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If it’s true that the first step is the hardest, then we should be well on 
our way to restoring the Glass-Steagall Act. Tom Harkin’s introduction 
of S. 985 to the U.S. Senate finally breaks the paralysis of that body, 
giving other Senators and Congressmen no excuse not to do what they 
have been too timid to do up to now. Our Feature gives an update on the 
fight, plus the highly relevant history of President Franklin D. Roos-
evelt’s “Hundred Days” legislation in 1933, of which Glass-Steagall 
was one component. If you haven’t contacted your representatives yet 
to demand that they support Harkin’s bill, and H.R. 129 in the House, 
what are you waiting for? We need a veto-proof majority for Glass-
Steagall as fast as is humanly possible, while it is still feasible to re-
verse the downward-spiralling financial/economic collapse.

However, as EIR has often emphasized, Glass-Steagall is only the 
beginning. And the second, third, and fourth steps are likely to be just 
as difficult as the first has been, if not more so. Most people in Con-
gress at least know what Glass-Steagall means, as a formalism; but 
they have no idea what a Hamiltonian credit system is (step 2), as con-
trasted to the British monetarist system that we have today. Lyndon 
LaRouche and associates have prepared hundreds of articles and 
videos on this subject, which our readers can use to enlighten those 
who remain clueless. And the third essential step is to use that “Ham-
iltonian” credit to launch great infrastructure projects, such as the 
North American Water and Power Alliance, to re-employ millions of 
Americans in high-tech jobs.

Our Economics section features some very striking statements on 
the murderous consequences of current monetarist policy, ranging 
from CEOs and economists, to public health officials, to Pope Francis.

In the last installment of our series on the Schiller Institute’s Frank-
furt conference on “A New Paradigm for the Survival of Civilization,” 
we provide transcripts of speeches by three international experts on 
the necessity of nuclear power for the world. Of particular interest is 
the focus on models for thorium reactors, which even a greenie could 
learn to love.

Our news coverage highlights the British-backed drive for war 
against Syria and Iran (and opposition to it, notably from the Austrian 
government), and the “Watergate” drumbeat against President Obama.
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May 20—The increasingly urgent drive to restore the 
Glass-Steagall Act as the indispensable first step in re-
versing the accelerating collapse of the U.S. economy 
hit a dramatic new level on May 16. On the 80th anni-
versary of the introduction of the original Glass-Stea-
gall bill, Sen. Tom Harkin (D-Iowa) introduced S. 985 
to restore the 1933 legislation and rebuild the wall that 
had, for some 66 years, separated commercial banking 
from cancerous investment speculation and brokerage.

Although the full text of S. 985 was not available as 
of this writing, it reportedly matches H.R. 129—The 
Return to Prudent Banking Act—introduced by Reps. 
Marcy Kaptur (D-Ohio) and Walter Jones (R-N.C.), on 
the first day of the new session in January, which now 
has 63 sponsors (including Kaptur and Jones). The fact 
that Harkin’s Senate bill mirrors the House bill means 
that, should the legislation pass in both houses, it would 
be spared the treacherous watering-down that impor-
tant legislation often is subjected to in conference com-
mittee, and instead go directly to the President’s desk 
intact.

Harkin, who has represented Iowa in the U.S. Senate 
since 1985, after serving 10 years in the House, was one 
of eight Senators to vote against the financial deregula-
tion that formally abolished Glass-Steagall in 1999. It 
was that repeal, which came after years of intense pres-
sure from Wall Street and the City of London, and un-
leashed the orgy of trafficking in bundled subprime 
mortgages, derivatives, collateralized debt obligations, 

credit default swaps, and ever-more exotic investment 
vehicles which comprised the global financial bubble 
that finally burst in 2008.

Although no Senators have yet signed on to restor-
ing the protective shield of Glass-Steagall, many have 
talked about it. In 2010, in the midst of  fractious debate 
surrounding the Dodd-Frank bill (which turned out to 
be far worse than useless), Maria Cantwell (D-Wash.) 
and John McCain (R-Ariz.) attempted to restore the 
FDR-era Glass-Steagall banking law. Although they 
enjoyed the support of many colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle, intense pressure from Wall Street and the 
White House resulted in their efforts being blocked. 
Since then, both Cantwell and McCain have repeatedly 
said that they would reintroduce legislation to reinstate 
Glass-Steagall.

Two freshmen Senators—Angus King (I-Me.) and 
Elizabeth Warren (D-Mass.) made reinstatement of 
Glass-Steagall major planks in their election cam-
paigns. In his first major speech on the Senate floor on 
April 24, King stated, “I wasn’t a member of this body, 
but had I been, I suspect I would have opposed Dodd-
Frank and supported the restoration of the Glass-Stea-
gall Act. I think that’s a structural solution. . . .” Notably, 
both the houses of the Maine state legislature have sent 
memorial legislation to King demanding that he take 
such action.

During a Senate Banking Committee hearing in 
February, Joe Manchin (D-W.Va.) pressed Federal Re-

GLASS-STEAGALL BREAKTHROUGH

Harkin Bill Opens Door to 
Restoring Economic Sanity
by Debra Hanania-Freeman
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serve and financial regulatory officials. “Glass-Steagall 
was put in place in 1933 to prevent exactly what hap-
pened to us,” Manchin said, referring to the 2008 col-
lapse. “Why wouldn’t we have those protections? If it 
worked so well for so many years, why do you all not 
believe it’s something we should return to?”

And, although at least a dozen other members of the 
Senate have also indicated their support for Glass-Stea-
gall’s reinstatement, they have been slow to step for-
ward. Instead, they have made endless speeches, decry-
ing the fact that Dodd-Frank has done nothing to control 
banks that are “too big to fail,” “too big to prosecute,” 
“too big to regulate,” “too big to manage,” “too big to 
jail,” but, apparently, judging from their own inaction, 
not too big to tolerate!

Hot Air and Press Play
Prior to Harkin’s decisive May 16 action, all the 

Senate has produced, despite a lot of hot air and press 
play, has been what some have called sham legislation.

Sen. Bernie Sanders’ (I-Vt.) S. 685, and the “too-
big-to-fail” (TBTF) bill, S. 798, of Sherrod Brown (D-
Ohio) and David Vitter (R-La.), introduced April 24, 
are essentially useless: Neither bill breaks up any banks 
or bank holding companies, nor prevents commercial 
banks from putting deposit funds into securities and de-
rivatives.

There is no doubt that Wall Street will put on a show 
of opposing the TBTF sham, but that is just part of the 
game they are playing, to divert attention from the neces-
sary immediate action that will cut off government sup-
port for their gambling games. It’s the constitutional 
function of the banking system that must be restored, and 
FDR’s Glass-Steagall is the only way that can be done.

It would seem baffling to some. Twenty state legisla-
tures are currently considering resolutions demanding 
Glass-Steagall’s reinstatement. In four states—South 
Dakota, Maine, Indiana, and Alabama—memorials 
have passed. Scores of state legislatures have contacted 
their Congressional delegations. The AFL-CIO, Move 
On, the Tea Party, and countless other constituency or-
ganizations have stated their support. Financial and 
economic luminaries as diverse as former Reagan OMB 
Director David Stockman, former Citigroup CEO 
Sandy Weill, FDIC Vice Chairman Thomas Hoenig, 
former U.S. Sen. Ted Kaufman, former Clinton Labor
Secretary Robert Reich, and most notably, Lyndon 
LaRouche, have repeatedly insisted that a return to 
Glass-Steagall is urgently needed.

International Support
In a Week of Action May 6-11, LaRouchePAC ac-

tivists from 25 states converged on Washington, D.C., 
while their counterparts in Nebraska, Nevada, Illinois, 
New York, Massachusetts, California, Texas, Dela-
ware, New Jersey, and elsewhere, staged similar ef-
forts, insisting that Glass Steagall’s reinstatement is 
not a legislative choice, but a matter of life and death.

LaRouchePAC activists also delivered appeals from 
ranking figures in Italy, Germany, France, Spain, Ire-
land, Iceland, Denmark, Sweden, Colombia, and 
Mexico, many of whom noted that when FDR imple-
mented the original legislation, he did so, not merely as 
a measure to curb Wall Street excesses, but rather as a 
reflection of the most fundamental principles of the 
American System of Economy, and that while they 
were fighting for similar regulation in their own na-
tions, the United States was the only nation that could 
force the desperately needed global restructuring.

So, why are so many in Congress still hanging back? 
Inside Washington, the answer is obvious. They fear vi-
cious reprisals from an Obama White House deter-
mined not to allow challenges to the failed Dodd-Frank 
Act, as well as the money-power of the big banks. 
Public records show that during the 1997-98 election 
cycle, Wall Street spent no less than $350 million to get 
Glass-Steagall repealed.

Senator Harkin expressed a very different point of 
view. “I’ll tell you, the American people like a fighter. 
You don’t win a war by defending yourself. You don’t 
win a football game by defending the goal. You don’t 
win a basketball game by defending yourself. You only 
win when you attack. And the way you do it, is you 
attack the philosophical basis of your opposition. And I 
think if you do that, the American people will listen. 
Too many in the financial industry put profits ahead of 
people. As a direct consequence, tens of millions of or-
dinary Americans have lost their jobs, their homes and 
their livelihoods.”

LaRouche, who has often made similar statements, 
applauded Harkin, saying, “This is a very important 
new development. It will have very significant impact 
for very obvious reasons. All of the efforts to suppress 
this action have been defeated. This is a new game. 
The agenda has changed. Despite all of the efforts to 
prevent this action, Senator Harkin has taken the ini-
tiative.”

LaRouche added that we could not yet claim a com-
plete victory, but that victory was now well in sight.
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The following leaflet, issued by LaRouchePAC on May 
17, under the headline, “The 80th anniversary of Glass-
Steagall: The American Principle of Progress,” is 
being circulated internationally, and is available for e-
mailing and printing on the LPAC website.

Thursday, May 16, 2013, marks the 80th anniversary of 
the introduction of Franklin Roosevelt’s Glass-Steagall 
Act into Congress. The purpose of the bill was stated 
plainly in the preamble, which reads: “To provide for 
the safe and more effective use of the assets of banks, to 
regulate interbank control, to prevent the undue diver-
sion of funds into speculative purposes, and for other 
purposes.” Yet, the implications of the Act, as well as 
the success of the legislation for 66 years, was under-
stood by Roosevelt not merely as a measure to curb 
Wall Street excesses, but rather as a reflection of the 
principles of the American System of Economy. In the 
introduction to his second volume of private papers, 
Roosevelt stated explicitly:

The New Deal was fundamentally intended as a 
modern expression of ideals set forth one hun-
dred and fifty years ago in the Preamble of the 
Constitution of the United States—“a more per-
fect union, justice, domestic tranquility, the 
common defense, the general welfare and the 
blessings of liberty to ourselves and our poster-
ity.” But we were not to be content with merely 
hoping for these ideals. We were to use the in-
strumentalities and powers of Government ac-
tively to fight for them.

Within the first 100 days of his first administration, 
FDR implemented Glass-Steagall, and, with it, the 
backbone of his New Deal. Roosevelt’s 1933 reorgani-
zation of the banks was not done for the banks per se, 
but was done to establish the institutional framework 
for providing credit to the real economy, which had 

suffered under 20 years of failed policies prior to his 
taking office. Under Glass-Steagall, the banks were 
made capable of supporting the New Deal policies, in 
particular, FDR’s initial plan for Credit Banks for In-
dustry, which evolved into the direct-lending credit fa-
cility of his administration’s Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation.

To restate the purpose of Glass-Steagall today: It is 
the means to end the tyranny of speculative financial 
institutions, and to once again allow commercial banks, 
the traditional drivers of productive lending to the real 
economy, to lend in their communities. As “Quantita-
tive Easing” exceeded $2.5 trillion from 2008 to 2012, 
overall bank lending contracted by nearly $1 trillion. 
Over the course of the last decade, 1,500 community 
banks have disappeared, with 475 out of business since 
the passage of the 2010 Dodd-Frank Act, as regulatory 
burdens on those institutions increased tenfold during 
that same period.

The purpose of Glass-Steagall, in the words of FDIC 
Vice Chairman Thomas Hoenig, is to “narrow the 
public safety net to the purpose for which it was in-
tended. . . . Commercial banks with the protection of the 
safety net would again be restricted from engaging in 
higher risk and return activities, such as trading, creat-
ing derivatives, or other broker-dealer activities that do 
not need government protection to function effec-
tively.” Exempt from that safety net would be the nearly 
$70 trillion shadow-banking “industry,” unprotected, 
and subject to bankruptcy laws.

What is most important, however, is that Glass-
Steagall will once again provide the United States, and 
other nations prepared to follow suit, with “a modern 
expression” of the principles embedded in the Ameri-
can System of Economy, principles expressed most 
clearly under George Washington’s Treasury Secretary 
Alexander Hamilton, President John Quincy Adams, 
President Abraham Lincoln, and President Franklin D. 
Roosevelt. The greatest periods of prosperity, expan-

LaRouchePAC International Leaflet

Glass-Steagall Introduced in Senate 
On 80th Anniversary of FDR’s Original

http://larouchepac.com/files/20150515-american-principle-of-progress-pav_0.pdf
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sion, and growth in the U.S. 
economy have occurred when 
our financial institutions were 
utilized explicitly for the pur-
poses of nation-building. In each 
case, the creation and regulation 
of the U.S. currency were, 
strictly, a reflection of growth in 
the real economy.

The present financial system, 
which counts speculative 
values, market values, and the 
multiplication of mere money 
values as wealth, can be sup-
planted, as under Franklin Roo-
sevelt, by the return to the 
American system of human pro-
ductive values. Typical of this is 
the proposed North American 
Water and Power Alliance, 
NAWAPA XXI, which would 
absorb inherently anti-inflation-
ary new lending through a 
Glass-Steagall-regulated, na-
tional banking system. Lending 
would go toward large-scale water and power projects, 
high-speed transportation routes, leading to a revival 
of national industry.

Such improvements of the territory of North Amer-
ica would go toward the increase of U.S. food produc-
tion—to attain long-term food and water security—as 
well as the creation of corridors of resource develop-
ment throughout the continent. Under NAWAPA XXI, 
the increase of cement, steel, and aluminum produc-
tion, and related manufacturing in the U.S. would lead 
to at least 7 million long-term productive jobs. Long-
term productive employment would not only provide 
the means, through internal taxes and duties, to make 
good on U.S. debts, but would also build a new genera-
tion of productive citizens.

Glass-Steagall, combined with a lending facility, in 
this case a new Bank of the United States, issuing direct 
loans, would make all of this possible. The U.S., as 
under the administration of Franklin Delano Roosevelt, 
would have credit in the present, on the guarantee of 
those future physical improvements, and those in-
creases in the per-capita productivity of each member 
of society. The rate of progress from one generation to 
the next, and the subsequent increase in the rate of im-

provement of each generation, 
underlie the American System 
of Economics today, as it did 80 
years ago.

The popular support for 
Glass-Steagall is increasing 
week by week. Since January 
2013, 18 states have introduced 
resolutions calling on Con-
gress to reinstate Glass-Stea-
gall. As of this writing, 63 
members of the House of Rep-
resentatives have signed on to 
H.R. 129, the bill to reinstate 
Glass-Steagall. LaRouchePAC 
has received appeals from in-
stitutional figures and political 
bodies in over a dozen nations, 
calling on the U.S. Congress to 
reinstate Glass-Steagall and to 
pass H.R. 129. Yet, the popular 
support is not what will ulti-
mately lead to the restoration 
of the Roosevelt-era policy. 
What is required is what Lyndon 

LaRouche discussed on May 15:

There is no value whatsoever in a monetary 
system. There may be value in the context of the 
system. The value of an economy lies in people, 
not money. It’s the ability of people to increase 
the productive powers of labor, not measured in 
dollars, not measured in currency.

What is defined is the ability of mankind, 
through the creative powers of mankind, to in-
crease the productive powers of labor in effect, 
per capita and per square kilometer. It is that 
action which defines value. The only true eco-
nomic value is that value, not the money value. 
You can use money, but you have to use money 
as a mere shadow of what is reality, which is the 
productive powers of labor.

Glass-Steagall simply means putting the banking and 
financial system back in accord with productive values. 
The dedication to increasing and improving on those 
productive values will put the United States back on the 
course of the mastery of man over nature on Earth, and 
ultimately, mastery of the Solar System as a whole.

EIRNS/Sylvia Rosas

LaRouchePAC activists campaign for Glass-
Steagall, in Phoenix, Ariz.
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May 18—The recent breakthroughs toward re-
storing the Glass-Steagall principle which was 
signed into law by President Franklin D. Roos-
evelt on June 16, 1933, rightly raise the subject 
of the entire Hundred Days program to pull the 
United States back from the abyss. Glass-Stea-
gall banking separation was only one crucial 
part of this program, by which FDR moved to 
reverse more than 30 years of subversion of the 
American System of economics, and restore 
the principles enshrined in the Preamble of the 
U.S. Constitution.

FDR’s Hundred Days were the signature el-
ement of what he called the “New Deal,” a pro-
gram conceived during his election campaign, 
and put into motion immediately upon his in-
auguration. Many have charged that it was a 
haphazard collection of measures, “pragmati-
cally” intended to address crises he faced. FDR 
himself argued to the contrary.

In the introduction to Vol. II of his Public 
Papers, published in 1938, FDR encapsulated 
the New Deal as follows:

“The word ‘Deal’ implies that the Government itself 
was going to use affirmative action to bring about its 
avowed objectives rather than stand by and hope that 
general economic laws alone would attain them. The 
word ‘New’ implied that a new order of things designed 
to benefit the great mass of our farmers, workers and 
business men would replaced the old order of special 
privilege in a Nation which was completely and thor-
oughly disgusted with the existing dispensation.

“The New Deal was fundamentally intended as a 
modern expression of ideals set forth one hundred and 
fifty years ago in the Preamble of the Constitution of 
the United States—‘a more perfect union, justice, do-
mestic tranquillity, the common defense, the general 
welfare and the blessings of liberty to ourselves and 
our posterity.’

“But we were not to be content with merely hoping 
for these ideals. We were to use the instrumentalities 
and powers of Government actively to fight for them.”

And fight he did—against the powerful financial in-
terests, in London and Wall Street, who had brought the 
nation and the world to their knees, and sought to 
impose a global fascism to maintain their power. They 
did not succeed, because FDR, aware of the American 
System tradition that went back to his ancestor Isaac 
Roosevelt, a collaborator of Alexander Hamilton, was 
determined to reassert that system, for the benefit of the 
nation and the world.

Understanding the principles he used in his fight is 
crucial to winning our own battle for restoring the 
American economic system, beginning with Glass-
Steagall, in the days and weeks ahead.

FDR’s ‘100 Days’ Program: 
The Constitution in Action
by Nancy Spannaus

National Archives

President Roosevelt signs the Glass-Steagall Act on June 16, 1933. He is 
flanked here by Sen. Carter Glass (left) and Rep. Henry Steagall, the chief 
Congressional sponsors of the bill.
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Re-Establishing National 
Sovereignty

When FDR took office in March 1933, 
he inherited a financial and political system 
which had been dominated, since the time 
of his (distant) cousin President Theodore 
Roosevelt (1901-08), by British econom-
ics. The axioms were those of British free 
enterprise, and the enforcer of the free-
market system, which had sacrificed the 
lives of millions of Americans by putting 
banking interests first, was the banking 
system, dominated by the Morgan-Mellon-
du Pont interests.

The primus inter pares among the 
bankers was J.P. Morgan, a leading finan-
cial ally of the British banking system. The 
Morgan interests’ control of credit gave 
them life-or-death control over the physi-
cal economy, and they were determined to use it to pre-
vent implementation of policies they didn’t like, and to 
otherwise loot the economy and the population. Farms 
had been shut down en masse, while speculative 
schemes had flourished. Political favorites had gotten 
credit, whereas many productive enterprises received 
none.

More importantly, these banking consortia worked 
in such a way as to deprive the United States of its sov-
ereignty, through the enforcement of the British gold 
system. The creation of credit was limited by the 
amount of gold held by the banks. Therefore, if the 
major banking interests decided to sell off their gold to 
buyers overseas, this resulted in a contraction of credit 
in the U.S. If the gold supply were controlled from 
overseas, as it effectively was, through the close-knit 
British-American banking establishment, then, the U.S. 
actually lacked sovereign control over its own currency 
and credit.

President Roosevelt moved immediately to remedy 
this situation when he took office in 1933. At the same 
time that he declared the famous Bank Holiday, he sus-
pended all transactions in gold, and gave authority over 
any such matters to the Secretary of the Treasury. This 
is the basis on which the Federal government got the 
authority to regulate the price of gold, rather than let 
that money-linked commodity be controlled by private 
interests.

On April 5, FDR went further, issuing an Executive 
Order against hoarding of gold. Historian Arthur 

Schlesinger described the significance of this move as 
follows:

“It meant that American monetary policy was no 
longer to be the quasi-automatic function of an interna-
tional gold standard; that it was to become instead the 
instrument of conscious national purpose.”

After removing gold as a weapon that could be used 
by institutions hostile to the purposes of the Federal 
government, either foreign or domestic, FDR still had 
to create the basis for a national credit system that 
would serve the interests of the nation. This was accom-
plished through his various pieces of banking legisla-
tion, and the banking regulation measures which aimed 
at preventing the banks from being used to loot the pop-
ulation and productive enterprises.

The first point that had to be recognized was clear: 
the banking system was bankrupt. By calling the Bank 
Holiday on March 5, Roosevelt dramatized this reality 
by ordering them all to be closed.

But then, he had to put the system back together 
again, which he did through the Emergency Banking 
Act. This Act, which was rushed through Congress in 
time to reopen the banks (or, most of them) on March 
13, had various provisions for sorting the banks into 
three classifications: those that were sound; those that 
needed a capital infusion; and those which a conserva-
tor would liquidate. It also permitted utilizing Federal 
government instruments, like the Reconstruction Fi-
nance Corporation and the Federal Reserve System, to 
ensure that liquidity would be provided for those banks 

EIRNS/Stuart Lewis

As part of his banking reorganization, FDR temporarily suspended all 
transactions in gold, granting to the Treasury the power to regulate its price.
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that were basically sound, but needed it.
Upon passage of the Emergency Banking 

Act, auditors from the Federal government were 
sent out around the country to examine the 
banks’ books. When March 13 arrived, the day 
after an estimated 60 million Americans had 
heard President Roosevelt address them on how 
they had “nothing to fear but fear itself,” a large 
majority of the nearly 19,000 nationally char-
tered banks opened their doors, providing the 
basis for issuing payrolls, and maintaining gov-
ernment and other necessary social functions. 
Sufficient confidence had been restored, that the 
same citizens who had been carrying out runs 
on the banks, now put more money into the 
banking system in this period, than they took 
out.

A Constitutional Principle
There were, of course, vociferous objections 

to FDR’s banking measures in this period, by 
those arguing that there was a “principle” that 
“private enterprise”—not government—should 
run the economy. Just as today, these critics 
were merely spokesmen for the predator banks, 
and against the Constitution.

There is no question that the U.S. Constitution gives 
control over the currency of the United States to the 
Federal government, specifically Congress. Article I, 
Section 8 makes that clear. And when this principle 
was challenged in the early days of the Republic, the 
founding genius of the American System of econom-
ics, Alexander Hamilton, came forward to argue the 
case explicitly.

That argument appears succinctly in Hamilton’s 
“Opinion on the Constitutionality of the Bank,” a paper 
he wrote for President George Washington, in defense 
of his proposal for a National Bank of the United States. 
Secretary of State Thomas Jefferson and Attorney Gen-
eral Edmund Randolph had vigorously opposed the Na-
tional Bank, claiming that it gave the Federal govern-
ment too much power. (In fact, without the bank, power 
over the nation’s finances would have been ceded to 
private, foreign interests.)

Hamilton’s argument concentrated on the question 
of sovereignty: that the power of the government, “as to 
the objects intrusted to its management, is in its nature 
sovereign,” and that the right of erecting corporations 
(in this case, the Bank of the United States, but the argu-

ment is more generally applicable) “is one, inherent in 
and inseparable from the idea of sovereign power.”

FDR had not only studied Hamilton, but located his 
own identity in the tradition which began with his great-
great grandfather Isaac Roosevelt, who had fought 
alongside Hamilton to get the U.S. Constitution ratified 
in New York, and later collaborated with Hamilton in 
forming the Bank of New York.

Although FDR’s banking measures never went so 
far as to restore the National Bank, the President found 
a way to exercise this sovereign power by other means. 
He blasted his opponents as “economic royalists,” who 
claimed to believe in political freedom, but “have main-
tained that economic slavery was nobody’s business.” 
“What they really complain of is that we seek to take 
away their power,” he said.

Promoting the General Welfare
National sovereignty, however, as FDR understood, 

is not just a question of power, but the use of that power 
for the common good—what the Preamble to the Con-
stitution calls the “general welfare.” It was on this basis, 
that the President justified his far-flung initiatives for 
creating jobs, saving the farm sector, and establishing a 

FDR Library

FDR had studied Alexander Hamilton’s economic writings; his ancestor 
Isaac Roosevelt (second from right) collaborated with Hamilton (far left) 
in getting the Constitution ratified in New York, and helped to establish 
the Bank of New York.
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safety net for those who had suffered from the “dog-
eat-dog” economy which had predominated under the 
Tory ideas of Andrew Mellon, Calvin Coolidge, J.P. 
Morgan, and the like.

The most famous of FDR’s measures for relieving 
the suffering of the poor came in what is called the 
second phase of the New Deal, in 1935, when he moved 
with Democratic supporters in Congress to push 
through both the Social Security Act and unemploy-
ment insurance. These measures, which immediately 
came under attack by the Morgan-led banking interests, 
eventually survived a challenge that reached the level 
of the Supreme Court, which ruled that they were con-
sistent with the general welfare clause of the U.S. Con-
stitution.

But Roosevelt, from the very beginning, understood 
that his government had to “drive from the temple of 
our ancient faith those who had profaned it”—the 
“moneychangers in the temple”—and provide the basis 
for a government which would guarantee the security 
and peace necessary to the “pursuit of happiness.” In 
reviewing the work of his first term, during his Second 
Inaugural Address, the President put it this way:

“We of the Republic sensed the truth that demo-
cratic government has innate capacity to protect its 
people against disasters once considered inevitable, to 
solve problems once considered unsolvable. We would 
not admit that we could not find a way to master eco-
nomic epidemics just as, after centuries of fatalistic suf-
fering, we had found a way to master epidemics of dis-
ease. We refused to leave the problems of our common 
welfare to be solved by the winds of chance and the 
hurricanes of disaster.

“In this we Americans were discovering no wholly 
new truth; we were writing a new chapter in our book of 
self-government.

“This year marks the one hundred and fiftieth anni-
versary of the Constitutional Convention which made us 
a nation. At that Convention our forefathers found the 
way out of the chaos which followed the Revolutionary 
War; they created a strong government with powers of 
united action sufficient then and now to solve problems 
utterly beyond individual or local solution. A century 
and a half ago they established the Federal Government 
in order to promote the general welfare and secure the 
blessings of liberty to the American people.

“Today we invoke those same powers of govern-
ment to achieve the same objectives.”

While many Americans don’t realize it today, the 

measures which FDR took in these first hundred days 
and later, were literally matters of saving lives. Starva-
tion faced millions of Americans who had been thrown 
off their land, out of their homes, or out of their jobs. 
People could not afford doctors, or food, or, in many 
cases, roofs over their heads. The private sector, and 
bankrupt local governments, were either throwing up 
their hands, or turning their backs. It was left to the Fed-
eral government to come to the rescue.

FDR’s Administration did not wait long in imple-
menting this philosophy. The first measure he took was 
the creation of the Civilian Conservation Corps, a gov-
ernment-administered program to create jobs, espe-
cially for unemployed youth. Over the course of its his-
tory, the CCC created millions of jobs, which permitted 
young men to support their families, and regain their 
health and morale, while doing something useful for the 
natural resources of the country.

This jobs program was followed later with the cre-
ation of public-works programs, which provided mil-
lions more with useful work, particularly in the repair 
and construction of infrastructure, such as waterworks, 
roads, and schools. Roosevelt’s appointee Harry Hop-
kins personally embodied the spirit of these jobs pro-
grams, as non-bureaucratic responses to the need for 
public improvements, as well as incomes.

In addition to providing jobs, Roosevelt set up a na-
tional relief program, better known today as “welfare,” 
by which the Federal government shared the cost of 
supporting those families who could not have a bread-
winner. In establishing this program, FDR explicitly re-
jected the idea that unemployment was the “fault” of 
the individual, and acknowledged that it was toleration 
of rapacious system of cartels and economic royalists, 
which created the hardships. Society had a responsibil-
ity, therefore, to care for the “least of these.”

Other immediate measures for saving lives involved 
ending evictions from homes and farms. Millions found 
themselves without the ability to pay their mortgages, 
or to get credit to refinance. FDR recognized this as a 
national emergency, and intervened to provide the 
means for refinancing for those who were in desperate 
need.

While his opponents screamed about “socialism,” 
FDR could confidently scoff at them. He knew that his 
programs were providing the basis for putting the nation 
back to work, and restoring the tax base. Every Federal 
works program created many corresponding jobs in the 
private sector which had to provide the materials. Every 



12 Feature EIR May 24, 2013

infrastructure improvement increased the potential for 
a productive, skilled workforce. While helping the 
poor, these programs demonstrably lifted the condi-
tions of life for the entire nation—i.e., served the gen-
eral welfare.

Provide for Our Posterity
The third major principle of our Constitutional com-

mitment is the requirement that our governance provide 
for the welfare of future generations. FDR immediately 
began to put our government behind this principle, by 
launching major infrastructure projects in water man-
agement, power generation and production, and trans-
portation, all of which would improve the conditions of 
life for decades to come. The epitome of this aspect of 
his program was the Tennessee Valley Authority, a proj-
ect long on the drawing boards, which FDR pushed 
through in May of 1933.

Major infrastructure projects, such as the Bonnev-
ille hydroelectric dam and the TVA, were conceived by 
Roosevelt not just as jobs programs, but as means of 
permanently upgrading the productivity of the econ-
omy and the productive powers of labor. Such projects 
introduced the era of cheap electricity, and in many 
cases, provided the basis for conquering disease and the 

devastation of periodic floods. 
FDR knew that they would not pay 
for themselves in the short term, 
but only over the long-term, and 
not just in terms of dollars and 
cents, but, most importantly, in 
terms of the standard of living of 
the entire nation.

Over the course of his 12 years 
in office, FDR launched more than 
45,000 projects in the five basic 
categories of infrastructure: water, 
power, transportation, health, and 
education. Many of the structures 
his programs built—from parks, to 
sewage systems, to dams and hos-
pitals—are still being used 
throughout the nation, some 80 
years later.

In this era, there is perhaps no 
more crucial lesson for our citi-
zens to learn than this principle of 
our Constitution, as laid out in the 
Preamble: of providing for our 

posterity. The commitment to improve nature and soci-
ety, for the benefit of future generations, has become 
increasingly foreign to our national philosophy, since 
the 1960s counterculture and the “me” generation. 
There used to be a joke in the 1970s, that whereas the 
Japanese businessman planned for six years ahead, the 
U.S. businessman planned for six minutes, this being 
the amount of time that it could take for stocks to be 
traded on the relevant gambling exchanges. In today’s 
computer age, the attention span has contracted further, 
to perhaps six seconds.

There are many who would say that we can’t return 
to FDR’s way, and who are even committed to ripping 
up the physical improvements built under his Presi-
dency. They are wrong in principle, as well as in prac-
tice. They should study the history of how FDR brought 
us out of the Great Depression, before our sinking into 
a worse one (which has already begun) becomes irre-
versible.

In the crisis of 1929-33 Americans had a leader, 
Franklin Roosevelt, who reasserted the principles of the 
U.S. Constitution over the economic predators who had 
brought the nation to its knees. Today, American citi-
zens must turn to those same principles again, if we are 
to survive.

National Archives

FDR’s Public Works Administration provided useful work to millions of unemployed 
Americans, especially in building infrastructure. This photo shows the Bonneville Power 
and Navigation Dam on the Columbia River, Oregon, under construction in October 1936.
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Franklin Roosevelt’s 
Hundred Days Program
FDR passed or implemented by Executive Order 15 sig-
nificant pieces of legislation, in the first 100 days of his 
administration, beginning March 4, 1933. The most 
outstanding of these are described here.

March 9: The Emer-
gency Banking Act. The 
first measure FDR pushed 
through was the reform and 
reorganization of the bank-
rupt U.S. banking system. 
When the President took 
office, there were bank holi-
days due to runs on deposits 
all around the country. Scenes 
like that in front of the Amer-
ican Union Bank were com-
monplace, as banks were 
forced to shut their doors. 
FDR moved to shut down all 
the banks, while coming up 
with a policy for an orderly 
reopening. The Emergency 
Banking Act was rushed 
through Congress in approximately eight hours.

After five days, most of the banks reopened.
March 29: The Securities Act of 1933, a bill for 

regulating the sale of invest-
ment securities in interstate 
commerce, is introduced. In 
his message to Congress, 
Roosevelt continued his 
attack on the corrupt financial 
practices of the private bank-
ing houses and securities bro-
kerages and the commercial 
banks which dealt in securi-
ties. The message, which met 
with virulent attacks by the 
banking community, said:

“Of course, the Federal 
Government cannot and 

should not take any action which might be construed as 
approving or guaranteeing that newly issued securities 
are sound in the sense that their value will be main-
tained so that the properties which they represent will 
earn profit. There is, however, an obligation upon us to 
insist that every issue of new securities to be sold in in-
terstate commerce shall be accompanied by full public-
ity and information, and that no essentially important 
element attending the issue shall be concealed from the 
buying public. This proposal adds to the ancient rule of 
caveat emptor, the further doctrine ‘let the seller also 

beware.’ It puts the burden of 
telling the whole truth on the 
seller. It should give impetus 
to honest dealing in securities 
and thereby bring back public 
confidence.”

The bill gave the Federal 
Trade Commission power to 
supervise issues of new secu-
rities, required each new 
stock issue to be accompa-
nied by a statement of rele-
vant financial information, 
and made company directors 
civilly and criminally liable 
for misrepresentation.

March 31: Civilian Con-
servation Corps. The CCC 
was devised to deal with the 
areas of forestry, prevention 

of soil erosion, flood control, and similar projects, while 
employing as many as 250,000 people by the early 
Summer of 1933.

FDR called for the pro-
gram on March 18. The Emer-
gency Conservation Work Act 
was introduced on March 27, 
was signed by the President 
on March 31, and began the 
recruitment of young men by 
April 7. The first CCC Camp 
was opened on April 14.

Recruitment centers were 
set up by the Department of 
Labor, and, in coordination 
with the Departments of the 
Army, Agriculture, and the 
Interior, the enrollees were 

The Emergency Banking Act was the first measure of the 
Hundred Days, pushed through on March 9, 1933. 
President Roosevelt is shown in this photo signing the 
bill, as Treasury Secretary Woodin looks on.

National Archives

Bank runs were taking place around the country, as FDR 
took office. Here, depositors line up at the American 
Union Bank in New York City, following the 1929 Crash.
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transported to camps around the country, and put to 
work. The criteria called for young men between the 
ages of 17 and 25, who were in reasonable health and 
unmarried, and whose families were on relief. They 
would be paid $30 a month, $25 of which would be sent 
to their families, while the youth were given room, 
board, clothing, and tools at the CCC camps. The en-
rollment period was six months, although youth could 
re-enroll for additional periods, up to two years in total.

April 19: Abandonment of the Gold Standard. 
FDR’s first action on gold occurred on March 5, when 
he suspended all transactions in gold, and gave author-
ity over any such matters to the Secretary of the Trea-
sury. On April 5, he had issued an Executive Order 
against hoarding of gold.

But in the ensuing weeks, pressure had been build-
ing up on the dollar from the European bankers, who 
were allied with the bitterly anti-Roosevelt Wall Street 
forces here in the United States. Acting through Morgan 
interests in Europe and the private U.S. banks, includ-
ing Brown Brothers Harriman, the Bank of England 
launched an all-out assault on the dollar. Since the break 
with gold now appeared inevitable, the bankers’ plan 
was to do it with the maximum amount of chaos, and to 
organize a counter-reaction that would ultimately re-
verse the policy, and hand Roosevelt a defeat.

On April 11, the first waves of the attack broke 
against the dollar. They grew in intensity over the next 
three days. The New York bankers asked, through the 

Fed, to lift the gold embargo, and be allowed to ship 
$10 million to Europe—to Holland and England. The 
New York agents of the British upped the ante: They 
asked for an additional $15 million in gold shipment 
licenses. Roosevelt ordered part of the request granted. 
But the requests kept escalating in an almost geometric 
ratio. And tons of gold were being shipped out of the 
country.

On April 19, the President called a press conference, 
and announced that, effective that day, he would not 
permit the “exporting of gold, except earmarked gold 
for foreign governments . . . and balances of commer-
cial exchange.”

May 12: Emergency Farm Mortgage Act. The 
farm crisis, which had been ongoing for more than a 
decade, was a central focus of FDR’s early emergency 
measures. The measures included the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act (May 12), which was an effort to raise 
prices for farm goods, the Emergency Farm Mortgage 
Act, and the Farm Credit Act (June 16).

Farm foreclosures had devastated the countryside, 
and been the cause of considerable social unrest. In 
some instances, those evicted, including whole fami-
lies, simply took to the road, with all their possessions 
on their backs.

Federal Emergency Relief Act. When FDR took 
office, misery was evident in every city. Lengthy bread-
lines could be seen winding through the streets, many 
of them run by private charities which gave away food, 
until it ran out.

The Federal Emergency Relief Act established a 
Federal Emergency Relief Administration, which was 
devised to address the fact that local governments had 
literally run out of money to aid the unemployed and 
the destitute. It was intended to provide a pool of 
money—$500 million—that could be disbursed in 
relief grants to states. In addition, it gave the Federal 
Relief Administrator, who would be New York’s Henry 
Hopkins, broad supervisory power over the states’ use 
of the grants—a provision that caused a total uproar 
among those who were still crazy enough to think that 
the Federal government didn’t have to take charge of 
bringing the country out of depression.

The FERA funds were divided into two types. Half 
was to be disbursed to states as matching funds, with $1 
being given out for every $3 of state money spent for 
relief during the preceding three months. This was a 
rather limited form of aid since, obviously, the poorer 
states would have spent less money for relief, and there-

National Archives

The Civilian Conservation Corps employed as many as 
250,000 people by the early Summer of 1933. Here, workers 
from the CCC camp in Marsing, Idaho, work at the Gem 
Irrigation District Pumping Plant.
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fore would be eligible for less in matching 
funds. The other half was available to be given 
out wherever the states were unable to meet the 
requirement of $3 for $1.

FERA spent money for all kinds of necessi-
ties—food, clothing, fuel, shelter, and medi-
cine. Administrator Hopkins, who went on to 
run job-creation programs later in the Roos-
evelt Administrations, said: “We can only say 
that out of every dollar entrusted to us for less-
ening of distress, the maximum amount hu-
manly possible was put into the people’s hands. 
The money, spent honestly and with constant 
remembrance of its purpose, bought more of 
courage than it ever bought of goods.”

May 18: Tennessee Valley Authority Act. 
Unlike the other legislation passed during 
FDR’s first 100 days, the TVA was a gigantic 
infrastructure project, which would take years 
to complete, and which would revolutionize 
the physical environment, and the lives of mil-
lions of Americans throughout decades to come.

The TVA incorporated, as an integrated package, 
hydroelectric power generation, flood control, irriga-
tion, scientific agriculture, the fostering of manufactur-
ing, eradication of disease, elimination of illiteracy, and 
the spread of electrification, to bring about a revolution-
ary change to a region. The Authority put an end to the 
flooding, and its attendant destruction.

The TVA also brought electricity to a huge swath of 
the country. In 1933, the average Tennessee Valley res-
ident used, per capita, only 60% as much electricity as 

the average U.S. resident. But by 1939, the Valley had 
leapfrogged the rest of the country: The average Ten-
nessee Valley resident had 125% of the national aver-
age of electricity use per capita. This miraculous 
change altered every feature of life. The TVA also low-
ered the price of electricity: In 1933, the average cost 
of a kilowatt-hour of delivered electricity was a little 
over 7 cents; by 1935, it was about 2.5 cents, a savings 
of 65%.

The TVA also fundamentally changed agriculture. It 
set up 15,000 “demonstration farms,” where agrono-

mists worked with farm-
ers to apply scientific 
methods that incorporated 
increased fertilizer use 
(much of it produced by 
the TVA itself, and sold at 
low prices); increased 
electricity use, which en-
abled farmers to use all 
manner of farm imple-
ments; the use of tiering 
on mountainsides to 
lessen water runoff, etc. 
Between 1933 and 1943, 
the per-acre yields on the 
15,000 TVA “demonstra-
tion farms” tripled. Farm-

Library of Congress

The Federal Emergency Relief Administration began to provide relief to the millions who were 
jobless, homeless, and hungry. Here, a bread line under the Brooklyn Bridge, early 1930s.

FDR Library

The Tennessee Valley Authority was a gigantic infrastructure project that 
transformed the lives and living conditions of hundreds of thousands of 
Americans in the region. Here, the Norris Dam in Tennessee, ca. 1937.
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ers were brought from throughout the region to visit 
and study the methods of the demonstration farms, 
spreading the increased farm productivity throughout 
the Valley.

With flood control and increased electricity, the 
TVA brought manufacturing to the region, where it had 
scarcely existed before. Utilizing the electricity, alumi-
num plants were constructed there during World War II, 
to produce for military aircraft. In 1930, the Valley had 
four farm workers for every factory worker, but by 
1960, it had two factory workers for every farm worker. 
This stunning shift in the composition of the labor force 
in only 30 years represented a rapid industrialization 
and modernization; and, at the same time, each farmer 
was more productive.

May 18: The Glass-Steagall Act is introduced into 
the House of Representatives by Henry Steagall (D-
Ala.), and into the Senate by Carter Glass (R-Va.). Part 
of the Emergency Banking Act of 1933, the Glass-Stea-
gall provision divested investment houses of their 
banking functions (i.e., bank separation), and estab-
lished the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 
(FDIC), whose protection was to apply only to com-
mercial banks. Despite vociferous opposition from the 

banking community, the measure was passed on June 
15, and signed into law the next day.

June 13: The Home Owners’ Loan Act is passed, 
in order to refinance mortgages for distressed home-
owners who had lost their homes or could not obtain 
financing through normal channels. It established the 
Home Owners’ Loan Corporation, which ultimately 
helped one out of every five mortgaged urban homes in 
the country.

June 16: The National Industrial Recovery Act. 
The NIRA was introduced on May 17, under the theme 
of creating a “partnership” between private industry 
and government in bringing about an economic recov-
ery. It had three Titles, which broke down as follows:

Title I declared a national emergency, under which 
there would be a partial suspension of anti-trust laws, 
in order to permit industries, in collaboration with the 
government, to draw up industry-wide codes setting 
certain standards on wages, prices, working condi-
tions, and the like. The codes, according to FDR advi-
sor Raymond Moley, were intended to be enforceable 
by the courts.

One of the most lasting and popular provisions of 
Title I was what came to be known as 7(a), the section 
which guaranteed labor’s rights to collective bargain-
ing, maximum hours, and minimum wages. It was 
under this provision that the leaders of U.S. labor, 
headed by United Mineworkers president John L. 
Lewis, ran a nationwide organizing campaign, under 
the slogan “The President Wants You To Join the 
Union!” The impact of this effort was such that it could 
not be reversed, even with the Supreme Court’s 1935 
decision to declare the NIRA unconstitutional.

Title II of the NIRA invoked the existence of the 
national emergency in order to create the Public Works 
Administration, whose administrator was authorized to 
spend a huge sum for that time—$3.3 billion—on large 
public works projects throughout the United States.

Title III was a funding provision for the NIRA. Tax 
issues being as sensitive then as they are today, and the 
public being inflamed by ongoing hearings exposing 
the tax scofflawing of J.P. Morgan and his Wall Street 
cohorts, the funding mechanism that passed was an in-
crease in the income tax.

While the NRA industry code was eventually ruled 
unconstitutional, this measure had lasting effects in es-
tablishing a substantial public works effort, and in pro-
moting the improvement of conditions for working 
people in all industries.

REVIVE GLASS-STEAGALL 
NOW !
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May 20—“A record-breaking stock market is distorting 
a frightening reality: The U.S. is being eaten alive by a 
horrific cancer that will ultimately destroy the market 
and impoverish the vast majority of its citizens.”

Sound familiar? Lyndon LaRouche and EIR have 
been identifying the speculative bubble in derivatives 
and other flim-flam as a cancer on the real physical 
economy, since the 1990s. But this time, the truthful 
characterization of what the current monetarist 
system—and not just in the United States—represents, 
comes from Peter Schiff, the CEO of Euro Pacific Cap-
ital, who is a regular commentator on the Fox Business 
network. He made this statement in April.

Nor is Schiff—who openly seeks to profit from this 
condition, not replace it—alone. He has been weakly 
echoed by a group of top bankers, including former 
World Bank chief Robert Zoellick, former Spanish Fi-
nance Minister Elena Salgado, and president of the Pe-
terson International Institute of Economics Adam 
Posen, who held three days of discussions about the 
global economy and financial markets during the 
second week of May. Mohamed El-Erian, CEO of the 
world’s largest bond fund, PIMCO, summarized the 
conclusion of those discussions in the company’s May 
14 Secular Outlook report, which attributed the so-
called economic growth to “hyperactive central banks,” 
and projected “financial turmoil, greater social tensions 
and beggar-thy-neighbor national policies,” over the 
next 3-5 years. Europe, the report said, is already in a 

state of “zombification.”
El-Erian’s co-CEO Bill Gross, PIMCO’s founder 

and bond manager, was even more dramatic in the 
firm’s February newsletter, when he described the mar-
kets as headed for blowout like a “credit supernova,” a 
dying star.

What’s clear from these statements is that the “in-
siders” know precisely how deadly the market game is 
that they are playing, but that they have absolutely no 
intention of junking the monetarist system. Indeed, the 
genocide which Schiff cites as the fate of the American 
population is already well underway in Southern 
Europe, and plans are in process for mass stealing from 
bank accounts (the so-called “bail-ins”) as the next 
stage of propping up the bankrupt banks.

The only alternative is a new world economic order 
based on nations controlling their own currencies and 
economies, and dumping the money economy for phys-
ical economic progress.

Correct Diagnosis
Schiff’s analysis of the danger of the current hyper-

inflation, and the starvation of the physical economy, is 
worth paying attention to. This is worse than 2007-08, 
he says. “You’re going to have a collapse in the dollar, 
. . . a huge spike in interest rates, . . . and our whole econ-
omy, which is built on the foundation of cheap money, 
is going to topple when you pull the rug out from under 
it.” Despite “phony” signs of an economic recovery, he 

TOP FINANCIERS ADMIT

Market Is ‘Horrific Cancer’ 
That Will Destroy Us
by Nancy Spannaus
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said, it’s all paper: “Currently, Bernanke and Company 
is buying $1 trillion of Treasury and mortgage bonds a 
year. That’s about $85 billion per month against a 
budget deficit that is about the same level.

“Eventually interest rates will rise . . . and when they 
do, stocks will tank and bonds dip to nothing. Massive 
new tax hikes will be imposed and programs and enti-
tlements will be cut to the bone.

 “The crisis is imminent,” Schiff said. “I don’t think 
Obama is going to finish his second term without the 
bottom dropping out. And stock market investors are 
oblivious to the problems. . . . It’s not that the stock 
market is gaining value, . . . it’s that our money is losing 
value. And so if you have a debased currency, . . . a de-
valued currency, the price of everything goes up. Stocks 
are no exception.”

“The Fed knows that the U.S. economy is not recov-
ering,” he noted. “It simply is being kept from collapse 
by artificially low interest rates and quantitative easing. 
As that support goes, the economy will implode.”

To any sane person, of course, the financial recovery 
reflected in the spike in the stock market, the renewed 
increase in housing prices, and the record corporate 
profits should signal trouble. When they are contrasted 
with the decline in the conditions of life for the popula-
tion, as seen in joblessness, homelessness, food insecu-
rity, and collapsing infrastructure, this financial “good 
news” should actually discredit the whole idea of a 
money-based economy. To mimic Samuel Coleridge, 
it’s “money, money everywhere, and not a drop for the 
real economy.”

Yet, all too many individuals in the United States, in 
particular, mimic the major traders by seeking the 
money—rather than fighting for the change in the 
system that alone can bring prosperity for themselves 
and future generations.

Look at Southern Europe
The future for the U.S., and those parts of Western 

Europe still nominally solvent, can be seen in the dra-
matic conditions in Southern Europe, where Greece, 
Cyprus, Portugal, and Spain are being raped by the in-
ternational financial institutions, including the Euro-
pean Union. On the one side, the people are having their 
financial savings looted—as was carried out in the 
Cyprus “bail-in” plan, where savings and deposits 
above EU100,000 were simply taken, in order to shore 
up and keep functioning otherwise bankrupt financial 
institutions.

This bail-in plan, by the way, is policy on the OECD 
level, including through the Dodd-Frank financial leg-
islation pushed through by the Obama Administration.

As in the U.S., the rescue of the banks has not re-
sulted in any investment in the real economy, of course, 
but simply provides money to feed speculation. This is 
obvious in the collapse of the labor market and produc-
tion throughout Europe. GDP dropped over 5% in Italy 
over the past year, and is falling at even more rapid rates 
in Greece and Cyprus.

The other side of the assault is coming with man-
dated budget cuts in the public sector, imposed by the 
IMF, European Central Bank, and European Commis-
sion (the Troika). Exemplary of their murderous quality 
is their targetting of health-care spending. We’ll look at 
Portugal and Cyprus.

The head of the Portuguese Medical Association, 
Dr. José Manuel Silva, raised the alarm in early May 
that the repeated cuts in the budget for Portugal’s Na-
tional Health System are now beginning to threaten 
lives.

In several interviews, Dr. Silva warned that the Na-
tional Health Service’s financial difficulties “are begin-
ning to reach alarming proportions, giving rise to fail-
ures in the most delicate and sensitive circumstances, 
which could make the difference between life and 
death.” After visiting the Espírito Santo Hospital in the 
city of Évora on May 6, Silva warned that there are no 
doctors assigned to the hospital’s emergency ambu-
lance service 40-50% of the time, leaving the residents 
of that district without any qualified pre-hospital medi-
cal emergency service. “The ones who suffer are the 
patients,” a situation which is “inhuman and intolera-
ble.” He asked if the Ministry of Health will assume 
responsibility for the death of any citizen who dies for 
these reasons.

In Cyprus, the Troika has issued orders for addi-
tional cuts, beginning with the government’s cancelling 
long-delayed plans for setting up new regional ambu-
lance stations. This means that the 49 newly trained 
paramedics who were to man the new ambulance sta-
tions earmarked for four areas, will not be hired—these 
stations will not be built.

The cut follows the recent freeze in funding for on-
cology radiotherapy centers, condemning cancer pa-
tients to death. Chairman of the House Health Commit-
tee Costas Constantinou, a member of the ruling DISY 
party, said all the committee members agree that the 
cuts will endanger people’s lives.
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The Body Economic: Why Austerity Kills: 
Recessions, Budget Battles, and the 
Politics of Life and Death
by David Stuckler and Sanjay Basu 
New York: Perseus Books, 2013 
199 pages, $26.99

In February, the International Mone-
tary Fund, through its chief economist 
Olivier Blanchard and his staff, were 
pushed into publishing analyses of the 
IMF’s own policy of imposing eco-
nomic austerity on hyper-indebted 
countries, admitting that this policy 
was a failure. Blanchard and colleagues 
acknowledged that the IMF’s austerity 
dictates, when followed, did not reduce 
the debt or debt-to-GDP ratios of coun-
tries like Greece, Portugal, or Ireland; 
instead, it increased the debt and made 
it unpayable.

The austerity policy, in the debt 
crisis in Europe, has been producing 
national “debt spirals” where econo-
mies contract faster, and revenues fall more, than the 
country supposedly “saves” through cutting public em-
ployment, wages, public health, services, etc. and rais-
ing taxes. The IMF did not change its fatal austerity 
dictates; but its managing director Christine Lagarde 
has been giving speeches about “the need for growth,” 
in admission that a temporarily embarrassing contra-
diction in imperial monetary policy has been exposed.

Authors David Stuckler, PhD, and Sanjay Basu, 
PhD, played a role in exposing and pushing the IMF 
economists into this year’s widely noted admissions of 

austerity’s disastrous failure. Focusing on cuts in 
public health services and their effects in countries 
around the world, they presented studies at IMF-spon-
sored conferences in 2011 and 2012, showing that aus-
terity budget cuts almost invariably had a multiple 
greater than 1, especially in national economies suf-
fering debt crises/bank collapses. That means the 
economies contracted by a larger ratio from austerity 

than they “saved”—usually much 
more—and thus quickly fell further 
into unpayable debt. Crucially, their 
studies covered historical examples, 
including the U.S. in the 1930s De-
pression, and demonstrated the same 
thesis there, both affirmatively under 
Herbert Hoover, and negatively with 
Franklin Roosevelt’s rejection of the 
London-Wall Street austerity de-
mands.

Stuckler and Basu’s studies were at-
tacked by IMF and other monetarist 
economists; they show ironically in 
their book how their work was deliber-
ately falsified with doctored charts by 
the London Economist. But the IMF, at 
least at the level of its economic staff, 

has now acknowledged the authors’ credibility, and its 
own lack thereof.

In The Body Economic: Why Austerity Kills, Stuck-
ler and Basu refer only briefly to the “debt spiral” fail-
ure of austerity as a fiscal policy; rather, they are con-
cerned to show that it results in losses of human life, 
and life expectancy, that are large in scale, predictable, 
and disastrous. They expose the killer—austerity—and 
some of the forces and leaders who have been imposing 
it; but they go soft when they look at one killer—Barack 
Obama.

Book Review

New Book Attacks Deadly Austerity, 
But with Blind Spot: Killer Obama
by Paul Gallagher
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Save or Slaughter
In a word, we find the proof in Stuckler and Basu’s 

work that the collapse of debt bubbles and deranged 
banking systems, even such as happened in 1929-31, 
and in 2007-08, in itself, does not cause populations’ 
health to collapse and death rates to soar. Governments’ 
decisions to impose austerity, to “save” those banks and 
their securities, does the killing. Relatively lower 
income for a period of a few years, from unemploy-
ment, loss of credit, currency devaluations, etc., does 
not cut life expectancy, cause suicides to spike upwards, 
or epidemics to break out. This the authors make clear 
in chapters on the 1930s United States, under the impact 
of Roosevelt’s New Deal, and on Iceland since 2008, 
where every measure of public physical and mental 
health has improved since the banks and the krona col-
lapsed, causing temporary unemployment and loss of 
wealth and income.

The reason, in both cases, is clear: FDR’s govern-
ment and the post-2008 Icelandic governments did not 
throw public credit into bailing out banks or buying 
their bad securities. Rather than creating new “bad 
banks,” they let the old bad banks fail, no matter how 
large. And in both cases, they put the greatest focus and 
effort into employing the unemployed, and simultane-
ously increased investments in government services, 
hospital systems, unemployment benefits, and public 
infrastructure. FDR’s creation of entirely new plat-
forms of economic infrastructure for the U.S. economy 
is universally known; in Iceland’s case the once-domi-
nant fishing industry was deliberately revived—with 
help from McDonald’s getting out of Iceland due to the 
price spikes for onions and tomatoes!

The authors show that from 1933 in FDR’s United 
States, each $100 in New Deal spending reduced the 
pneumonia death rate by 18/10,000, and infectious-dis-
ease deaths fell broadly, especially in states like Louisi-
ana, which accepted and supplemented New Deal 
spending. Suicides fell by 4/10,000 population for 
every $100 in New Deal spending. Infant mortality 
dropped broadly. Average per capita income rose 9% in 
1933.

Iceland and the U.S. today have one other thing in 
common: They both passed laws in 1999-2000 aban-
doning the separation of commercial banking from in-
vestment banking/securities speculation; and both paid 
dearly for that mistake in the 2007-08 bank panic.

On the killer side of post-crash policy, Greece, since 
2010, is the most widely cited example in Stuckler and 

Basu’s work, of the murderousness of the austerity pol-
icies now closing their vise-grip on the sinking Euro-
pean economy. Leaving aside the details of its causes, 
successive Greek governments have been ordered by 
the “Troika” (IMF, European Commission, and Euro-
pean Central Bank) to treat the bank/debt crisis by mas-
sive layoffs of public employees, huge cuts in wages 
and services, and severe new taxes. The governments 
obeyed, despite clear warnings that they were killing 
people by doing so.

It is established from many studies, cited by the au-
thors, that “people who are looking unsuccessfully for 
work are twice as likely to end their lives as those who 
have jobs.” The same is true of people at or near retire-
ment age who lose pensions, and otherwise find them-
selves without retirement income; and heads of house-
holds being thrown out of their homes. This tragic 
phenomenon of the Greek debt spiral has been reported 
worldwide.

Stuckler and Basu demonstrate the other conse-
quences of Greek government enslavement by the 
Troika: 50,000 Greek diabetics were deprived of insu-
lin when the government defaulted on pharmaceutical 
payments (on the advice of the IMF!); 60,000 people 
over the age of 65 have foregone necessary medical 
care during the “great austerity” since 2010; 35,000 
hospital physicians and clinicians have been fired; in-
fectious disease has skyrocketed, including the first ma-
laria epidemic in Greece for 45 years; the only HIV out-
break in Europe in decades has occurred in Athens. 
Respiratory illnesses spiked from mass woodburning in 
the city, due to steep new taxes on oil and coal. The na-
tional public health budget, from 2009 to 2012, was cut 
by half.

Familiar Cases
The other major cases presented in the book—the 

drop in life expectancies in Thailand and Indonesia 
under IMF austerity dictates after the “Asian financial 
crisis” of 1997-98; and the most murderous austerity 
of all, “shock therapy” imposed by London-centered 
finance capital and allied economists in post-Commu-
nist Russia in the 1990s—have been described in 
detail before. There are other important examples in 
the proofs of killer austerity, such as South Africa 
under London financial diktat after the end of apart-
heid. These have been documented, with sharper po-
litical focus, in Naomi Klein’s The Shock Doctrine, 
John Perkins’ The Confessions of an Economic Hit 
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Man, and Sergei Glazyev’s Genocide, for example.
Stuckler and Basu have been challenging econo-

mists by tying the lesson that austerity kills, directly to 
the post-financial crash situation, both historically and 
today. In doing so, they are discrediting the arguments 
of many economists who try to describe austerity as 
“part of necessary deleveraging” from debt bubbles, 
and thus run cover for politicians imposing cuts on 
behalf of trans-Atlantic banks. It is because of their rig-
orous historical studies, particularly of the United 
States in the 1930s, that they have been able to stare 
down the economists of the IMF and the imperial geno-
cidalists of The Economist.

That makes it somewhat shocking that they will not 
challenge the Obama Presidency, and instead, make a 
failed effort to associate Obama’s policies with those of 
FDR by broad generalizations not backed by facts. 
Americans from the Congressional Black Caucus, to 
former TARP Inspector General Neil Barofsky, to jour-
nalist Bob Woodward have shown that Obama is not an 
anti-austerity President. But Stuckler and Basu manage 
to come up with statements like this one: “With the 
American Recovery and Reconstruction Act of 2009, 
enacted by Congress and signed into law by President 
Obama, the U.S. government began to invest in social 
protection programs to stop foreclosures.”

The (deliberate) failure of the so-called HAMP pro-
gram to ameliorate mass foreclosures is notorious and 
thoroughly documented. The authors, after document-
ing cases of Americans doing without health care due to 
high insurance premium costs, make the vaguest of 
statements about how Obamacare “might have” or 
“may help” such people get affordable care; the fact is 
that Americans—particularly seniors—are getting less 
medical care since the passage of the Affordable Care 
Act, and this has been documented by a whole group of 
studies appearing at about the same time as this book.

Stuckler and Basu attempt to set up a dichotomy be-
tween “bad” Tory Britain under the Cameron (not the 
Blair!) government and “good” Obama U.S. “There are 
already warning signs,” they write, “that the healthcare 
situation in Britain may come to resemble that in the 
U.S. before Obama,” as if no one could doubt that 
Obama had made everything right in health care.

This glaring, all-out promotion of Obamacare, and 
Obama personally, robs credibility from Why Austerity 
Kills, which otherwise would be a powerful weapon 
against the killing policies of the IMF and imperial 
London finance.

Pope Francis

We Must Reject 
Today’s ‘Golden Calf,’ 
The ‘Cult of Money’
May 16—Greeting 
the new ambassadors 
to the Vatican, from 
Kyrgyzstan, Antigua 
and Barbuda, Luxem-
bourg, and Botswana, 
today, Pope Francis 
spoke out strongly 
against the tyranny 
of those who run 
the global financial 
system, and “urged 
them not to forget 
the predominance of 
ethics in the economy and in social life, emphasizing 
the value of solidarity and the centrality of the human 
being.”

Here is the main part of his speech:
“Ladies and Gentlemen, our human family is pres-

ently experiencing something of a turning point in its 
own history, if we consider the advances made in vari-
ous areas. We can only praise the positive achieve-
ments which contribute to the authentic welfare of 
mankind, in fields such as those of health, education 
and communications. At the same time, we must also 
acknowledge that the majority of the men and women 
of our time continue to live daily in situations of inse-
curity, with dire consequences. Certain pathologies 
are increasing, with their psychological consequences; 
fear and desperation grip the hearts of many people, 
even in the so-called rich countries; the joy of life is 
diminishing; indecency and violence are on the rise; 
poverty is becoming more and more evident. People 
have to struggle to live and, frequently, to live in an 
undignified way. One cause of this situation, in my 
opinion, is in the our relationship with money, and 
our acceptance of its power over ourselves and our 
society. Consequently the financial crisis which we 
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are experiencing makes us forget that its ultimate 
origin is to be found in a profound human crisis. In 
the denial of the primacy of human beings! We have 
created new idols. The worship of the golden calf of 
old (cf. Ex 32:15-34) has found a new and heartless 
image in the cult of money and the dictatorship of an 
economy which is faceless and lacking any truly 
humane goal.

“The worldwide financial and economic crisis 
seems to highlight their distortions and above all the 
gravely deficient human perspective, which reduces 
man to one of his needs alone, namely, consumption. 
Worse yet, human beings themselves are nowadays 
considered as consumer goods which can be used 
and thrown away. We have started a throw-away cul-
ture.

“This tendency is seen on the level of individuals 
and whole societies; and it is being promoted! In cir-
cumstances like these, solidarity, which is the treasure 
of the poor, is often considered counterproductive, op-
posed to the logic of finance and the economy. While 
the income of a minority is increasing exponentially, 
that of the majority is crumbling. This imbalance re-
sults from ideologies which uphold the absolute au-
tonomy of markets and financial speculation, and thus 
deny the right of control to States, which are them-
selves charged with providing for the common good. A 
new, invisible and at times virtual, tyranny is estab-
lished, one which unilaterally and irremediably im-
poses its own laws and rules. Moreover, indebtedness 
and credit distance countries from their real economy 
and citizens from their real buying power. Added to 
this, as if it were needed, is widespread corruption and 
selfish fiscal evasion which have taken on worldwide 
dimensions. The will to power and of possession has 
become limitless.

“Concealed behind this attitude is a rejection of 
ethics, a rejection of God. Ethics, like solidarity, is a 
nuisance! It is regarded as counterproductive: as some-
thing too human, because it relativizes money and 
power; as a threat, because it rejects manipulation and 
subjection of people: because ethics leads to God, who 
is situated outside the categories of the market. God is 
thought to be unmanageable by these financiers, econo-
mists and politicians, God is unmanageable, even dan-
gerous, because he calls man to his full realization and 
to independence from any kind of slavery.

“Ethics—naturally, not the ethics of ideology—
makes it possible, in my view, to create a balanced 

social order that is more humane. In this sense, I en-
courage the financial experts and the political leaders of 
your countries to consider the words of Saint John 
Chrysostom: “Not to share one’s goods with the poor is 
to rob them and to deprive them of life. It is not our 
goods that we possess, but theirs” (Homily on Lazarus, 
1:6—PG 48, 992D).

“Dear Ambassadors, there is a need for financial 
reform along ethical lines that would produce in its 
turn an economic reform to benefit everyone. This 
would nevertheless require a courageous change of at-
titude on the part of political leaders. I urge them to 
face this challenge with determination and farsighted-
ness, taking account, naturally, of their particular situ-
ations. Money has to serve, not to rule! The Pope loves 
everyone, rich and poor alike, but the Pope has the 
duty, in Christ’s name, to remind the rich to help the 
poor, to respect them, to promote them. The Pope ap-
peals for disinterested solidarity and for a return to per-
son-centred ethics in the world of finance and econom-
ics.

“For her part, the Church always works for the inte-
gral development of every person. In this sense, she re-
iterates that the common good should not be simply an 
extra, simply a conceptual scheme of inferior quality 
tacked onto political programmes. The Church encour-
ages those in power to be truly at the service of the 
common good of their peoples. She urges financial 
leaders to take account of ethics and solidarity. And 
why should they not turn to God to draw inspiration 
from his designs? In this way, a new political and eco-
nomic mindset would arise that would help to trans-
form the absolute dichotomy between the economic 
and social spheres into a healthy symbiosis.

“Finally, through you, I greet with affection the Pas-
tors and the faithful of the Catholic communities pres-
ent in your countries. I urge them to continue their cou-
rageous and joyful witness of faith and fraternal love in 
accordance with Christ’s teaching. Let them not be 
afraid to offer their contribution to the development of 
their countries, through initiatives and attitudes in-
spired by the Sacred Scriptures! And as you inaugurate 
your mission, I extend to you, dear Ambassadors, my 
very best wishes, assuring you of the assistance of the 
Roman Curia for the fulfilment of your duties. To this 
end, upon you and your families, and also upon your 
Embassy staff, I willingly invoke abundant divine 
blessings.

“Thank you.”
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May 20—Lyndon LaRouche warned yesterday that 
world leaders should be on alert for a major provoca-
tion coming from the British Crown, in reaction to the 
introduction on May 16 of a bill to reinstate full Glass-
Steagall bank separation in the U.S. Senate. Sen. Tom 
Harkin (D-Iowa) introduced S. 985 on the 80th anniver-
sary of the introduction of the original Glass-Steagall 
Act, which forced the breakup of the Depression-era 
“too big to fail” banks into separate commercial banks 
and brokerages.

With a Glass-Steagall bill already introduced into 
the U.S. House of Representatives in January, momen-
tum is building for passage in both Houses of Congress. 
Glass-Steagall passage would represent a near-death 
blow to the system of London-centered universal bank-
ing that has been the hallmark of British imperial power 
since the 1985 “Big Bang” deregulation of the City of 
London by Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher. Not co-
incidentally, 1985 was also the year that the British and 
Saudi Crowns sealed the “Al-Yamamah” barter deal 
that created the slush fund behind all subsequent global 
terrorism, including the 9/11 attacks on the United 
States and the Sept. 11, 2012 attack on the U.S. mission 
in Benghazi, Libya, which led to the deaths of U.S. Am-
bassador Chris Stevens and three other Americans.

London’s Dilemma
London is facing a double dilemma. A return to 

Glass-Steagall in the United States would inspire simi-

lar moves in continental Europe and in other parts of the 
world, effectively wiping out the system of monetarist 
oligarchical power. At the same time, Britain’s asset 
President Barack Obama is facing three major scan-
dals; LaRouche told colleagues yesterday that “Obama 
is going down.”

The fact that three scandals directly hitting the 
Obama White House erupted in a one-week period 
shows that there is now a serious institutional break 
with Obama. The break was, in part, precipitated by the 
danger of a regional war erupting in the Middle East 
over the President’s aligning with London and Paris for 
the overthrow of the Syrian regime. After two Israeli air 
strikes on targets in Syria, the region was put on the 
brink of war. The President’s insistence on President 
Bashar al-Assad’s overthrow, and his promotion of “red 
lines” around the use of chemical weapons, convinced 
significant circles in the U.S. military, the intelligence 
community, and diplomatic corps that Obama had 
become a danger to the nation.

In discussing the war danger yesterday, LaRouche 
stated that the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
Gen. Martin Dempsey, had prevented the outbreak of 
general war by his insistent opposition to a replay of the 
Libya regime-change operation in Syria. Dempsey has 
also placed a high premium on rebuilding cooperation 
with both Russia and China, to avoid what he has called 
the “Thucydides Trap”—the danger of confrontation 
between rising and declining powers.

REACTION TO GLASS-STEAGALL BREAKTHROUGH

Beware of War Provocations 
If London Strikes Back
by Jeffrey Steinberg

EIR International
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Diplomatic Maneuvering
Following Secretary of State John Kerry’s May 7 

trip to Moscow, where he met with his Russian coun-
terpart Sergei Lavrov and President Vladimir Putin to 
organize a Geneva II conference to bring the Syrian 
government and rebels to the table to reach a political 
settlement to the two-year war, steps have been taken 
to prepare for the conference, which is tentatively 
scheduled to begin on June 11. This week, American, 
British, and French officials will meet, and then a 
full meeting of the five permanent members of the 
UN Security Council (the United States, Russia, 
China, Britain, and France) will take place as part of 
the Geneva II preparations. A meeting of the Friends 
of Syria (international forces that support the op-
position to Assad) will take place in Jordan, osten-
sibly to select a rebel delegation to attend the con-
ference.

While the joint Russian-American initiative repre-
sented an important war-avoidance effort by two of the 
world’s three superpowers, the British are moving to 
insert themselves into the process, to steer it on behalf 
of London’s interests. Prime Minister David Cameron 
was in Moscow and Washington last week, conferring 
with Putin and Obama, while insisting that the Euro-
pean arms embargo against the Syrian rebels must be 
immediately lifted.

Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu made 
his own pilgrimages to confer with Chinese President 
Xi Jinping and Russian President Putin in recent weeks. 
While Israel has been told, in no uncertain terms, to 
back off from any provocation that could trigger re-
gional war, the Israeli factor is a wild card, and London 
exerts tremendous influence over Netanyahu, who is 
the heir to the British-sponsored Jabotinskyite terrorist 
movement.

Israel or Turkey, on Syria’s southern and northern 
borders, respectively, could launch cross-border attacks 
on any pretext at any moment. When a car bomb killed 
a number of people in a southern Turkish town last 
week, Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan 
and his Interior Minister immediately blamed Assad, 
although the Syrian government, engaged in intense 
combat inside the country, had no interest in provoking 
a cross-border attack from Turkey, a NATO member 
with the largest armed forces in the region, and the sec-
ond-largest in NATO.

Media reports are hyping the danger pf a new Israeli 
attack, although senior Israeli military officials are stat-

ing loud and lcear that Israel has no interest in a war 
with Syria.

Targeting Iran
Trigger-happy elements in the U.S. Senate led by 

Robert Menendez (D-N.J.), John McCain (R-Ariz.), 
and Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.), are promoting new leg-
islation targeting Iran and Syria. Bills were brought to 
the Congress last week, to impose harsh new sanctions, 
amounting to a total oil blockade, on Iran; other legisla-
tion calls for the U.S. to arm the Syrian rebels. This 
kind of neo-con and “humanitarian” interventionist 
“Congressional foreign policy” is clearly aimed at sab-
otaging both the Geneva II conference and the negotia-
tions between Iran and the Permanent Five members of 
the UN Security Council plus Germany (P5+1), which 
are expected to resume soon after Iran holds national 
elections in June.

The targeting of Iran is particularly time-sensitive, 
given that Russia is insisting that Iran be invited to the 
Geneva II conference, along with Saudi Arabia. Unless 
key regional players are fully brought in on a political 
solution, it is guaranteed that they will sabotage the 
effort. This is especially true for the Saudis, who align 
their geopolitical ambitions with those of the British 
empire, and who have poured the largest amounts of 
money and weapons into the most radical jihadist fac-
tions of the Syrian rebels, including a growing number 
of foreign fighters with years of combat experience 
fighting the West in Afghanistan, Iraq, Yemen, Somalia, 
and Mali.

Regional Ramifications
A retired American military officer, just back from 

meeting with King Abdullah II in Jordan and other re-
gional leaders, expressed grave concern that the King-
dom of Jordan is on the edge of economic and political 
collapse, as a spillover of the Syria conflict.

On the ground in Syria, the Assad government has 
launched a series of successful military operations 
aimed at retaking control over crucial transportation 
corridors into Lebanon and Jordan. The situation on the 
ground inside Syria is a stalemate, in which rebels have 
no capacity to take the capital city of Damascus, yet the 
Syrian Army and the central government in Damascus 
do not have the ability to retake and control all of the 
national territory.

This is the backdrop to LaRouche’s warnings about 
a British move to overturn the chessboard.
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Documentation

Austria: Arming the Syrian 
Opposition Is Illegal

The Austrian government has issued an official position 
paper, now circulating among EU member states, in op-
position to the British-French proposal for lifting the 
arms embargo against Syria. Dated May 13, the docu-
ment is a cogent summation of the reasons why the lift-
ing of the EU embargo would be politically and legally 
unacceptable. We excerpt here the portion titled “Lift-
ing the Arms Embargo—Legal Aspects.” Ellipses are in 
the original.

1. The supply of arms to the Syrian opposition would 
amount to a breach of the customary principle of 
non-intervention and the principle of non-use of 
force under Art. 2 para. 4 of the UN Charter.

The principle of non-intervention is firmly estab-
lished in international law. In 2007, former UK Legal 
Adviser Sir Michael Wood put it in a nutshell: “Inter-
vention on the side of those opposing the Government 
[. . .] is clearly prohibited.”1 In the 1984 Nicaragua 
Case the International Court of Justice (ICJ) rejected 
any alleged right for States to intervene in support of 
an internal opposition in another State, whose cause 
appeared particularly worthy for political or moral 
reasons: “The Court therefore finds that no such gen-
eral right of intervention, in support of an opposition 
within another State, exists in contemporary interna-
tional law (para. 209).” The ICJ also stated that acts 
constituting a breach of the customary principle of 
non-intervention would also, if they directly or indi-
rectly involve the use of force, constitute a breach of 
the prohibition not to use force in international rela-
tions, as embodied in Art. 2 para. 4 of the UN Charter. 
The continuing relevance of the Nicaragua Case was 
confirmed by the ICJ in its 2005 judgment in the Case 
Concerning Armed Activities on the Territory of the 
Congo: “In the case concerning Military and Paramili-

1. The Principle of Non-Intervention in Contemporary International 
Law, Speech by Sir Michael Wood at a Chatham House International 
Law discussion group meeting held on 28 February 2007, see http://www.
chathamhouse.org/sites/default/files/public/Research/International%20
Law/il280207.pdf.

tary Activities in and against Nicaragua (Nicaragua v. 
USA), the Court made it clear that the principle of 
non-intervention prohibits a State to intervene, di-
rectly or indirectly, with or without armed force, in 
support of an internal opposition in another State 
(para. 164).”

2. The supply of arms to the Syrian opposition would 
violate EU Council Common Position 2008/944/
CFSP on the control of arms exports by EU Member 
States.

All EU Member States have agreed to abide by 
Common Position 2008/944/CFSP defining common 
rules governing the control of exports of military tech-
nology and equipment when assessing applications to 
export items listed in the agreed EU Common Military 
List. An objective assessment of the Criteria in Art. 2 of 
Common Position 2008/944/CFSP according to the 
agreed guidance of their interpretation and implemen-
tation in the EU Users Guide2 must lead to a denial of 
any export licence applications for the envisaged supply 
of arms to the Syrian opposition:

•  Criterion  2(c)  (human  rights  and  humanitarian 
law): Member States shall deny an export licence if 
there is a clear risk that the equipment might be used in 
the commission of serious violations of international 
humanitarian law. The UN Commission of Inquiry re-
ported that “war crimes, including murder, extrajudi-
cial killings and torture, were perpetrated by anti-Gov-
ernment armed groups.”3

•  Criterion  3  (internal  situation):  Member  States 
shall deny an export licence for military technology or 
equipment which would provoke or prolong armed 
conflicts or aggravate existing tensions or conflicts in 
the country of final destination. The Users Guide does 
not foresee that arms would be supplied to opposition 
groups involved in an armed conflict and places par-
ticular attention on the role of the end-user in a con-
flict.

•  Criterion 4  (regional  peace,  security  and  stabil-
ity): Member States shall deny an export licence if there 
is a clear risk that the intended recipient would use the 
military technology or equipment to be exported ag-
gressively against another country or to assert by force 

2. User’s Guide to Council Common Position 2008/944/CFSP defining 
common rules governing the control of exports of military technology 
and equipment, Doc. 9241/09, 29 April 2009.
3. Cf. http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/HRCouncil/
PRCoISyria15082012_en.pdf.
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a territorial claim. Despite the 1974 cease-fire agree-
ment, Syria and Israel remain in a state of war, which 
was recently reignited by Israeli air and missile strikes. 
The Syrian opposition has not declared to respect the 
cease-fire, the disengagement agreement or the area of 
separation.

•  Criterion  5(b)  (national  security  of  Member 
States): Member States shall take into account the risk 
of use of the military technology or equipment con-
cerned against their forces or those of Member States 
and those of friendly and allied countries. The agreed 
Users Guide expressly states that “if an export is liable 
to engender a direct threat to the security of the forces 
of a Member State [. . .], who are present either in the 
country of final destination or in a neighbouring coun-
try, the a priori assessment will be unfavourable. The 
same approach will be used to ensure the security of 
international peace-keeping forces.”

•  Criterion 6 (behaviour of the buyer as regards its 
attitude to terrorism, the nature of its alliances and re-
spect for international law): According to the Users 
Guide the term “alliance” should be interpreted in a 
wide sense and includes all agreements which are 
aimed at establishing a significant connection (common 
political aims). The Syrian opposition is operating in 
alliance with various extremist and terrorist groups 
united by a common political aim.

•  Criterion  7  (risk  of  diversion):  In  assessing  the 
impact of the military technology or equipment to be 
exported on the recipient country and the risk that such 
technology or equipment might be diverted to an unde-
sirable end-user or for an undesirable end use, inter alia, 
the capability of the recipient to apply effective export 
controls shall be considered. No effective export or di-
version control measures of the Syrian opposition are 
known to be in place.

3. The supply of arms to the Syrian opposition would 
amount to a violation of Security Council Resolu-
tion 2083 (2012) establishing an arms embargo 
against individuals and entities associated with Al-
Qaida.

Under the arms embargo pursuant to OP 1(c) of Se-
curity Council Resolution 2083 (2012) all States shall 
take measures to prevent the direct or indirect supply 
of arms and related materiel to Al-Qaida and other in-
dividuals and entities associated with them. The so-
called Al-Nusra Front, whose fighters are taking part in 
military operations with the Free Syrian Army (FSA), 

is linked with Al-Qaida in Iraq and maintains alle-
giance to Al-Qaida leader Al-Zawahiri. When the 
group was designated by the US as a terrorist organisa-
tion in December 2012, numerous Syrian opposition 
groups signed a petition to support Al-Nusra and the 
coalition’s leader Al-Khatib called on the US to recon-
sider its decision. In view of the lack of clear separa-
tion between military operations of the FSA and the 
Al-Nusra Front on the ground, the supply of arms to 
the Syrian opposition would amount to an indirect 
supply of arms to Al-Nusra in violation of Resolution 
2083 (2012).

4. Member States supplying arms to the Syrian op-
position would incur State responsibility for aiding 
and assisting in the commission of internationally 
wrongful acts.

According to Art. 16 of the ILC [International Law 
Commission] Articles on State Responsibility4 a State 
which aids or assists another State in the commission 
of an internationally wrongful act is internationally re-
sponsible if (a) that State does so with knowledge of 
the circumstances of the internationally wrongful act; 
and (b) the act would be internationally wrongful if 
committed by that State. The Commentary inter alia 
states “a State may incur responsibility if it [. . .] pro-
vides material aid to a State that uses the aid to commit 
human rights violations. In this respect, the UN GA 
has called on member States in a number of cases to 
refrain from supplying arms and other military assis-
tance to countries found to be committing serious 
human rights violations” (para 9.) When applying 
these principles to the envisaged supply of arms to the 
Syrian opposition, it is to be considered that war 
crimes, including murder, extrajudicial killings and 
torture, are perpetrated by anti-Government armed 
groups in Syria, as reported by the UN Commission of 
Inquiry, as well as suicide bombings and attacks 
against and hostage-taking of UNDOF peacekeepers, 
as is known from the daily news. Should supplied 
arms be used by armed opposition groups in Syria in 
the commission of internationally wrongful acts, the 
States who had supplied these arms and had knowl-
edge of these acts would incur State responsibility for 
their aid and assistance in the commission of such 
acts.

4. See http://untreaty.un.org/ilc/texts/instruments/ english/commentar-
ies/9_6_2001.pdf.
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Nessa Childers is a member of 
the European Parliament repre-
senting the East constituency of 
the Republic of Ireland. She was 
interviewed by EIR’s Nina Ogden 
and Gene Douglas, editor of the 
LaRouche Irish Brigade website 
(http://laroucheirishbrigade.
wordpress.com/), in the Dublin 
offices of the European Parlia-
ment, on April 24.

Childers, a member of the 
Irish Labour Party, recently re-
signed from her political group 
in the Irish Parliament to dra-
matize her opposition to the austerity policies being im-
posed on European Union countries by the “Troika.” 
Her father, Erskine Childers, was the fourth President 
of Ireland.

As the interview began, Ogden told Childers that 
she had been following her, from the U.S., before 
Childers’ resignation. Here is an edited transcript of 
the discussion.

Nessa Childers: So you have been following me, 
and now after this, the CIA and MI-5 will be following 
me, too!

Ogden: Well, that’s par for the course, you know.
Childers: Yes. . . . I understand, and you know, I 

come from a kind of revolutionary background, and I 
think, at some level, that has influenced me politically, 
and I don’t even understand it myself. I’m a cultural 
melting pot myself, I’m not completely Irish, and I 
think that’s all in there somewhere.

So do you want to ask me questions? I’m not an 
economist, but I can talk about political justice.

Ogden: We know you have been against these aus-
terity measures for a long time, and we want to know 
what your thinking is about that.

‘Agendas Behind Curtains’
Childers: It has to do with 

justice, and it has to do with 
vested interests, as well, and with 
“agendas behind curtains,” as 
Poul Rasmussen, who was the 
head of the party of European So-
cialists, said about two years ago 
at a meeting I was at. It struck me, 
what he said, because the English 
was slightly turned around and it 
is more powerful than “hidden 
agendas”: “agendas behind cur-
tains.” And he was operating at 
quite a high level at that stage. He 

was the former Prime Minister of Denmark. There were 
negotiations going on, and he said he suddenly sensed 
this—and he’s good at pattern recognition I think—and he 
sensed that there were “agendas behind curtains.”

And you begin to see this when you are in the EP 
[European Parliament]. You begin to see the enormous 
forces ranged against you, if you are anti-austerity: fi-
nancial and political. You can sense them, and you can 
see the patterns, as if your man is going down into some 
sort of safe place, and he puts on these glasses, and sud-
denly he sees the outlines of these alarm systems. You 
begin to see those agendas and to sense them, and you 
begin to think that something is very wrong! And that 
there are forces operating to keep us in these positions.

In Ireland as well, you know: This is why I exposed 
the Financial Services Clearinghouse and their operations 
in Leinster House [the Dail, the parliament of the Repub-
lic of Ireland—ed.]. I think that this isn’t right! There’s 
a moral aspect about this. It’s about people not fitting 
into spreadsheets. They cannot; they are human beings. 
And my former profession comes into it as well. I was a 
psychotherapist for 25 years. I wasn’t a politician. And I 
signed a code of ethics, and I began to feel that I was 
colluding in something that was actually indefensible, 
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Ireland Could Be the One 
To Say ‘No!’ to the Troika
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and that I would never be able to defend it personally.
Ogden: Good.
Childers: And I did begin to feel that I wasn’t pre-

pared to bear it any longer; and what could happen to 
me in the future if I started to work in that field again, 
and what would people sitting across, behind the couch, 
or behind the table; what would they see me as? Per-
haps being to blame for maybe a suicide! Out there, 
there are huge amounts of suicides, and it’s the tip of the 
iceberg. There’s huge amounts of chronic anxiety and 
depression from insecurity and insecure employment, 
and I don’t want to be held responsible beyond what 
any of us can be. And at that stage, I thought, something 
had to be actually done.

And that’s where things get difficult, because you 
know, I chose deliberately to try and destabilize the 
system. That’s the way I was brought up, you see. It 
wasn’t enough simply to resign, but I had to actually go 
into the power structure and to actually shake it, and 
bring it down, because that is the only thing left.

There Are Troikas Everywhere
Gene Douglas: This follows on, I think, neatly, 

from what you have said already: Why do you think 
that the Troika is so insistent on austerity, when a lot of 
leading economists have said that it’s exactly the oppo-
site, that it’s the wrong direction to take? Why is there 
this insistence on austerity when it is proven to be so 
destructive?

Childers: Well, what a half-plan has it proven to be! 
The economists that are hostile to austerity in the United 
States, they are regarded as the East Coast versus the 
West Coast economists, and they themselves have been 
in major conflicts with their own profession, with 
people who do believe in fiscal discipline. I think the 
thing to think of there, is, in Europe the construction of 
the Troika is definitely influenced by some member 
states, by Germany, Finland, and the Netherlands.

You have to try to understand what happens in Ger-
many. The German people think that their taxpayer 
money is being misused. They see themselves as the 
victims in all of this. There are multiple reasons. The bit 
that worries me the most are the hidden reasons, where 
they are tied up with bond markets; and there are other 
people who probably know quite well who those people 
were, and that’s the bit that I think is part of it. The Cy-
priot situation was absolutely shocking, and misman-
aged; and they now face something like a 20% contrac-
tion of their economy. And I would say that their 

presence in the euro is, for them, 50-50—whether 
they’ll be in the euro or not.

Douglass: Their Parliament was told, “We’re going 
to turn off your money unless, in three days, unless. . .

Childers: They said that to us, too!
Ogden: They [the Cypriots] voted reluctantly, and 

then the conditions were supposedly changed, but now 
they can’t bear it.

Childers: It’s like Iceland, you know, they’re forc-
ing their politicians to go and confront. . . You see, that 
situation in Cyprus was not good; it gave the Irish gov-
ernment a reason for saying, “Oh, look what they’re 
about to do in Cyprus, to pull the rug.” In fact, we don’t 
really know what what they would have done. They 
didn’t actually do it in the end, because the Cypriots 
showed the jugular. They gave in under threat. The 
threat: That is another moral aspect. There are Troikas 
threatening countries everywhere. What happens is, 
they threaten governments, and then governments 
threaten their own representatives. It’s like an awful 
repetition of something.

We have the public employee, the Croke Park nego-
tiations1 here, and they were negotiated with a threat! 
And what happened there is quite interesting because I 
think we’re at the limits of where that is effective. That 
can cause a scorched-Earth attitude in people where 
they just think, “That’s it! We’re at the end of it; I’m not 
going to be threatened with that anymore by anybody!” 
I can see a kind of a weak reduction of bullying really, 
from Troikas to governments and then governments to 
their own people, and their own representatives.

The Grenade in the Ballot Box
Ogden: And actually that was going to be our last 

question. The sense is, that what your resignation is part 
of, I think, is the kind of feeling that’s going on through-
out Ireland and throughout the other countries in 
Europe: that enough is enough. That nobody believes 
the spin any more. And for the unions to turn down the 
Croke Park II agreement, is really significant. I think it 
has a lot to do with what’s going to happen in the Labour 
Party with you and your colleagues, as a whole.

Childers: I wouldn’t bet on it. I’ve come to wonder 
what is going to really crack this edifice. You see, it’s got 
to do with masses of people. And you never know what’s 

1. The Public Service Agreement 2010-2014 (Croke Park Agreement) 
is a series of austerity measures demanded by the government of public 
service trade unions—ed.
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going to happen there. We seem to be quite quiescent in 
Ireland, you know, in many ways. It’s what Rory Quinn 
[Minister for Education and Skills] described as “the gre-
nade in the ballot box.” People seem to wait until elec-
tions, and then they destroy political parties. I have grave 
concerns about that, because I think it’ll be too late, and 
I don’t know what’s going to happen. . . .

Ogden: You’re bringing up, that you have to have a 
positive solution. You can’t just say “We’re against 
this,” and then people go crazy.

Childers: We need to spend money. I think we have 
to do; our banks need to be recapitalized, as the next 
thing that has to happen. They are not functioning, ab-
solutely not functioning. I don’t think that’s going to be 
easy. I think the other European states are going to 
move back from that. But I think our debts have to be 
written down. I don’t think we can pay them. I would be 
concerned that that has to be done in a strategic way. 
Because I personally would be very concerned, not 
from the point of view of the philosophy of it, but I 
couldn’t advocate a disorderly default, because I think 
people are there. We could end up in a most disastrous 
situation. There are other kinds of defaults, and many 
economists would say it’s going to happen anyway, 
unless we do something, and I think those debts are still 
unsustainable. We’ve just pushed them out. . . .

You know you wonder sometimes whether people 
have been captured—it’s the Stockholm Syndrome2—
by people that they have no power to stop, certainly 
with individuals. . .

Ogden: I have to tell you, that’s what you are for!
Childers: You’re dealing with group minds—that is 

what one of the trade union people said to me—so in-
stead of getting angry, they are trying to please the 
people that have power over them. If that is the case, 
that’s actually a benign explanation. The other explana-
tion is, that some of them have been captured by vested 
interests. So I don’t know. Both are entirely possible, of 
course, too, but I seem to be immune these days to the 
Stockholm Syndrome. . . .

Glass-Steagall Is the Key
Ogden: I think leadership is moral leadership. From 

what you described, that means moral leadership.

2. The Stockholm syndrome, or capture-bonding, is a psychological 
phenomenon in which hostages develop positive feelings toward their 
captors.

Childers: But that means upsetting people now. 
And I don’t find that easy. And to actually lead a bit of a 
parliamentary party, and to begin to sort of confront 
them, I found that I have to do that, unlike the other 
people that left; they had to vote, and they lost. I had to 
do something very deliberate. You know, no one wants 
to be hated by people, or to take up that position. But I 
did. You know, I suppose I was brought up from a very 
young age to think about democracy. And where, if you 
saw it beginning to erode, that you couldn’t not take 
action, that you had a duty, an actual duty, to do some-
thing about it, which of course led to my grandfather 
running guns, and my grandmother.

But you know, Ireland could provide the leadership, 
as you were just saying; I was just thinking, we stood up 
in those days to the British Empire, a tiny country of, 
what would it be, two and a half million people, if not 
less. So, we could be the ones that say “No!” That’s a 
very powerful statement, you know, if Ireland says 
“No,” that would resonate in the memory of Irish 
people. At this point, I don’t know what is happening to 
Irish people. I think that they’re too exhausted to fight. 
I think that they have gone into a sort of a helpless state.

But that’s what governments are for, to defend their 
people. I was brought up to believe that the first reason 
to be a public representative is to defend the people you 
represent. But instead, we’re defending the Troika. And 
in my opinion, that’s a symptom, perhaps of something 
which does come from the past, you know, where we 
learned to play games—probably quite successful to 
some degree—games behind the scenes. You see, I 
think it’s gone beyond that stage. I think it will require 
hard political power, to stand up now to these people. 
That means making threats of a kind.

Douglas: I just wanted to say, while I agree with 
you totally on what you just said there, that we in Ire-
land have tended to play these games, while pushing for 
our own agenda, but I just have to say that I think we 
have been really unsuccessful. In doing that, we’ve 
never really achieved—you know, still we have a di-
vided country, and now we’re under the yoke of this 
Troika, which is another sort of imperial master, if you 
like.

So I think we have tried in various ways, but unfor-
tunately, it really hasn’t worked. But I think, again, as 
you were saying, that this is a real critical time at pres-
ent, and I think there is possibly a breakthrough avail-
able to get beyond this type of imperialism. I think 
Glass-Steagall is the key to it.
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May 21—The significance of the concatenation of 
well-deserved attacks on the Obama Administration 
this week does not actually lie in the scandals them-
selves. In many respects, the Administration’s lying 
coverup about Benghazi, violation of First Amendment 
rights on the pretext of national security (AP and Fox 
News record-seizure scandals), and political targeting 
of Obama’s “enemies” through the IRS, are old news. 
What has changed is the willingness of a section of 
leading institutions in the United States to go after a 
President who is bringing the world closer and closer to 
disaster. The ‘I’ word, impeachment, is beginning to be 
heard.

It has been a long time coming. The Obama Admin-
istration has literally been getting away with murder for 
years—specifically with the illegal undeclared war in 
Libya, as well as the killing of American citizens with 
predator drones, without a hint of due process. Im-
peachment articles have been drafted, but left sitting on 
the shelf, untouched, and unheralded.

Not that it’s inevitable that sufficient powerful 
forces in the U.S. Establishment are prepared to go now 
for impeachment (or resignation) of Obama. Partisan 
political charges are still clouding some of the basic 
issues—such as the Administration’s policy decision to 
ally with British-Saudi jihadi forces for regime change 
in Libya, which decision is irrefutably responsible for 
the death of U.S. Ambassador Chris Stevens and three 
other Americans. But there is no question, to the honest 

analyst, that Barack Obama has committed offenses 
against the U.S. Constitution equal to, and in some 
cases greater than, those of Richard Nixon, who was 
forced to resign in order to avoid impeachment in the 
Watergate scandal of 1972-74.

The Watergate Precedent
In discussing the Watergate precedent, it’s appropri-

ate to start with the still-active veteran of that era, jour-
nalist Bob Woodward, himself an institutional player. 
While denying any direct parallel to Watergate, Wood-
ward accused the Administration of lying (“This is a 
business where you have to tell the truth, and that did 
not happen here.”) on the Benghazi story, when he ap-
peared on Meet the Press May 19. “Some people in the 
Administration have acted as if they want to be Nixo-
nian, and that’s a very big problem, I think,” he said.

On MSNBC’s Morning Joe May 14, Woodward was 
even more explicit, saying the Administration’s “scrub-
bing” of the talking points on Benghazi was reminis-
cent of Watergate. “I have to go back 40 years to Water-
gate, when Nixon put out his edited transcripts of the 
conversations and he personally went through them and 
said, ‘let’s not tell this, let’s not show this,’ ” Woodward 
said. “I would not dismiss Benghazi. It’s a very serious 
issue. As people keep saying, four people were killed.”

The general Democratic rejoinder has been that 
President Obama, unlike Nixon, was not personally in-
volved in making the decisions that have led to the 
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scandals. Like the White House, they claim that it was 
the CIA, not Obama, who decided to suppress the ev-
idence of al-Qaeda’s involvement in the killing of 
Stevens, et al. Like the White House, they say there’s 
no evidence Obama was personally involved in the 
IRS’s political targetting, or the intimidation of jour-
nalists.

But Obama is the President who set the policies. 
Just because he apparently didn’t tape his conversations 
in the Oval Office, as Nixon did, doesn’t mean that evi-
dence of his personal responsibility for these violations 
of law does not exist. In the case of Benghazi, for ex-
ample, the stonewalling by the Administration already 
rivals that of the Nixon Administration, on a matter 
much more serious than the burglary of a doctor’s 
office.

And indeed, serious investigations are just begin-
ning.

A Look Back at Watergate
A look at the Articles of Impeachment against Nixon 

which were adopted by the House Judiciary Commit-
tee, is both instructive and evocative. These were 
brought forward after more than a full year of hearings 
to dig out the details of the President’s personal in-

volvement in the Watergate crimes and 
coverup.

The Articles begin with the solemn 
charge that: “In his conduct of the 
office of President of the United States, 
Richard M. Nixon, in violation of his 
constitutional oath faithfully to exe-
cute the office of President of the 
United States and, to the best of his 
ability, preserve, protect, and defend 
the Constitution of the United States, 
and in violation of his constitutional 
duty to take care that the laws be faith-
fully executed. . . .” Specifications 
follow.

Article One can be summarized as 
Obstruction of Justice, charging that, 
in the case of the Watergate burglary, 
“Richard M. Nixon, using the powers 
of his high office, engaged personally 
and through his close subordinates and 
agents, in a course of conduct or plan 
designed to delay, impede, and ob-
struct the investigation of such illegal 

entry; to cover up, conceal and protect those responsi-
ble; and to conceal the existence and scope of other un-
lawful cover activities.” There follows a listing of a 
course of conduct by the President which included 
lying, stonewalling, misusing government agencies, 
and many other actions.

Article Two charged that Nixon had “repeatedly en-
gaged in conduct violating the constitutional rights of 
citizens, impairing the due and proper administration of 
justice and the conduct of lawful inquiries, or contra-
vening the laws governing agencies of the executive 
branch and the purposed of these agencies.” The first 
instance of this conduct then cited read as follows:

“1. He has, acting personally and through his subor-
dinates and agents, endeavoured to obtain from the In-
ternal Revenue Service, in violation of the constitu-
tional rights of citizens, confidential information 
contained in income tax returns for purposes not autho-
rized by law, and to cause, in violation of the constitu-
tional rights of citizens, income tax audits or other 
income tax investigations to be initiated or conducted 
in a discriminatory manner.”

Article Three charged the President with refusing to 
respond to materials subpoenaed by Congress, thus “as-
suming to himself functions and judgments necessary 
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to the exercise of the sole power of impeachment vested 
by the Constitution in the House of Representatives.”

Six Republicans joined the Democrats on the House 
Judiciary Committee to vote up the first two items, 
while three joined on the third. Convinced by senior 
political figures that he didn’t stand a chance of acquit-
tal on the impeachment charges in a Senate trial, Nixon 
agreed to resign.

Obama’s Lists
Granted, President Nixon was not impeached for his 

greatest crimes. One of them, the illegal, bloody war in 
Cambodia, was actually drafted as an impeachment 
count, but never filed. But Nixon’s arrogance of power, 
and use of police-state methods against his political en-
emies, shocked the nation—resulting in not only his 
resignation, but an exposure of misdeeds by the FBI, 
CIA, and others, and an overhaul of the rules by which 
they were supposed to function in the future.

Obama’s greatest crimes, too, are out in the open, 
starting with the undeclared war against Libya. Despite 
action by Rep. Walter Jones (R-N.C.), who has intro-
duced a resolution in this Congress (HCR 3), as he did 
in the previous one, which would make any Presidential 
war-fighting (except in self-defense) without the autho-
rization of Congress an automatically impeachable of-
fense, Congress has refused to hold Obama to account 
for this blatant Constitutional violation.

Equally bold has been the Administration’s virtual 
advertisement of Obama’s “kill list,” which White 
House sources leaked to the New York Times in June of 
2012. There, it was asserted (and has never been denied) 
that the President personally reviews, every Tuesday 
morning, a list of those to be killed by drones. Subse-
quently, it became clear that some on those lists have 
been American citizens (cf. the Awlakis, father and son, 
and Samir Khan), to whom the American Constitution 
grants the right to due process of law. All three were 
killed by drones, on Obama’s orders.

Is it reasonable to think that a President who takes 
“personal responsibility” for reviewing and executing a 
kill list, would not deploy his Administration against a 
political enemies’ list, including through the IRS?

The IRS Investigation Begins
Let’s take the IRS case as an example.
The process of investigation into the IRS abuses re-

ported by the Treasury Inspector General, in his May 14 
report, has only just begun, but it has already raised a 

great deal of damning evidence on politically motivated 
discrimination by that body. Among the matters found 
in that evidence, is the creation of openly political crite-
ria for delaying grants of tax-exempt status, and collat-
eral charges that IRS officials lied to Congress about 
the investigation, and disclosed confidential tax infor-
mation to the Administration’s political allies, for use 
against its “enemies.”

In the opening hearing, held by the Ways and Means 
Committee May 17, Inspector General Russell George 
reviewed the IRS abuses in some detail, showing how 
the agency targeted specific groups applying for tax-
exempt status, delayed processing of their applications, 
and requested unnecessary information from them. The 
IRS created a “Be on the Lookout List,” which included 
the following broad characterizations:

•  If “Tea Party,” “Patriots,” or “9/12 Project” were 
referenced in the name or description of the group;

•  Whether the group’s issues included government 
spending, government debt, or taxes;

•  Whether the phrase “make America a better place 
to live,” was part of the group’s politics, or if the group 
criticized the government, or wanted to educate people 
about the Constitution.

Obama officials have been at pains to say that these 
abuses were devised by the bureaucrats on the scene, 
with no evidence of White House or campaign involve-
ment (the pattern of activity goes from 2009 to 2012, 
and involves hundreds of cases). Such a claim defies 
credulity. Bureaucrats do not take risks which they 
don’t believe their bosses want them to take. And it was 
totally clear that the Tea Party and associated groups 
were on Obama’s “enemies list.” Not only did he make 
public statements labeling such groups as “a threat to 
democracy,” but he was engaged in hot political combat 
with them during the fight over Obamacare starting in 
2009.

True, Obama says he knew nothing, and is appalled. 
IRS officials in the IRS office in Cincinnati say they 
were directed from Washington to do what they did, 
and the Washington IRS office is documented to have 
been involved early on. Who has the power? Whom 
would you believe?

The investigation could go on for months, as with 
Nixon, or Congress and relevant sections of the politi-
cal establishment could take the best course for the 
safety of the nation: Start impeachment proceedings on 
Obama’s already blatant crimes. Get him out of there 
now!
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Good afternoon. I would like to 
show you this afternoon why nu-
clear appears really unavoidable 
in the long run.

First, if we take an historical 
perspective, you know that 
energy has always been impor-
tant for humanity, and we started using biomass a long 
time ago. So, biomass was the first source we’ve been 
using for a very, very long time; and since coal was dis-
covered in the 17th Century in England, it has really 
changed our world, because it led to the Industrial Rev-
olution that we had in the 18th Century. And afterwards, 
of course, the discovery of oil in the 19th Century led to 
the tremendous growth that we had in the world in the 

20th Century, and this has eased 
all transportation in the world.

Afterwards, of course, lique-
faction of gas, in 1956, also al-
lowed a big burst in energy, that 
we are seeing today in the ex-
pansion of energy use.

At the same time, when we 
started using electricity at Niag-
ara Falls, it was an astonishing 
use of transportation of energy 
over long distances, that can be 
used easily through only a small 
wire, a small copper wire. And 
this also led to the use of energy 
over long distances.

And everybody knows that 
in 1942, Enrico Fermi built his 
first [atomic] pile in Chicago 
stadium, and this was very as-
tonishing—that he could, for 

the very first time, extract energy from uranium. And 
this was expanded in the late 20th Century.

Energy Doesn’t Disappear
So, just a few basic figures to have in mind about the 

amount of energy we are talking about: Of course, the 
official unit is the joule, but the more common unit is 
kilowatt hours; this is what you use every day. And one 
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kilowatt hour, just to keep things in perspective, is 40% 
of what we eat per day for a human body, but it’s only 
driving 1 kilometer in a car. So, it’s a fairly good amount 
of energy.

For example, if we want to go and get a baguette at 
the bakery, sometimes we are moving 1 ton of metal 
over several kilometers, just to get his baguette of 250 
grams. One point I wanted to stress here, is efficiency of 
using our energy sources. And this is very important.

Another thing that has been discussed over the cen-
turies, especially by James Joule, is that energy, in fact, 
doesn’t appear from nothing (Figure 1). It is only a 
matter of converting energy from one form of energy to 
another. So, energy doesn’t disappear. Energy is a con-
servative physical unit, and when we use energy, is that 
we are just moving one form of energy to another form 
of energy. And this is what Joule showed with his small 
apparatus here, where he had the small mass here, fall-
ing with gravity, and this mass is connected to a small 
water loop, where we have a pail rotating in the water. 
And he showed that energy from gravity is transformed 
into heat energy in the water. And he measured the tem-
perature. And this is how he determined that we need 
4.4 joules to heat one gram of water by one degree. 
Since then, the idea has been to convert energy from 
one form to another, and we have invented a lot of tech-
niques to convert one form of energy to another.

Of course, we have thermal energy, 
we have chemical energy, electrical 
energy, mechanical energy, and radia-
tion energy, nuclear, and hydraulics. 
For example, when you are using light-
ing, when you have a lamp, you’re 
taking electrical energy in a resistor, 
you’re heating the resistor, going to 
thermal energy, and then this thermal 
energy is at a sufficiently high temper-
ature to have radiation energy. So 
you’re moving from this part, to this 
part, to this part.

When you do that, the overall effi-
ciency, going from electrical energy to 
radiation energy, is only 2%. So this 
means that you’re losing 98% in this 
process! And this is why it’s important 
to have efficiency in the process.

When you use nuclear energy, 
you’re going from nuclear material to 
fission, doing thermal energy, going 

through a turbine, heating water (mechanical energy), 
and then going to electrical energy in an alternator. So 
you’re moving these four forms of energy to go to elec-
trical energy.

Energy Density
The other main issue here is energy density. When 

we discovered coal, coal was very interesting—why? 
Because it has twice the energy density of biomass. And 
this allowed trains to run on steam, because we were 
able to put enough coal in the train to move the engine. 
And when we discovered oil or gas, which is the most 
dense energy that we know for the moment, as chemical 
energy on Earth, it was used even more, and more 
sought after, because it is three times more dense than 
biomass.

And what is important here to see, is that, for ura-
nium—because it is a nuclear-binding energy—it is 
100,000 times more dense than petroleum (Figure 2).

From this fact, I think that it is clear that we need to 
use this tremendous amount of energy density. This 
factor of 100,000 is very important for us, because we 
can use very little mass from the Earth, to get the same 
amount of energy as burning oil—100,000—you have 
to bear in mind this figure of 100,000. This simple fact 
will tend to say that human beings will be using nuclear 
energy in the future as their main source of energy.

FIGURE 1
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Now if we look at world energy consumption 
(Figure 3), you see that there has been a tremendous 
increase of use of energy on Earth, because, first, the 
population is increasing, but also wealth and economic 
growth demands more energy. What is important in this 
figure is that, through the discovery of the different 
forms of energy, we never leave behind other energy 

sources. There have never been substitutions 
of energy sources; we have always been 
adding more and more energy to what we 
know.

You see even today that biomass, which is 
the old use of energy by humanity, is still in-
creasing. Coal is still increasing. Oil also. 
And by the way, you see that renewables here, 
in green, are less than 1%.

All these forms of energy are increasing, 
and the people are asking for more and more 
energy. Why? Because energy and growth are 
intimately linked together. We cannot get 
human development without energy. It is 
clear that if a country wants to develop, it will 
need enough energy per capita to develop, in 
order to be on the right side of the curve, 
which is this side of the curve—the developed 
countries (Figure 4).

Many countries in the future will have to 
develop to the level of the wealthiest coun-

tries, and will have to have at least 4 tons of oil equiva-
lent per capita in order to be developed enough. This 
means that we can foresee right now that most of the 
world energy consumption will continue to develop in 
the future.

So, if we want more energy, where can we get this 
energy on Earth? As you know, we have fossil fuel 

energy, as we have discussed just 
now—coal, oil, and gas; and we have 
renewable energy—hydraulics, wind, 
solar, biomass, geothermal. Most of 
the renewables are coming from the 
Sun’s radiation—except for geother-
mal. And we have nuclear energy, 
which was formed at the beginning of 
the formation of the Earth, 4 billion 
years ago, when this uranium was built 
up from the beginning, in the Earth’s 
crust.

We needed a very long time to form 
these fossil fuels, hundreds of millions 
of years. These are diffuse and inter-
mittent energy sources. So we need 
something that can last sufficiently 
long, as resources, and we need some-
thing that is not intermittent and dif-
fuse, but which has sufficient energy 
density to put out enough power.

FIGURE 2

FIGURE 3
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If we look at present world re-
sources, basically, oil and gas resources; 
if we add additional and proven re-
sources, they will last probably in the 
hundreds of years. This means that in 
the next century, these will be very, very 
expensive, because they will be rare. We 
will have to go deeper into the ocean to 
get access to these resources.

Coal is more common, and we have 
much more coal on Earth than we have 
oil or gas. So coal will be extensively 
used, and it is the resource used now, es-
sentially in China; the basic resource in 
most countries now is coal. And if we 
use uranium, as we are using it today in 
current reactors, we only have 300 to 
400 years of resources. So this means 
that if you want to use nuclear energy 
over a longer period of time, you will 
have to use new kinds of reactors to 
have enough resources to last sustainably longer than 
we can today.

Just a few words about uranium resources (Figure 
5): Because of this factor of 100,000 that I talked about 
before—this small nuclear pellet that we put in the re-
actor, 7 grams—yields as much energy as 5 barrels of 
oil. This means that we need very, 
very low resources for the same 
amount of energy. Instead of neeing 
billions of tons of oil, we need 
thousands of tons of uranium. So 
this factor of 100,000 is very im-
portant, from the point of view of 
resources that we can access on 
Earth.

Energy independence, low cost, 
low quantity of waste produced, 
and low environmental impact. We 
can get to these if we discuss more.

Prospects for the Future
What are the prospects now for 

the future—for the short term, and 
for the long term? For the short 
term, we have to enter a new era, 
where we have to modify the 
energy use that we are doing today. 
And some energy rules can really 

be game-changers for the energy consumption on Earth.
The first of them is energy storage—very important. 

Today, we do not know how to store electricity, so we 
have to produce electricity as we consume it, and this 
makes for very stringent operational constraints for 
electricity.

FIGURE 4

FIGURE 5
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The second game-changer I will talk about is recov-
ery of waste heat from our electricity plants, and there 
is plenty of heat to recover there.

The third is electric transportation; and the fourth is 

the longer-term sustainable 
energy for the future.

For electricity storage, the 
only large-scale storage—I’m 
talking about terrawatt-hour 
storage, not the small battery of 
your computer, which is 112 
Watts. The only usable large-
scale storage is pumped storage 
hydroelectricity (Figure 6). 
When you have electricity in 
excess, you can pump the water 
in the storage to the upper part of 
the dam, and then, when you 
want to use it, you just release it 
by mechanical weight. And this 
can be done only in countries 
where you have mountains, of 
course. It’s very difficult to do 
elsewhere.

Other kinds of electricity 
storage are the compressed air 
storage beneath the ground; iner-

tial wheels—where you just spin the wheels at high ve-
locity, and then try to recover; of course, batteries; and 
superconducting magnetic energy storage. All these are 
studied in the labs. But none of these are applicable at 

high energy and high power.
Other kinds of energy stor-

age: thermal storage. Here 
you see a house, or a complex, 
where you can store energy in 
Summer and recover it in 
Winter (Figure 7). You have 
chemical storage—the best 
example is the storage in your 
car. And you have the fuel cell 
storage of hydrogen. But when 
you put the figures in of all 
these kinds of storage, what 
we need to do is to have 
enough power in this stor-
age—this is a pumped storage 
hydraulic hydroelectricity. 
You want to be in the upper 
part here, in the 100 mega-
watts regime, and you want 
this storage to be not very ex-
pensive.

FIGURE 6

FIGURE 7
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You see that most storage 
available is low power and 
high cost, so there is plenty 
of work to do to make these 
kinds of storage go into this 
other range.

So this is the challenge 
for the next 30 years.

Recovery of Heat
The second challenge is 

the recovery of the heat of 
electrical power plants. Why 
is that?

Today, when you do this 
transformation—I told you 
that all we are doing is con-
verting energy from one 
form to another—when pro-
ducing electricity at an elec-
tric power plant. Here is, for 
example, a nuclear power 
plant (Figure 8)—while 
you’re heating the primary 
water in the core of the reactor, and transforming it into 
electrical power, only one-third of the energy released 
from fission is transformed into electricity. And two-
thirds is just lost in the environment, 
heating the birds, or heating the fish. 
And this is not very good.

So, this is one example of our re-
actor in Nogent-sur-Seine (Figure 
9), where you see that all this heat is 
going into the atmosphere. So, what 
can we do? We can make a change in 
the system in the secondary loop of 
the reactor, to recover this heat, and 
we can use this heat to go and heat the 
cities.

The problem is that the nuclear 
plant is ordinarily far from the cities, 
so the problem is how to transport 
heat long distances, hundreds of kilo-
meters, from the nuclear power plant 
to the cities. And this can be done 
today with very low losses. We can 
have a 150-kilometer transport line 
with less than 2% of heat loss, and we 
have programs where we can try, let’s 

say, to recover the heat from the Nogent-sur-Seine nu-
clear power plant, and to try to feed it into Paris—120 
kilometers away. Paris already has a heat distribution 

FIGURE 8

FIGURE 9
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network which is the largest in France, 
and it has been there for almost a cen-
tury. It started with trains in Gare de 
Lyon where we tried to heat the steam in 
Gare de Lyon, and it’s still there. It’s still 
working and, for the moment, this heat 
is used with coal power plants in Sant 
Ouen or with gas power plants. And if 
we can take nuclear heat, this can save a 
lot of energy, and a lot of money.

Transportation and Sustainability
The third challenge is the electrical 

transportation. Why electric transporta-
tion? What are the advantages?

If you take an internal combustion 
engine, you have 33% efficiency in the 
engine, and you have only 20% con-
verted into motion of the car. So this 
means that you are losing 600 watts per 
hour, per kilometer. If you take an elec-
tric car, you’re only losing 200 watts of power per kilo-
meter, because the electric engine has an efficiency of 
90%. So this means that you require three times less 
energy for the same motion, and also, you have no CO

2
 

emission at all.
The fourth challenge is the long-term sustainability 

of nuclear power, and sustainability is driving the 
design of new reactor systems, where we are using ura-
nium resources much more efficiently than what we are 
using today: 50 times more efficient.

How do we do that? These are the uranium re-
sources that we have today for these prices (Figure 
10). And what will happen if we are using present nu-
clear reactors, is, we’re just consuming our uranium. 
And you see that in 50 years from now, we will hit our 
maximum resources that we have at the given price. 
So, we need to do something in order to move to new 
reactors, what we call fast reactors. If we introduce 
them early, we can have enough energy from these fast 
reactors to last a very long, long time. When I say a 
long time, I mean tens of thousands of years, so it’s a 
much longer time scale than what we have today for 
our reactors.

The resource needs for fast reactors are only 8 tons 
of depleted uranium, as compared to 200 tons of natural 
uranium that you need for our present reactors. This 
means that the gain we can get from there is a long-term 
gain of sustainability for the nuclear reactor. And this, 

by itself, justifies developing these new nuclear reac-
tors for the long term.

There is an International Generation IV Forum that 
was started in 2000, where we have selected six types 
of fast reactors for the future. One type is a sodium fast 
reactor; the others, a lead fast reactor, the gas fast reac-
tor, the high-temperature reactor, the supercritical water 
reactors, and the molten salt reactors. And I think you 
will hear, after me, about one of these, which is the 
molten salt reactor.

Today, in France, essentially in the CEA, we’re 
working on two kinds of reactors: the sodium fast reac-
tor, because we have a lot of experience with it—we 
have 30 years of experience in working with sodium 
fast reactors—and the gas fast reactor, which is more 
challenging, because it’s a helium-based fast reactor 
that we have never built up until now.

So these two are prototypes of the sodium fast reac-
tor which will be built in the next 10 years in France.

In conclusion, energy density is the key issue for using 
a future source of energy on Earth. We need energy, of 
course, because we need to have economic growth. 
They are intimately linked. The game-changers that we 
see in the next 30 years are, storage of electricity, heat 
recovery from power plants, and transportation of elec-
tricity. And for the longer term, I would say, nuclear 
reactors are unavoidable.

FIGURE 10
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First I would like to acknowledge 
some of my collaborators, in par-
ticular Sylvia Delpech, during my 
sabbatical leave this year in France.1 
I would like to dedicate this talk to 
the memory of Kazua Furukawa, 
who was a champion for the tho-
rium molten salt reactor, and who 
died just over a year ago.

What am I going to talk about? 
The problems with nuclear energy 
technology; the current technology; 
the thorium molten salt reactor; and 
some of the various proposals and advantages of the 
molten salt reactor. And then, something of the perspec-
tives worldwide for thorium molten salt reactors.

The first problem is the non-acceptance by society, 
after 60 years of development.

The first reason is the danger of nuclear weapons 
proliferation. We currently use uranium-235 or pluto-
nium-239 to produce energy. The rest of the fuel—ura-
nium-238—is a fertile material. With the neutrons, it 
produces plutonium. And of course, plutonium is very 
good because it produces energy; but it is also used for 

1. Others named on the slide are Ritsuo Yoshioka, Alfred Lecocq,
Laszlo Sajo-Bohus, and Haydn Barros.

weapons. A 1,000 MW power 
plant produces 230 kg of pluto-
nium per year. So can you 
imagine, worldwide, 1,000 nu-
clear reactors producing each 
230 kg of plutonium? It be-
comes a proliferation night-
mare. It’s a problem, and it wor-
ries people.

Another problem is that the 
present reactors have the nu-
clear fuel elements inside the 
reactor core, which is like a 
compressed container, under 
very high pressure. And any 
problem with it is really a big 
problem. We saw what hap-
pened in Fukushima. Fortu-
nately, none of them exploded 
or melted completely; it was 
just a little melting, and it pro-
duced enough hydrogen to have 
the explosions we all saw. So 
this is a serious accident risk.

With our current technology, we only use about 1% 
of the energy contained in the fuel. The fuel is used; it is 
damaged by the use, by the radiation; the damaged fuel 
elements have to be exchanged; and it produces nuclear 
waste. These elements have to be constructed with ex-
treme care, which is expensive. And they turn into nu-
clear waste in 2-3 years, and this nuclear waste, if it is 
not reprocessed, is a problem: highly radioactive mate-
rial, with thousands of years of half-life.

Why Use Thorium?
Now we go to the thorium molten salt reactor, which 

I call the true green energy system.
What do we want for the world? I think diversity, 
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and nuclear definitely can help to balance, as we saw 
from the previous talk. A clean technology, free of 
CO

2
; a solution to nuclear waste. We want a safe tech-

nology, so that we can see the future with optimism, 
not with worry. We want to use our own resources: We 
in the Third World countries want to control our future, 
and not be subject to policies like the U.S. global nu-
clear energy partnership, which puts us in the category 
of users, with no control over our systems. And we 
want to use our own resources, so that we ourselves 
develop, not relying on the development of other 
countries. And we want to use non-proliferative-
weapons technology.

The molten salt reactor is an idea that occurred to 
Eugene Wigner, and was developed by Alvin Weinberg. 
(Weinberg, by the way, also developed our current tech-
nology.) The fuel is not solid, but liquid. There are no 
fuel rods. The fuel contains mostly thorium—very little 
uranium. It circulates inside the reactor, and it goes out 
of the reactor to transport the heat to another cycle, 
which then transports the heat to the power-producing 
part.

Why use thorium? Thorium can be used either with 
plutonium-239, uranium-235, or the uranium-233 
which is produced by the thorium which is inside the 
reactor. This thorium is now substituting for the ura-
nium we had before. And it is fertile; it produces ura-
nium-233, with which you can produce more energy; 
but it produces almost no plutonium—very little pluto-
nium is produced in these reactors. Thorium is four 
times more abundant in the Earth’s crust than uranium, 
so our resources are enough for 1,000 years of use. It 
produces much less nuclear waste—a fraction of the 
long-lived actinides. Fission produces nuclear waste, 
but also actinides, which are long-lived. Thorium pro-
duces very little; it is a very concentrated kind of fuel.

Why liquid fuel? The molten fluoride has a triple 
function. It is the fuel element, to consume and to pro-
duce energy; it is the heat-transfer medium; and it is 
also the fuel-processing medium. So in the same cycle, 
you produce the fuel, you transport the heat, and you 
reprocess the fuel.

What is this molten salt? It is a mixture of fluorides: 
lithium fluorides and beryllium fluorides. These are 
salts, like table salt. They are solid at room temperature, 
but at a high temperature they become a liquid, and it is 
clear, like water. It has very high specific heat and very 
low viscosity, which is ideal for heat-exchange media. 
It does not suffer any radioactive damage during use. 

With gamma radiation or with alpha radiation or the 
neutrons produced, it is not damaged at all; so it re-
mains inside the reactor without being damaged, con-
trary to what happens with solid fuel elements. It is a 
good solvent for materials for fission, for elements of 
fertile material, and it has a nuclear property, which is 
that it has a very low neutron cross-section.

So, what does this liquid contain? It contains the 
fuel, which can be uranium tetrafluoride (either as what 
is used now, uranium-235, or what will be used in the 
future in these reactors, uranium-233, which is made in 
the reactor from the thorium). Or it can use plutonium. 
So the scheme which has been proposed is to burn all 
the plutonium which is in nuclear weapons now as fuel 
in these reactors, and to convert the thorium which is 
inside to uranium-233, and therefore produce more 
fuel.

A Brief History
The idea first came about in 1954. The Americans 

had, due to the Cold War, the need to transport nuclear 
weapons from the U.S. to Russia, very far away. So 
they asked Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) if 
they could make a reactor that could fly. The aircraft 
reactor experiment was done; it was the first molten salt 
reactor. It worked perfectly for 200 hours, and it was 
light enough to be put into an aircraft. This gave them 
the idea to make a molten salt reactor for power produc-
tion. That was the 1965-69 molten salt reactor experi-
ment, which had a four-year operation. After that they 
created a proposal for a molten salt breeder reactor 
(1971). This was taken up by Japanese groups and de-
veloped into the FUJI reactor. Further proposals are the 
Mosart in Russia (2007), the molten salt fast reactor in 
France (2008), and several proposals which I will men-
tion very briefly at the end.

Figure 1 is a photo of the molten salt reactor ex-
periment at ORNL. It was a small thing (you can see 
this little boy on the side), and it did not produce elec-
tricity. All the power was just blown into the air. The 
diagram on the right side shows the reactor in the 
middle. The reactor was stopped every weekend, they 
drained the liquid to those tanks at the bottom, and on 
Monday they put it back up and continued the experi-
ment. Very, very different from current reactors, which 
can’t be stopped.

There are several kinds of proposals for molten salt 
reactors. The first classification is either two-fluid reac-
tors or single-fluid reactors (Figure 2). The two-fluid 
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reactors have a core where the fission reaction takes 
place, and the neutrons go out into a blanket which is 
wrapped around it, which is there to produce more fuel. 
It is a complicated core design, but it has a very excel-

lent breeding capacity. It can pro-
duce more fuel than it burns.

The single-fluid reactor is 
very much simpler, and has a low 
breeding factor, which means it 
burns more or less the same, or 
more, than what it is producing.

And there is another classifi-
cation, the fast reactors and the 
thermal reactors. Figure 3 shows 
two of the proposals for fast reac-
tors—the Mosart, as described 
by Victor Ignatiev in Russia in 
2007, at the Kurchatov Institute; 
and the EVOL European molten 
salt fast reactor. The latter is a 
proposal that is being studied 
currently, and very recently, at 

the end of last year, a meeting of EVOL showed this 
advanced core design [lower right] temperature distri-
bution, which is much better from the flow point of 
view.

FIGURE 1

FIGURE 2

Classification of Proposed MSR
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Some of the advantages of the fast reactors are that 
the core is extremely simple. It’s just an empty tank! 
There’s nothing that can go wrong there. It is extremely 
stable, because the fluid, if it becomes hotter, it ex-
pands; and when it expands, it reduces the reactivity, 
and therefore starts to cool. So it is naturally stable. 
Some of the experiments—mathematical, of 
course—that have been run, show that the 
reactor starts to heat up and then cools, os-
cillates, and comes to a steady state. This is 
what would happen if you suddenly stopped 
all the devices inside the reactor (like the 
case in Fukushima: suddenly, no electric-
ity). It is very stable. It is a breeder reactor, 
which produces more fuel in operation.

But, the disadvantage is that it has a very 
long doubling time. This is the amount of 
time that a reactor needs to produce as much 
fuel as it has consumed. For the EVOL proj-
ect, as described in 2008, the doubling time 
is about 40 years, which is very much longer 
than the doubling time of the demand for 
energy. So something else has to be done in 
order to produce more fuel.

Another disadvantage is that it requires a 
very complicated chemical-processing 
system. I shall not go into details of this.

The FUJI Reactor
Now I am going to talk about the 

thermal reactor, mostly the design of 
Kazuo Furukawa, who designed the Mi-
niFUJI, then the concept of the FUJI re-
actor, and then the concept of the accel-
erator molten salt breeder.

What is the MiniFUJI reactor? It’s a 
very small reactor (Figure 4). Why? The 
objective is to recover the know-how 
that was obtained at Oak Ridge, 40 years 
ago. It is one thing to have information: 
Libraries are full of information. But 
knowledge requires that you do things 
with this knowledge. And this is why it 
was necessary to make this little reactor, 
so that we actually know what we’re 
doing, and find out all the difficulties.

In this reactor, the contents of the re-
actor core are mostly pure graphite, with 
holes through it. Six percent of the 
volume is the liquid that is flowing 

through it. And there is a control by graphite rods. They 
work the other way around [from current reactors]: You 
increase the reactivity by introducing more graphite 
inside the core. Figure 5 is a full view of the FUJI 
molten salt reactor. On the left side, you have the reac-
tor’s core, with three containment systems. There are 

FIGURE 3

Fast MS Reactors

FIGURE 4
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two places at the bottom where, if you 
drain the fuel, it goes down there and be-
comes completely harmless, because the 
fuel only produces fission when it is inside 
with graphite. If the fuel flows out, it is 
harmless. When it cools, it becomes like a 
stone. On the right side, are the parts of the 
reactor that are to transport energy and 
heat, and thus to produce electricity.

Figure 6 shows the nucleus of the FUJI 
reactor. It is a small reactor, only 160 
MWe. The idea is that it is so safe that it 
can be built right next to cities, and have 
very little expenditure for the transport of 
electricity. The diagram shows the first and 
second containment areas. If anything 
would happen, you would drain into one of 
the containers below.

Advantages
What are the advantages of the molten 

salt reactor? It is practically impossi-
ble to have a severe accident, because 
it is under very low pressure, only 
about twice the pressure of a car tire, 
inside a steel container. And the 
molten salt is chemically inert; it does 
not react with water or air or anything. 
The boiling point is about twice the 
operating temperature [1,400°C com-
pared to 7°C]. Any excursion to a 
higher temperature is safely below the 
boiling point.

There are many other advantages, 
but I don’t have the time to discuss 
them all. I will just point out two of 
them.

One is that there is radioactive gas 
removal. You inject helium and it re-
moves the radioactive gasses that are 
produced by fission. This was found, 
in the experiment by Oak Ridge, to 
remove some other radioactive materials as well. So if 
there were any problem, there would not be any gasses 
escaping from the reactor, because they are not there!

And there is another advantage, that there is no 
xenon poisoning. This is a phenomenon that was instru-
mental in what happened at Chernobyl. Xenon poison-
ing, in a normal reactor, means you have to have excess 

reactivity in order to overcome the poisoning by xenon. 
In this reactor, you are removing the xenon, so you 
don’t have to have excess reactivity. This means the re-
actor can go up and down in power, which is something 
that is not done in normal reactors; they operate better 
always at the same power.

So this is a reactor that could provide energy for 

FIGURE 5

Full View of FUJI Molten-Salt Reactor

FIGURE 6
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peak need; whereas during the night, 
when there is less need, you reduce 
the power.

Another point is the freeze valve. 
The freeze valve is below the reactor, 
and it is actively cooled by blowing air 
into an area where the salt is frozen. 
So if the electricity cuts off, the blow-
ing stops; then the freeze valve would 
melt and allow all the fuel to fall down 
into the drain tank. The drain tank is 
designed for passive cooling, so that 
the fuel becomes solid in there. This 
would mean that if this reactor had 
been at Fukushima, nothing would 
have happened. After everything is re-
paired, you re-melt the fuel and pump 
it back into the reactor.

So there is the safety factor. The 
fuel is only critical when it is in the 
graphite, and the fuel becomes a 
solid, trapping the radioactive material. There is less 
nuclear waste. The fuel in the reactor can stay in the 
reactor permanently for 30 years, and thorium is a fer-
tile material that produces very little in the way of ac-
tinides. The molten salt is an ideal medium for repro-
cessing and recovering uranium and plutonium from 
nuclear waste.

Figure 7 is a proposal by Furukawa, which is to re-
process the fuel from current reactors by turning these 
fuels into fluorides, dissolving these fluorides into the 
molten salt, and pushing them into this device. At the 
top, there is an accelerator (not shown), a very high-
energy accelerator that throws some protons into the 
fuel. It uses a nuclear process called spalation, which 
means that when a particle falls against a heavy ion, a 
heavy element, it loses a lot of neutrons: 40 neutrons 
per reaction. It is a very neutron-rich reaction. The reac-
tor itself is not a neutron-rich device, but an energy-rich 
device. In this concept, you don’t need a fast reactor to 
produce more fuel. The fuel would be produced in a 
device like this, where a neutron-rich reaction can pro-
duce a lot of fuel, by irradiating thorium and producing 
uranium-233, and also by burning the actinides from 
the reactors that are currently operating.

Now, on non-proliferation and terrorism: There is 
no production of plutonium. Weapons-grade uranium is 
burned up in the thorium reaction, and  uranium-233 is 
produced. Uranium-233 was used for one atomic bomb, 
in 1955, and after that it was never used again, because 

it is very hard to produce a bomb with it. The reason is 
that it is very radioactive—not the U233

, but another ura-
nium which is used with it. It is very difficult to produce 

FIGURE 7

Fluid for Breeding U233 and Chemical Processing of Waste

Planetary Defense
Leading circles in Russia have 
made clear their intent to judo the 
current British-Obama insane 
drive towards war, by invoking the 
principle of Lyndon LaRouche’s 
Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI). 
Termed the Strategic Defense of 
Earth, the SDE would focus on 
cooperation between the U.S.A. 
and Russia for missile defense, as 
well as defense of the planet 
against the threat of asteroid or 
comet impacts.

The destiny of mankind now is to 
meet the challenge of  our 
“extraterrestrial imperative”! Available from LaRouchePAC
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, which has high radioactivity. There-
fore, it is very difficult to work with; you couldn’t stand 
next to the bomb, because it would kill you. Or you 
would have to shield it with so much lead that it would 
be very difficult for the airplane to take off.

Thus the molten salt reactor uses a very safe kind of 
fuel. There is no need for fuel-fabrication plants; no 
fuel elements that have to be exchanged or re-arranged 
regularly; low construction costs and low operating 
costs; economy in both the short and long run.

Zero nuclear weapons! Energy independence for us, 
and the use of our own thorium devices! (We have tho-
rium in Venezuela and in Brazil.)

2013 Developments
A few brief comments:
In Europe, there are a quite a few countries working 

on it [France, Germany, Italy, United Kingdom, Czech 
Republic, Russia, Hungary], quite a few groups [EVOL, 
SNEPTP, ThEO, the Weinberg Foundation]. And there 
are 16 institutions participating in the EVOL develop-
ment, with about 60 persons.

In Japan, there is a new proposal by Takashi Kamei; 
and there is the Thorium Molten Salt Forum, which in-
cludes 13 countries and several universities; and there 
is the FUJI reactor, which was designed there.

India is another emerging 
country coming into the molten 
salt camp. They have, for a long 
time, had a three-stage project, 
which, in the third stage, uses 
thorium. It was created by 
[Homi J.] Bhabha, the creator 
of the Bhabha nuclear center. 
Now they are thinking that the 
third stage might perhaps be a 
molten salt breeder reactor 
(MSBR).

The U.S. has two companies 
working on it. One is Flibe 
Energy: Kirk Sorensen is the man 
pushing it. And there is Transa-
tomic Power, which is a spinoff 
from MIT, where some students 
work. And there is a Thorium 
Energy Alliance organization, 
which is very active in the U.S.

In Venezuela, we have a 
small facility where we are actu-

ally doing experiments, not with molten salt, not with 
high temperatures (Figure 8), but a room temperature 
experiment with liquid fuel. The spectra shown here 
were obtained about a week ago from the device that is 
operating there.

And the most advanced project is in China. China is 
definitely moving toward the molten salt reactor, in ad-
dition to other projects—pebble-bed reactors, fast reac-
tors. They announced plans for spending $300 million 
in 2011 for molten salt reactor development, and now, 
very recently, in Shanghai, the Institute for Applied 
Physics is working with the support of the Chinese 
Academy of Sciences, and there is a budget this year of 
$100 million.

In conclusion, nuclear power is the only technology 
capable of supplying the world’s huge demand for 
energy. Present day solid-fuel-reactor technology has 
problems, which have made in unacceptable to society, 
although they are producing very good service. There is 
a worldwide movement in support of the thorium 
molten salt reactor. The development of different forms 
of molten salt reactors is recommended, as competition 
will lead to the best technology.

The thorium molten salt reactor is a new technology 
capable of providing the clean, safe, and cheap energy 
which is necessary for future development of society.

FIGURE 8



May 24, 2013  EIR Conference Report  47

Dr. Eng. Cleve was head of the 
engineering department of 
Brown Boveri/Krupp Reaktor-
bau GmbH, where he was re-
sponsible for the engineering, 
design, building, testing, and 
operation of the AVR high-tem-
perature reactor. Later he 
worked in management for 
companies that built large 
power plants. He retired in 
1992, and is now the last living 
member of the BBC/Krupp 
team. We use here a selection 
of his slides; the video is at 
http://newparadigm.schiller 
institute.com

On Sept. 29, 2010, I gave a talk 
at an EIR event in Frankfurt, 
with the theme “Technology 
and Future Possible Applications of Nuclear High Tem-
perature Reactors.” It concludes with the statement: 
“The use of thorium-232 allows the ‘breeding’ of fissile 
uranium-233 as a new fuel. Therefore the reserves of 
U-235, in combination with thorium-232, will suffice 
indefinitely.”

Thorium can be found in small amounts in the 
Earth’s crust. It accumulates, among other places, as a 
non-usable waste product of the quarrying of rare 
earths. Pure thorium is a silver crystal, but it is often 
oxidized and becomes grayish-black. It is considered a 
radioactive element. Its melting point is 1,842°C. Irra-
diating thorium Th

232
 with neutrons—thermal neutrons 

are better suited than fast neutrons—breeds Th
233

, 
which decays through protactinium Pa

233
 into ura-

nium-233. Thus it can be used as fertile material in ther-
mal reactors such as the THTR [Thorium High-Tem-
perature Reactor] and the AVR [Experimental Reactor 

Consortium], as well as the 
Chinese HTR-10.

The German development 
of this technology was already 
tested in the AVR-145MW

th 
re-

actor in the years prior to the 
1989 politically mandated 
shutdown of this reactor. The 
AVR was at that time the 
world’s only reactor that was 
available for this purpose.

Now, more than 20 years 
later, this technology is ac-
corded great significance 
worldwide, particularly in 
China but also in Japan, the 
U.S.A., Russia, Canada, the 
Netherlands, Great Britain, 
France, India, South Africa, and 
Norway. Please allow me to 
read a few translated excerpts 

from a report by Ambrose Evans-Pritchard posted on the 
Lars Schall website from Jan. 12, 2013:1

• “The  Chinese  are  running  away  with  thorium
energy, sharpening a global race for the prize of clean, 
cheap, and safe nuclear power. In Europe, meanwhile, 
when it comes to thorium, we’re threatened with the 
lights going out.”

• [Quoting Prof. Robert Cywinksi  from Hudders-
field University, who anchors the U.K.’s thorium re-
search network, ThorEA:] “People are beginning to re-
alize that uranium isn’t sustainable. We’re going to 
have to breed new nuclear fuel.”

• “The aim is to break free of the archaic pressurized-

1. A. Evans-Pritchard: “Chinesen bahnen Weg fur Thorium-Nutzung,” 
Lars Schall, January 2013. The article had appeared in the Daily Tele-
graph on Jan. 6, and all quotes are taken from that English text, except 
for the reference to Europe, which did not appear there—translator’s 
note.

EIRNS/Daniel-Enrico Grasenack-Tente

Dr. Cleve told the conference: “We are in the position 
to build safe THTR nuclear power plants of all sizes 
that the market demands.”

Urban Cleve

Breeding of Fissile Uranium 233 Using 
Thorium 232 with Pebble Fuel Elements
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water reactors fueled by uranium—originally designed 
for US submarines in the 1950s—opting instead for a 
new generation of thorium reactors that produce far less 
toxic waste and cannot blow their top like Fukushima.”

•  [Referring to Jiang Mianheng, son of former Chi-
nese President Jiang Zemin, who is heading a project 
on thorium reactors:] “He says that China has enough 
thorium to power its electricity needs for ‘20,000 
years.’ ”

•  “The beauty of thorium is that you cannot have a 
Fukushima disaster.”

•  “Thorium has its flaws. . . . It is ‘fertile’ but not fis-
sile, and has to be converted into uranium 233.”

•  “It can even burn up existing stockpiles of pluto-
nium and hazardous waste.”

These are just a few quotes from the 2013 article by 
Evans-Pritchard.

These were the basic ideas of Prof. Dr. Rudolf 
Schulten about the development of the THTR-300 back 
in 1966. He was 50 years ahead of the rest of the world 
in his thoughts about power engineering, and these 
thoughts were and still are a milestone in the develop-
ment of nuclear power. His forward-looking ideas can 
really only be compared with those of Wernher von 
Braun about space travel.

So the time has come to put his legacy into action.
The German THTR 300 MWe thorium high-tem-

perature reactor was designed and built starting in 1966, 
and put into operation in 1986 at the Schmehausen 
VEW power plant. It was shut down in 1989 by order of 
the government of the state of North Rhine-Westphalia. 
Germany thus had more than a 20-year head start in de-
veloping this technology, which the world now views 
as outstanding.

China is building upon it. An experimental HTR-10 
MW

th 
 is in operation, and a 2 × 250 MW

th 
HTR double-

block reactor (for a total of 500MW
th 

, both to be fitted 
with pebble fuel elements and with a steam turbine of 
210 MWe) is under construction and will go into opera-
tion in about 2015.

I described in my earlier lecture the pebble fuel ele-
ments with “coated particles” [Figure 1], which were 
developed through extensive international collabora-
tion. A spherical fuel element with a diameter of 60 mm 
has a 5-mm-thick graphite shell. Inside it there are ca. 
15,000-35,000 Triso-coated particles [Figure 2], each 
with three silicon carbide shells that are gas-tight up to 
1,600°C, having a diameter of 0.9 mm, pressed into the 
interior of the graphite sphere. The individual particles 

contain the fuel of various compositions. Each particle 
thus has its own three-fold containment against the 
escape of fission products.

This is the reason for the extremely low radioac-
tive load of the entire volume of the primary gas 
helium in the THTR-300, with 1 × 107 Bq at 47,000 
m3 of helium gas volume = 4.7 × 1011 Bq = 13 Ci. 
Within a 2,000 m radius of the THTR-300, a total 

FIGURE 1

FIGURE 2

TRISO Fuel Elements

NHT&ET/Urban Cleve

NHT&ET/Urban Cleve
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emission of the primary gas would have led to soil 
contamination of approximately 37,302 Bq/m2, if all 
the fallout occurred in this close range. This result can 
be compared to the global fallout from the Chernobyl 
disaster, which measured 50,000 Bq/m2 in far-off 
Schmehausen alone.

This high safety standard is further enhanced by the 
barriers of the pre-stressed concrete vessel and the con-
tainment, whereby new constructions are able to collect 
the entire helium content of the primary circuit. This 
means that the “zero-emission concept” has been 
achieved.

The inherent safety, based on the principles of nu-
clear physics, was tested and proven in two Maximum 
Credible Accident tests of the AVR in 1967 and 1976, 
and an identical test of the Chinese HTR-10. These ex-
treme tests could never have been conducted in a differ-
ent reactor design; it would have been catastrophic. The 
reactor accidents at Chernobyl and Fukushima would 
not have occurred if an HTR had been operating there. 
Meltdowns are not possible in the HTR/THTR nuclear 
power plants.

Among the fuel compositions tested in the AVR and 
used in the THTR-300 with U

235
-Th

232
 and the U

233
 bred 

from that, were (U, Th) C
2
, (U, Th) O

2
, UO

2
, ThO

2
. Also 

tested in South Africa were combinations with U
235

-U
238

, 
Th

232
, Pu-238, 239, 240, 241, 242; all test results are 

available. All the tests showed that a common combus-
tion of these substances is possible. By means of the 
burnup measurement of each individual fuel assembly, 

the burnup of plutonium can also be determined. This 
makes it possible to meet the requirements of the Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT).

The pebble fuel element is therefore the most uni-
versal, safest, and operationally simplest fuel used by 
any known nuclear power plants. Fuel cooling installa-
tions are not necessary. The spent fuel elements do not 
require refrigeration, neither in the nuclear power plant 
itself nor even in storage containers. In the absence of 
cooling, explosions in the spent fuel holding basins, 
such as in Fukushima, are excluded.

This also eliminates all the political problems of the 
search for a permanent waste repository.

With both the negative and positive experiences we 
have had from the operation of the AVR and THTR-
300, we can say that this is, to a large extent, a proven 
technology.

We are thus in the position to build safe THTR nu-
clear power plants of all sizes that the market demands.

Translated from German by Susan Welsh
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Editorial

In discussion with associates since the news broke 
of Sen. Tom Harkin’s introduction of Glass-Stea-
gall in the Senate, Lyndon LaRouche has stressed 
two crucial points. First, the method of ruthless, 
focused campaigning which permitted the La-
Rouche movement to achieve this breakthrough 
must be continued, to ensure Glass-Steagall is 
passed. Any regression to a softer approach aimed 
at appeasing popular opinion would be disastrous, 
and lead to failure.

Second, the passage of Glass-Steagall goes 
hand-in-hand with dumping the British puppet 
Barack Obama as President, because both actions 
together represent the necessary decisive strategic 
blow against the power of the British Empire that 
is killing the world.

The latter point is crucial.
It is a serious error to see Glass-Steagall as a 

mere banking or financial reform. Glass-Steagall 
represents a principle of physical economy intrin-
sic to the American System, which is why it is the 
necessary first step toward restoring a credit system 
for the rebuilding of a progressing world economy. 
But at the same time, Glass-Steagall is a necessary 
act of destroying the power of money over the pro-
ductive powers of the country, by cutting off sup-
port for the financial gambling interests who make 
up the current incarnation of the British Empire, 
the international financial system.

Institute Glass-Steagall, and Wall Street, the 
cat’s paw of the Empire in the U.S., loses its stran-
glehold over the nation. Its power is crushed.

It is for this reason that we can expect to find a 
virulent, if not violent, opposition arising now to 
stop the motion toward Glass-Steagall. Instructive 
is what happened back in May of 2010.

It was at that time that Senators Maria Cantwell 

(D-Wash.) and John McCain (R-Ariz.) were fight-
ing for a bill to reinstate Glass-Steagall. Although 
they were forced to turn it into an amendment to 
the Dodd-Frank monstrosity, momentum was 
great, and they were sure that, if guaranteed a 
vote—as Obama had promised—the Glass-Stea-
gall amendment would pass. It would have effec-
tively sabotaged Dodd-Frank, to good effect.

Obama, the British puppet, reneged, and it 
never came to a vote.

Part of the story behind that decision by Obama 
was revealed in a May 8 webcast, when a ques-
tioner relayed her discussion with officials of the 
British Finance Ministry that Spring. When the 
subject of Glass-Steagall came up, the questioner 
said, one of the British officials said that any move 
in the U.S. to re-adopt a Glass-Steagall framework 
would be viewed as a “hostile act by Great Britain 
and by the nations of Europe.”

Moreover, he said that someone from the 
British Foreign Office would be contacting his 
counterpart in the U.S. State Department to make 
this position clear. Obama, that British puppet, 
did get the message. And he’s still acting on it 
today.

On the eve of Senator Harkin’s move, 
LaRouchePAC was informed that Obama and his 
agents, especially Senate Majority Leader Harry 
Reid, were again on an active campaign to prevent 
Glass-Steagall from going through. There was 
only one moral, intelligent response: Save the 
nation by ramming it through.

Glass-Steagall is no “banking law.” It’s intrin-
sically linked with creating a new economy which 
will solve our food crisis with NAWAPA, and 
create millions of jobs rebuilding our industrial 
base. And it will crush the British Empire.

A Deadly Blow Against the Empire
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