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Trickster Brown Rising
To Prominence In U.K.

by Mark Burdman

Over the past months, British Prime Minister Tony Blair’s
political fortunes have been sinking, in great part because of
the backlash against his deceptions and manipulations to rig
Britain's involvementin the Irag war. A significant part of the
British population and a sizable faction in the British policy
establishment want Blair out of office. Another Labour Party
figure’s political star, meanwhile, has beenrising: Chancellor
of the Exchequer Gordon Brown. During the week of Feb.
23, reports even surfaced in British and other European news-
papers that Blair had worse heart problems than publicly ad-
mitted, and that arrangements were being made, behind the
scenes, for him to hand over power to Brown. Whether this
similar condition of Blair, to that of American Vice-President
Dick Cheney, is true or not, the reports are indicative of
Brown’s growing power.

In Britain, Brown has become something of a standard-
bearer for the “Old Labour” components of the governing
party, rooted in working-class constituencies, and opposed
to Blair's “New Labour” recipes for “Thatcherism under a
Labour cover,” centered on privatization of more and more
economic sectors. Globally, Brown has gained some reputa-
tion as a champion of the fight against poverty and despair in
the developing world. Both his domestic and international
reputations are mysteries, and testimonies to how tricky and
delphic Brown is, when seen against his record as Chancellor.
Since he took that office in May 1997, his economic policies
have favored speculation and an astronomical growth of the
British housing bubble and of personal household debt. What
was left of British manufacturing in 1997 has been gutted,
and infrastructure, in transport and other sectors, is in ruins.

Notable also, is that Brown has stayed on board during
the entire Iraq war fiasco, without a peep of protest, while
Cabinet ministers Clare Short and Robin Cook resigned. Yet
he has managed to maintain the image of an alternative to the
discredited Blair.

TheKerry-Kennedy Connection

Brown’srising star has implications forthe U.S. Presiden-
tial race, while, in turn, developments in the Democratic Party
have a big impact in Britain. One crucial factor propelling
Gordon Brown forward, is the recent surge of Massachusetts
Democratic Sen. John Kerry. The second half of February has
seen a barrage of reports in the British media that Brown has
close links both to Kerry, and to a key Kerry patron, the other
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Massachusetts Democratic Senator, Edward Kennedy. This
reportedly makes Tony Blair most uncomfortable, because of
the amount of political capital he has expended, in building a
closerelationship to his Irag war partner, George W. Bush.

The close relationship of Brown and Kerry goes back to
1992, when Brown, then Shadow Chancellor, wrote a report
on the scandal engulfing the murky Bank for Commerce and
Credit International (BCCI). Thetwo men haveheld anumber
of private meetings since then; on at least one occasion, Ken-
nedy joined them for dinner, in London. Brown is also close
to Kerry aide Bob Shrum. A London insider told EIR that
“Brown spends his summers in Massachusetts. He is very
much tied into the Harvard University crowd, and to theKen-
nedy family.” Interesting in this light, is that Brown’s eco-
nomicadviser, EdMiliband, recently returnedto L ondon after
ayear’ ssabbatical at Harvard, authoring articles on the Dem-
ocratic primariesand expressing admiration for Kerry’ scam-
paign. Brown supporters have been quietly offering help and
adviceto Kerry’s campaign team.

At atimewhen Lyndon LaRouche and his movement are
fighting to wrest control of the Democratic Party out of the
hands of Wall Street and bankersof the Felix Rohatyn/L azard
Fréres variety, this Brown input can only be a cause for
concern.

‘Against a New Bretton Woods

On Feb. 16, at aL ondon conference on “Making Global-
ization Work for All,” Brown made a highly-publicized
speech billed—in aFeb. 16 London Guardian article he co-
signed with World Bank president James Wolfensohn—as
promoting a“Global New Deal.” On that day, a London in-
sider commented: “What they mean by ‘New Deal’ is the
opposite of what LaRouche means with reference back to
Franklin D. Roosevelt. They mean morefreetrade, opposition
to protectionism, and certainly hostility to a ‘New Bretton
Woods' based on fixed exchange rates, as LaRouche advo-
cates.”

This conference was held at the Treasury, on behalf of
churches and faith groups, with the co-patron being former
Archbishop of Canterbury Lord Carey. Among the speakers,
was President Lulada Silvaof Brazil and therock star Bono.
In his keynote, Brown stressed four themes. combatting
global poverty; defeat of agricultural protectionism; transpar-
ency; and an end to corruption. He al so stressed that, in 2005,
when Britain occupies the presidency of the Group of Eight,
it iscommitted to a“ development presidency.”

EIR hastraced the origins of this“Global New Deal” to a
speechby BrowntotheNew Y ork Federal Reservein Novem-
ber 2001. It was later codified in a February 2002 British
Treasury document, entitled, “Tackling Poverty: A Global
New Deal,” and subtitled, “A Modern Marshall Plan for the
Developing World.” Boiled down to basics, this New Deal/
Marshall Plan advocacy isbased on an axiomatic rejection of
the fundamental current reality: that the international finan-
cia systemishbankrupt. This, in and of itself, aborts parallels
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withtheoriginal Marshall Plan, carried out in the post-World
War Il erawhen the American economy was strong, thanks
to the war-mobilization industria policies of FDR.

The British document promotesadherenceto the“ rules of
thegame,” asone sectionistitled. This*rules-based system”
means “wisely-managed globalization” and “sustainable de-
velopment,” based on “enhancing the IMF srolein surveil-
lance of theworld economy,” and recipient countries subject-
ing themselvesto rigoroussurveillance. It also insistson “the
pivotal role” of the private “international capital markets,”
growing “transparency” of developing sector countries, up-
graded “freetrade” measuresthrough the World Trade Orga-
nization, and opposition to “ outdated protectionism.” Thisis,
indeed, precisely the opposite of what LaRouche identified
as necessary to bring the devel oping sector and world econ-
omy out of themorass, in hisrecent “ On the Subject of Tariffs
and Trade” (EIR, Feb. 13, 2004).

During the week of Feb. 23, Blair took a step down
Brown’s path, announcing he was forming “a new global
commission into the problems of the world’s poorest conti-
nent,” Africa, with Brown sharing the position as chief eco-
nomic adviser with South African Finance Minister Trevor
Manuel. This initiative may be part of shifting the focus of
power in Britain on to Brown's shoulders. The word from
Blair's 10 Downing Street, is that Britain intends to make
Africaacentral issuein 2005, when it holds the presidencies
of both the G-8 and, during the second half of the year, the
European Union.

The Feb. 24 London Guardian called this new commis-
sion central to aBlair effort to deflect from the issue of Irag,
which has damaged him so badly. The paper noted that the
commissionis“modelled onasimilar undertaking” launched
by thelate Willy Brandt, former West German Chancellor, in
the early 1980s.

The Brandt Commission was, through the years, often
exposed by EIR as a fraud, set up to counterpose a delphic
appeal about “helping the poorest,” to LaRouche's “Lagos
Conference” proposals to develop Africaand other devel op-
ing sector regionsthrough great projects, ending International
Monetary Fund (IMF) “conditionalities.” The “Blair Com-
mission” today isatransparent effort to keep desperate Afri-
can leaders playing by the “rules of the game” of a bankrupt
IMF system, with the chimerical hope that aid will be forth-
coming to reverse the continuing plunge of their countries
into hell. The Guardian reported that increased aid to Africa
will be linked, by the new commission, to measures by the
recipient statesto better “ govern themselves and resolve con-
flicts.” Such demands show real nerve, on the part of the
British government, after Blair lied so crassly to get Britain
into the Irag war. And British, American, and Israeli “secu-
rity” networks—not to mention Prince Philip’s World Wide
Fund for Nature and related organizations—are busily fuel-
ling genocidal wars on the African continent. Will these be
shut down? Such questions are taboo in Gordon Brown’'s
“New Deal” /“Marshall Plan” advocacy.
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