that they were on the coast of North America. So, the Indian
tribe was actually a Portuguese tribe; and the reason they were
able to talk with them, is because they spoke Portuguese.

But, in the process, the British policy—and especially
after 1763—it was the British government and the British
Foreign Office and its agents, who orchestrated most of the
slaughters. Now, in the case of Andrew Jackson’s slaughter
of the Cherokees: Now, the Cherokees had developed as a
literate nation with a written language. They were the first
indigenous population of North America of that period, which
had a written language. They had rapidly developed a written
language, of their own—hmm?—based on their language, on
studying English. They had their own government, every-
thing. So, Andy Jackson came down there and destroyed
them! Some were chased off into the area next to Oklahoma;
others were chased down into the Everglades. And Andy Jack-
son committed a kind of genocide against the Cherokee na-
tion. So you had that. But you had, also, these wars with the
Sioux and so forth, which was orchestrated across the border
from Canada by the British.

clipart.com

Feature 33



Now, what happened was, the idea was to use the cult of
backwardness, of the Indian tribes—and they became more
backward under these conditions, not less backward; for ex-
ample, the Sioux had originally been in the area of Minnesota,
around Pipestown, for example, which was one of their cen-
ters. It was called Pipestown, because they used the clay there
to make their smoking pipes. And they were driven—by the
British, they were driven westward, and were cultivated and
transformed into a horse-riding culture, hunting down buf-
falo, bison. They had not done that before! Oh, they may have
killed a bison or two up in the woods of northern Minnesota
or something, but it was a transformation.

So the British organized these wars. And then they had
their friends in New York City, the bankers who were Lon-
don-controlled, and they were in it on the other side! So, you
had the famous case of Custer’s Last Stand, which is the logic
of this conflict, engendered from both sides. An old British
trick is, “Get them to fight each other, and we’ll beat em
both.”

What was left, therefore, was a policy in Washington,
under the New York financial interests, which then imposed
upon the treaty lands, conditions of life and a doctrine of
culture which is “Don’t Change! Our Way of Life!”

Now, before that time, most people in most parts of the
world, meeting a new culture and finding something interest-
ing and profitable in it, would adopt it. For example, how did
the Indians get the metal tomahawk? The British gave it to
them. The British East India Company gave it to them, or
the British India Company gave it to them. They gave them
muskets, and they got them to deplete their land by hunting
with muskets, instead of bows and arrows. And they began
moving westward. They gave them traps, to trap for the Hud-
son Bay Company; this kind of thing.

So, what you had, you have a policy of brainwashing and
degradation, an imposed self-degradation of these people,
who should have been integrated with dignity into the United
States. Some of them did. In Canada, for example, some of
them were used as construction workers. In New York City—
the skyscrapers in New York City were built by the Iroquois.
Because the Iroquois tribe became skilled in terms of high-
rise construction, high steel construction, and built a lot of the
structures in New York City. That sort of thing.

In Canada, they were trained, they were educated in the
Canadian schools, in more recent times. I saw them, one time
I saw this thing at Moosonee, which is at the mouth of the
Moose River, going into Hudson Bay area. I went down there
on a kayak trip, shot a nice little rapid for myself when I was
younger and friskier. And they all went to college.

But I saw them here in Moosonee, which is a dusty track.
It’s the end, where the Hudson Bay Company would service
the Hudson Bay Indians and so forth, with their supplies, and
where the goose hunters would go out there once a year. They
would hunt the geese, and the black flies would hunt them.
These people were just walking around in circles, around
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these dusty streets, going nowhere, where some of them were
off working on construction jobs. But, you saw a dismal situa-
tion, of people who are university-educated, or college-edu-
cated, with no sense of future, no sense of going anyplace,
where some of the men had construction jobs and worked in
various parts of Canada.

But systematically, governments did everything possible
to bring this state about. In this case, in Alaska: Well, you’re
going to have to go at this the right way. You’re going to have
to say, that there are certain things that they will accept, and
you use what they will accept, to get them to upgrade them-
selves. And you try to minimize the conflict. Because what
was done with the so-called Eskimo, was what was done to
the Indians, the same policy. The so-called indigenous tribes.
And, if you want to find out where the dirt comes from, you
go up to New York City, and go to the American Museum of
Natural History on Central Park West: And you’ll see the
whole dirty story laid out there. And that’s where Margaret
Meade used to hang out. And she had a big staff, and at the
top of the staff she had witch’s horns, because she considered
herself a witch. And I don’t know that—I never heard a “b”
pronounced like a “w.”

When the Nation’s Existence Is at Stake. . .

Jeffrey Steinberg: Debbie had to step out of the room
for a minute, so I have the pleasure, but slightly unfortunate
pleasure, of reading the last question, of this afternoon’s web-
cast. This is from Seneca Jones, from Boston, Massachusetts.
The question is:

“I went to the Lincoln Memorial and read a letter written
by Lincoln. I read that he said, ‘I want to save the Union and
this is my focus. If saving the Union means freeing the slaves,
I’'ll doit. If saving the Union means leaving them in bondage.
I’ll do it. If it means freeing half and leaving the other half in
bondage, I’ll do it.” What do you think he meant by this, and
what will it take to save the Union today?”

LaRouche: That’s Lincoln! And that’s the observation
of a man who had a keen mind. Because, we survive on
the basis of institutions, not on the basis of contracts, on
agreements. Slavery was reintroduced to the United States
as a policy in the 1820s, because the United States was
isolated, and the British were able to do it. The only institu-
tion on this planet, which could eliminate slavery, the prac-
tice of slavery—which was still going on in Brazil; the
Spanish were doing it under British direction: The British
were conducting slavery in the United States, and don’t
let anybody tell you they weren’t! They ran the Spanish
monarchy, and the famous Amistad case is an example of
that. The Spanish were running the slave trade. The British
didn’t want to do it, because it wasn’t profitable to them—
so let the dumb Spanish do it.

And the only way to get rid of this thing, was to have
a nation, which would get rid of it. That was Lincoln’s
policy. If we lost the Union, slavery would triumph interna-
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tionally. If you kept the Union, it would not.

The immediate issue, is to save the Union: Because with-
out the institutions of power that would provide freedom,
there is no freedom. The idea that freedom is an individual
thing, is a failure to understand the problem. Mankind, soci-
ety, has two natures. On the one side, you have society as a
whole, as a unit. On the other side, you have the individual.
The power of the mind, the power of creativity of the human
being, is unique to the individual person, not to the society.
Freedom does not really exist inside the society; it exists in-
side the individual. But: The exercise of freedom requires
the protection of society. And that’s the issue: the protection
of society.

If we had lost this republic, slavery would never have
ended. That was the issue.

How do you get rid of it? How to hold a nation together,
to create a result, that did get rid of it? And he did! He got rid
of it. He always intended to get rid of it. But he had to take a
pathway, that would lead to that victory. He had the same
objective as Frederick Douglass, but the question for him,
was to win: to win that war, and he had to win that war. And
he did. And slavery ended. Because he understood that the
institution of the United States—. Look, he said this in 1863,
in the Gettysburg Address. Clearly. That if this nation were
to disappear, were to be broken, there would be no hope for
its replacement.

The hope of all mankind, was the existence of the United
States. And fortunately, or unfortunately, that is still true to
the present day: Without the United States functioning as it
must function—but first, it must exist—there is no hope for
civilized humanity on this planet today.

The problem lies largely in the other side, of thinking that
the whole thing is a matter of individual impulse, of individual
freedom. The problem is a matter of winning a war, winning
a war for principle, and this republic is the only thing that
stood between a world of slavery, then, and freedom. That
was the situation.

That is the cruelty of real life. And therefore, when you
have to fight a war, put your life at risk for war, that’s what
you have to remember.

What I’m thinking today, as I worry about what’s happen-
ing in the Senate, today and tomorrow: Will they capitulate
and let this Alito pass? If they do, the existence of this nation
is in jeopardy. Everything hangs on it. Often, in the course of
events, you come to a battlefield, where you must win the war
on that battlefield. That battlefield will not decide history as
such, but the outcome of that battle will determine whether
you can decide history, or not.

Freeman: Okay, solet’s go on, to win this battle! Please,
join me, once again, in thanking Lyn, and then, let’s go do
our work. Okay?

LaRouche: Thank you!
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