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Lyndon LaRouche gave a webcast address in Washing-
ton D.C. April 28, with a satellite link to a gathering in 
New York City. The webcast was co-hosted by La-
Rouche’s national spokespersons, Harley Schlanger in 
Washington, and Debra Freeman in New York.

Harley Schlanger: Good afternoon. I’m Harley 
Schlang­er, and on behalf of the LaRouche Political 
Action Committee, I would like to welcome you all to 
today’s webcast.

Just over two weeks ago, on April 11, economist and 
statesman Lyndon LaRouche delivered a shock, when 
he described the urgent crisis facing our nation and the 
world, due to what he developed as President Obama’s 
“Narcissus Syndrome.” Due to his obsessive desire to 
be popular, the President has been following the policy 
dictates of his chief economic advisor, Larry Summers, 
the kingpin of a nest of vipers in the Obama Adminis-
tration, who call themselves “behavioral economists.” 
In that webcast, and in the question-and-answer period 
which followed, Mr. LaRouche did what he is famous 
for: He told the truth, about Summers, Peter Orszag, 
and the whole group, in a relentless exposition of why, 
if Summers is not removed, and if the so-called free-
market policies, including the bailout he is pushing on 
behalf of the criminal swindle run by the City of London 
and Wall Street, if they are not stopped, not only will 

the Obama Presidency collapse, but the lives of billions 
of people on this planet will be endangered by a hyper-
inflationary blowout collapse of the g lobal financial 
system.

While many people responded initially with fear to 
what Mr. LaRouche said, I know that many of those 
who are fearful also know that he is right. Today, with 
human civilization hanging  by a fraying  thread, it is 
more necessary than ever, that Mr. LaRouche continue 
to speak truthfully about the crisis, and about the axi-
omatic flaws that cause many of you to shrink in fear, 
instead of taking up the clear solutions he has provided, 
to reverse this crisis.

For today’s webcast, we are here in Washington, 
D.C., and we’re linked, as well, to New York City 
through a satellite broadcast, where my colleague, La-
Rouche’s national spokesman Debra Freeman, will par-
ticipate in the question and answer.

It is now my great honor, to introduce Lyndon La-
Rouche.

Clinical Insanity Leading to Hyperinflation
Lyndon LaRouche: Thank you.
We just had another report from the conversations 

among various political circles on the world economic 
situation, and they’re still all crazy. They are debating 
which of two scenarios might be the rescue of the world 
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economy, or bringing some order into it. All of this is 
junk. It never would work. It’s a complete failure.

We are now in the process—we are approaching, as 
in Germany, in 1923: In the immediate aftermath of the 
Versailles agreements, Germany went into a plunge, 
into a depression. And then, in order for Germany to 
pay its Versailles debts which had been ordered, it went 
into a hyperinflationary phase, in the Spring of 1923, 
and by November of 1923, the hyperinflation had blown 
out the very existence of a German economy.

We’re now in a somewhat comparable situation 
today, in the United States, and in the world at large. We 
are now in what appears to be a deflationary process, 
where jobs are disappearing—something like 700,000 
a month—in the United States. And that rate of job loss 
is going to accelerate, as the way it goes now. We’re 
headed toward a general physical collapse of the U.S. 
economy, and that’s in the short term.

Now, we’re going to go to another phase with this 
bailout process, of attempting to manage an inflationary 
process, to try to keep the values of bank assets and so 
forth, up. Which will now do the same thing it did in 

Germany, in the late Spring, 
Summer, and Autumn of 1923: The 
entire world system, not just the  
U.S. system, but the entire world 
system will blow out, in a financial 
breakdown crisis of a hyperinfla-
tionary type, such as that that hit 
Germany in the Autumn, November 
of 1923. That’s what we face.

In response to this reality, every-
one I hear, from every official quar-
ter, is completely incompetent and 
insane, in terms of the effect. This is 
clinical insanity. And unless the 
present policies of the United States 
in particular, are reversed from what 
they’ve been since the President 
went to London, there is no chance 
for the United States. And if the 
United States goes, the entire world 
economy will go.

What we are faced with, is the 
potentiality, within a relatively short 
period of time, that a process will 
occur, especially if the so-called 
environmentalist program is ad-
opted—if an environmentalist 

policy is applied to the present situation—cap and trade: 
Cap and trade is Hitler policy. It’s mass murder! If that 
policy were to be adopted under these conditions, these 
global conditions, then the population of the planet 
would fall rapidly, from 6.7 billion people to less than 
2. And less than 2 billion people is the policy of the 
British monarchy, as stated repeatedly by Prince Philip. 
The policy is to reduce the world population to less than 
2 billion people, by cap-and-trade methods.

So, as long as the U.S. government supports cap and 
trade, as long  as the Obama Administration supports 
cap and trade, you’re looking for a genocide globally, 
and in the United States, beyond belief.

Now, this coincides with a phenomenon of which 
there is some debate. But the debate is not about the 
danger of the present swine flu and related problems. 
What has happened, is, the breakdown—as always—
the breakdown of a physical economy, particularly a 
global physical economy, as has been happening  re-
cently, always leads to the outbreak of conditions for 
mass pandemics. And we have a virtual explosion of a 
global, mass pandemic situation on our hands today. As 
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Lyndon LaRouche warned that unless the Obama Administration’s policies change 
quickly, the current deflationary trend will accelerate to a physical collapse of the U.S. 
economy; at the same time, the bailouts are fueling a hyperinflationary process—the 
“other shoe” that will drop soon.
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long as the present policies, the present economic poli-
cies of the present administration, the present Obama 
Administration, are continued, there is nothing you can 
do. You may inhibit the problem, but you can’t stop it. 
We’re now at a breakdown crisis: The preconditions for 
mass death throughout the planet are already there.

So, unless the Obama Administration is induced to 
change its policy—radically—from everything  it has 
done, since the trip to London by President Obama—if 
that is not done, we’re in a global catastrophe beyond 
belief. And no part of the world is exempt from that ca-
tastrophe. This is global.

For Example: China and Russia
There are other things.
You know, people don’t think in terms of what a 

global system is. Take the case of China and Russia, as 
two primary cases. Russia, to a lesser degree, China to 
a greater degree: China was induced to reorient itself to 
become an export economy. We dumped, and closed 
down U.S. industries. We transported that production to 
China. And China’s cheap labor replaced U.S. labor. 
We shut down our factories, we closed down our pro-
duction capabilities, and we exported it to China. Why? 
Because China would work more cheaply than we 
would. So, now China is faced with a situation, where 
its whole economy is on the verge of a general collapse. 
Because not only is the collapse of the world market, 
through this financial collapse, collapsing the economy 
of China, but China has no possibility, under the pres-
ent system, of ever recovering from this collapse, which 
will only become worse.

So, as long as the present world international mon-
etary system and policies continue, China is condemned 
to vast rates of mass death. And other parts of the world 
as well.

Russia was not a production exporter; essentially, it 
was a petroleum and g as exporter. Russia depended 
upon this. Then Russia found out that contrary to the 
opinion of leading circles in Russia that this crash in the 
United States would not affect Russia, it would not 
affect all of Europe, that they would be exempt—they 
found very quickly that they’re not exempt. And the 
Russian economy is now in a crisis, a deep crisis, where 
its present economic policies will not work, and will 
only lead to a perpetuation of this crisis.

Europe is crashing. Western and Central European 
economies are collapsing. The British economy is col-

lapsing. India is not yet collapsing, because India has a 
rather mild degree of export dependency for its econ-
omy. Europe is in a hopeless situation: Western and 
Central Europe are presently ungovernable, because 
they have no sovereignty. Globalization has eliminated 
the factor of sovereignty among the states of Western 
and Central Europe. The British are also part of this: 
They are in the dominant position, relatively, politi-
cally. But the British economy is a hopeless mess. It has 
no intrinsic, very little intrinsic, ability to ever recover, 
under its own power, even under the best policy.

So, in the center of all this, is that the world market, 
the world financial market, is based largely on dollar 
denominations. It’s into a dollar market. Now, all the 
other markets are collapsing. The dollar market is col-
lapsing. It’s collapsing  at an accelerating  rate, which 
means, that unless you fix the United States, unless you 
fix U.S. policy, the whole world is going into a chain-
reaction collapse, which can easily bring about, within 
a generation or two, the kind of rates of death, from 
starvation, disease and so forth, which will reduce the 
world’s population to the goals of Prince Philip and the 
World Wildlife Fund, which is less than 2 billion people, 
from now, presently, 6.7 billion people.

I cite this fact at the opening, to indicate the absolute 
insanity, of assuming there will ever be a recovery, 
under the present world system, or assuming that there 
will ever be a survival of the United States, under the 
current Presidency’s current policies. Therefore, from a 
world scale, since it’s the dollar system which must be 
sustained, in order to maintain the world market for 
countries such as China, Russia, and so forth, therefore 
the U.S. economy must be fixed, now, or else the world 
as a whole, goes to Hell! That’s the situation.

That’s the reality. Anybody who argues against that, 
is contributing to insanity. They’re contributing to the 
destruction of civilization. The Obama Administration 
must now change its policy, and very damn soon! Oth-
erwise, the planet as a whole is going to Hell. Because 
of the dependency upon the essential credit potential, of 
the United States dollar—not the United States econ-
omy, the United States dollar; unless that potential re-
mains, as a potential for supporting physical produc-
tion—not supporting  financial paper, supporting 
physical production.

In other words, we need long-term treaty agree-
ments among  nations, such as China, which will, in 
turn, provide the credit for production of food, infra-
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structure, and industry. 
Not finance! Don’t bail 
out banks, as such. What 
you do, is put banks 
through reorganization: 
You take all of the crap 
out of the banks, and you 
freeze it. You take the 
part of the banks that cor-
responds to real assets, production 
assets, and you support the banks, as 
under the U.S. system.

The World Monetary System 
Is the Disease

What you also have to do, is you 
have to, in this process, eliminate the 
present world monetary system! Be-
cause the present world monetary 
system is the disease which is killing 
the world. So therefore, forget the 
IMF! The IMF is a bankrupt, useless 
institution. It has no value, whatso-
ever. Get rid of it! It’s a pestilence. 
You want to survive? Get rid of the 
IMF. But you have to replace it, not 
just get rid of it.

In order to replace it, what do 
you have to do? You have to go back 
to the U.S. Constitution. The U.S. Constitution pro-
vides the only basis for a system which leads to the re-
covery of the world’s economy today. No nation of this 
planet can survive, without this action by the United 
States. Because otherwise, if the United States g oes, 
every other part of the world will go into a Dark Age, as 
a chain-reaction effect.

Go back to the 14th Century: You had a similar 
situation in the 14th Century. Germany’s situation is  

an example of 
what can happen. 
But Germany in 
1923 was a spe-
cial case, Weimar 

Germany. It was 
operating under restrictions which were imposed by the 
Versailles conditionalities. And therefore, it was a 
frozen nation and could not operate on a world scale in 
any way. Therefore, as long as it was going to pay the 
conditionalities, specified by Versailles, it was going to 
go into hyperinflation, and collapse. It had no other al-
ternative. And this was done directly by the British, 
with the support of Woodrow Wilson and company. 
That’s how it happened; and by the French government 

Simplissimus
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FIGURE 1
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of that time, which acted like a bunch of pigs in that 
situation.

The British had started the war, but Germany was 
accused of having the sole war guilt. It was the British 
who organized World War I, or what’s called World War 
I. They organized it by getting the Chancellor of Ger-
many, Bismarck, fired. Then they killed the President of 
France, Sadi Carnot. Then they organized Japan to 
agree to g o to permanent warfare against the United 
States, China, and Russia. And that policy, of g oing 
against the United States, an agreement between the 
British and Japan, reached in 1894, with the war 
launched in 1895, determined the general history of the 
world from 1890—the ouster of Bismarck—until the 
Summer of 1945, which was the official close of World 
War II.

And the British did it! The same British Empire 
which is steering  policies today. The same British 
Empire which is controlling the policies of the Presi-
dent of the United States at this time, and has been 
controlling  him ever since his visit to London, re-
cently. The President of the United States currently 
has done nothing good, but only bad things, to the U.
S. economy and to the world, since that trip to London, 
the trip he should never have made. And it was only 
his own ego that got in the way of seeing reality: He 
wanted to be embraced by the Queen, who is the 
center, practically, the female version of Satan, at this 
particular time.

She’s the head of that! This little woman, who’s 
shrinking  and shrinking, and shrinking, as she g ets 
older. This little woman, is officially the center of Sa-
tan’s operations globally. She’s evil! She’s the world’s 
biggest drug pusher, officially. You know anyone who 
died of drugs, anyone who suffered from drug addic-
tion? Blame her! The British have been running the in-
ternational drug trade since the 1790s, when they started 
the business. They conducted the Opium War against 
China. They’re conducting an Opium War against all of 
the Americas, today, right now: Legalization of mari-
juana, legalization of other drugs, destroys nations and 
destroys people!

You look at the condition of China, in the latter part 
of the 19th Century, as a result of the Opium Wars: The 
destruction of the morality of the Chinese people, the 
ability to function, was crucially impaired, by the spread 
of drugs! This was an intentional policy of the British 
Empire against China. Which was then reinforced, by 

the agreement of the British monarchy, the Prince of 
Wales, with the Mikado, to launch warfare—first, at 
that time, against China and Russia. Japan was orga-
nized to conduct war against China and Russia!

And later, in the early 1920s, the British conducted 
an agreement, which was aimed at an attack on Pearl 
Harbor by Japan. The Japan attack on Pearl Harbor, 
was based on an agreement which the British had 
reached with Japan, including the United States in the 
targets, together with Germany and Russia, of Japan at 
that time. The British Empire!

These are facts. This is the truth! The contrary is 
either foolishness or lies; or stupidity, ignorance, or 
lies. The British Empire is the enemy of the United 
States and civilization! Once you understand that—.

Well, take the case of the Middle East, so-called: 
Why do Arabs and Israelis kill each other? Why is there 
a threat of an attack upon Iran? Why are these things 
occurring? The British Empire! The Queen, the good, 
old little Queen, the shrinking Queen. I don’t recom-
mend queens.

No, this is the purpose of the process.

What Is This Empire?
What’s behind this? Why? What is this empire? 

What does it represent? Where the hell did it come 
from, and I do mean Hell.

Well, it’s a long story: Empire is a fairly old story in 
known history, and in European history, it centers 
around a process which pivoted upon the Peloponnesian 
War. Greece, Athens, had become a great power, a mar-
itime power, in that period, through the defeat of the 
Persian Empire. At that time, Athens turned evil, and 
started what became known as the Peloponnesian War. 
As a result of this process, Greek civilization went into 
a collapse phase. And despite the efforts of a g roup 
around Plato to reverse that process, the arrival of Aris-
totle as a replacement for Plato, ensured a certain de-
generation of the entire culture of the Mediterranean 
from that time on.

From that point on, centered upon the cult of Delphi, 
the Apollo/Dionysian cult, which was also a big mari-
time financial cult, which was operating the predatory 
financial operations, and monetary operations, through-
out the Mediterranean. You had the beginning of a pro-
cess of empire.

Now, this process was somewhat screwed up by Al-
exander the Great. But with the death of Alexander the 
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Great, there was a continuing process of trying to form 
an empire based on the Mediterranean’s maritime role, 
its financial-maritime role. This led to the efforts to 
unite the Middle East, to unite Egypt and Italy—
Rome—as a maritime force to control the entire Medi-
terranean, with one big financial imperial order. And 
through an agreement with a cult from the Middle East, 
an agreement reached on the Isle of Capri, the agree-
ment was struck to get rid of Cleopatra and others, and 
to establish a single empire for the entire region, based 
on the Mediterranean. This became known as the 
Roman Empire. It went through quite a process, but the 
so-called Caesar Augustus, or Augustus Caesar, actu-
ally established by agreement with a religious cult on 
the Isle of Capri, established a world empire, whose 
headquarters was nominally Rome, under which the 
Middle East, Egypt, and the power of Rome in the Med-
iterranean, dominated the world.

Now, this empire was essentially a financial empire, 
and when you look at it as a financial empire, you un-
derstand it. It had two principles, which you will see 
expressed in the Middle East today. The first principle 
is religious warfare. Now religious warfare has two 
forms. Religious warfare has, first of all, the form of 
explicit religious conflicts. You get a number of reli-
gions each to hate each other, and kill each other, be-
cause of religious hatred. But there’s another form of 
religious hatred, which is not necessarily religious; it’s 
called, cultural. So there’s a relationship between reli-
gious warfare as such, and cultural warfare, which has 
the same form, as like race hatred, or national hatreds 
among peoples.

The way an empire operates, an empire has always 
been, in the history of Europe, all empires have been 
financial empires, essentially. They’re not empires of 
nations, they’re not sovereign systems of nations. The 
nations are ruled, the groups of nations, are ruled by a 
financial power, a monetary-financial power. That’s the 
empire. And nations may exist under the empire, but 
they have no ultimate authority. The rule of law, of in-
ternational law, is made by financial interests, not by 
national political interests: Nations are simply subsid-
iary captives of an international interest—like the Brit-
ish Empire today.

Look at the British people: They’re fat and stupid. 
They’re not really an empire. They have a very bad 
diet—intellectual diet as well as other diet. You think 
these poor slobs are an empire? You think they con-

trol—the United Kingdom controls the world, these 
slobs? They don’t know which way to g et up in the 
morning, poor fellows!

No, but Britain is the seat of power, of official power 
of the Queen, and the monarchy. And the monarchy is 
the agency of a Venetian-based, international financial-
monetary system. It’s an international financial-mone-
tary system, that controls the empire.

The U.S. Credit System; Not a Monetary 
System

For example, today: We have an international mon-
etary system; what is it? Let’s look at the U.S. Constitu-
tion. What’s the monetary system look like from the 
standpoint of the U.S. Constitution? Under our Consti-
tution—it was a key point of the Constitution too, the 
way it was formed—after we had won the Revolution-
ary War, we had banks, which were banks which had 
been created by various colonies earlier, what had been 
colonies. And these banks were bankrupt because of the 
war debt. So, what happened as a result of that, was that 
Alexander Hamilton proposed measures of creating a 
national government, which would then take responsi-
bility for dealing with the war debts of the local banks 
of the states. This led to the formation of the U.S. Fed-
eral Constitution.

In other words, the U.S. Federal Constitution was 
based on this idea, this principle; it’s a central feature of 
it: The General Welfare is based on maintaining the se-
curity of the nation, economically and financially.

So we set up a system, which was intended to be a 
fixed-exchange-rate system, under which, money could 
not be uttered, by the United States, or within the United 
States, unless it was authorized by a vote of the Con-
gress, and the consent and agreement of the President 
of the United States. So that we did not have a monetary 
system; we had a credit system: A vote, by the Congress 
and the President, to utter a certain amount of credit, as 
debt of the Federal government, is the basis for our cur-
rency.

In the case of Europe, or a monetary system, the 
monetary system is international, in which private in-
terests generate credit, and the credit uttered by the pri-
vate interests, is absorbed into the international system. 
Now, this system, in this present form, was established 
about 1000 A.D. It already existed in the form of the 
Roman Empire, but it was established in a new form, 
with the collapse of Byzantium as a power, and the rise 
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of Venice, as the center of the maritime financial power 
of the Mediterranean region and beyond, established a 
new kind of empire, between the crisis collapse of Byz-
antium in that period, and 1066, which was the Norman 
Conquest of England. During that period, there was a 
change, in which the Venetian interest took power over 
all the other interests in the European region.

To the present day, Europe is ruled by a Venetian 
monetarist system, which has undergone various kinds 
of technical modifications, but it still exists. The col-
lapse in the 14th Century, into a Dark Age, was a tem-
porary collapse of the Venetian system. The collapse 
we’re going through today, is a collapse of the Venetian 
system. The British Empire, which was created by 
Paolo Sarpi’s circles, is a special form of this process. 
It’s the Venetian system. And the Venetian system oper-
ates on a monetary system, first, the monetary authority 
of this international consortium of monetary interests; 
and then on a lower level, subordinate to that, is the so-
called banking interest. So, the banks don’t create the 
monetary system, as such. It is the monetary system 
that consolidates the banks into a system, which, in 
turn, now governs the nations.

This is the so-called idea of “free economy,” “free 
trade.” Free trade means, that the governments do not 
exert any control over their economy. Because they 
consent to a free trade, which means that the interna-
tional financier interest controls all the economies 
which accede toward free trade.

The most important development in the United States, 
in defeating  the United States and destroying  it, since 
Truman, who also started the process, occurred with the 
breakup of the fixed-exchange-rate system of the Bretton 
Woods system. Because, now, the pirates, the parasites, 
the gangsters, took over the world economy. And we got 
into a long-term inflationary process, under which the 
power of industry and agriculture, and infrastructure, 
which is the basis of national economy—that is, the im-
provement of basic physical-economic infrastructure, to-
gether with the agriculture and the manufacturing indus-
try, is the basis for any healthy economy.

To have a healthy economy, you have to have a pro-
tectionist system, which protects the nation, against the 
inherently predatory role of international monetarist 
power! And the only way you can do that, which is the 
way Roosevelt specified, is with an international fixed-
exchange-rate system. You bring the monetary systems 
under the control of the respective sovereign govern-
ments, using the model of the U.S. Constitution, that no 

currency can be uttered, or the equivalent credit, can be 
uttered by any nation, except by the authority of its gov-
ernment. This is a regulated system. And the relation 
among  the states in this system, the member-states, 
which are sovereign states, is sovereign agreements, 
treaty agreements, among nation-states.

The Case of China
For example, let’s take the case of China: What’re 

we going to do about China? Well, without the Obama 
Administration changing its character, there’s no hope 
for China. Right, now, the administration, the present 
Obama Administration, is one of the enemies of China! 
It’s the leading enemy of China. Not because Obama 
hates China, but because his policies hate China.

See, China made a mistake: It gambled on the as-
sumption that by taking the production, which was done 
in Europe and the United States in particular, taking 
that production and those production facilities away 
from the United States, transporting them to the cheap-
labor market of China, they would now supply the 
world with physical needs produced by China, at a low 
price, and we would tear down the high-cost, high-price 
industries of the United States and Western Europe—
such as Germany in particular. So, that was insanity.

Now, China has created an over-dependency, like a 
new drug habit—not drugs, but dependency upon the 
world market for its cheap-labor goods. Now that the 
market has collapsed, and will collapse even more so, 
China has no hope for survival, for avoiding a collapse 
into general chaos. Because they never can build up 
again, the world market on which China has depended 
until the recent time, since the Nixon years. There’s 
only one way that can be solved: If the United States 
takes the initiative, of creating  and establishing  a  
new international system, a new international credit 
system—a fixed-exchange-rate credit system, back to 
what Roosevelt intended—not what Truman intended, 
but what Roosevelt had intended in 1944, where he op-
posed the British system—go back to that kind of 
system, under our Constitution. Under those condi-
tions we can organize international credit.

Now, China’s requirement is not to produce cheap-
labor goods. China’s requirement is the development of 
its population and the conditions of production in its 
own country. This means a very large increase in infra-
structure development. These involve investments 
which will have a life of investment of 25 to 50, to 100 
years; like, for example, the Three Gorges Dam is that 
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type, that long-term type. Generally, major water proj-
ects are 100-year projects, or longer. And they’re cru-
cial on the planet, now.

The planet also requires nuclear power. There is no 
possibility of civilization on this plant, today, without a 
massive increase in nuclear power. No other source of 
power is competent; every other source of power, every 
other project is totally incompetent! Only nuclear power 
can save civilization, provided we do the other things 
that go with that.

So therefore, China requires, in particular, like other 
countries, a large-scale investment, not in export mar-
kets; they require a large-scale investment in basic eco-
nomic infrastructure, high-technology infrastructure, 

large-scale water projects, 
area-territorial development 
projects, and major power 
projects, water projects. Be-
cause you have to build up 
the level of productivity of 
the Chinese people them-
selves, so they have an au-
tonomous ability to survive. 
And this is going to take 50 
to 100 years to do that.

Therefore, you have to 
have a credit system which 
provides for a 50- to 100-year 
credit system, for the devel-
opment of the continent of 
Asia, because this problem is 
throughout virtually all of 
continental Asia; a system 
which builds up an economic 

basis, a physical-economic 
technological basis, under 
which these countries now 
become truly self-suffi-
cient, in their ability to 
function as autonomous 
nations.

We’re going to have to 
reorient the United States 
and Europe: Get rid of ev-
erything that smells green! 
Just get it outta here! Take 
the Queen of England and 
her crazy husband, her 
fascist husband, and put 

them into retirement—and take their stupid son along 
with them! And take Al Gore. Let Al Gore be the lackey 
who opens the door for them—that’s all he’s good for. 
If he can get in the door, with his fat body, huh? I mean, 
say, “Hey, fatso!” And he’s also a traitor to the United 
States, so we have no use for him.

So that’s the direction we have to go in. If we go in 
that direction, that means we create long-term treaty 
agreements, in a manner which is consistent with the 
U.S. Constitution, with these countries, to provide the 
long-term credit agreements, which enable these long-
term investments which are necessary to rebuild the 
world, to occur. That’s our only hope, to do that.

And we have to eliminate everything that does two 
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China’s Three Gorges Dam 
typifies the kind of long-
term infrastructure project 
that is crucial for that 
nation, and the planet.

China gambled on 
building up exports to the 
United States and Europe, 
thereby creating an 
overdependency, like a 
drug habit. Here, the 
manufacture of electric 
meters in Wuzhong, in 
central China.
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things: We have to eliminate every arrangement which 
is globalization. The Tower of Babel was a bad idea! 
Eliminate it! That’s crucial. And we also have to go to a 
high-technology project basis, a basis of scientific-
driven technological and cultural progress for every 
culture on the planet. We have to raise the productive 
power, and the creative powers throughout this planet. 
That can only be done by sovereign nation-states. Why? 
Culture!

Man Did Not Come from Apes
Just take another subject here, which is very crucial 

at this point. If you go back in pre-history; go back up 
to about a million years, look back at archeological sites 
up to a million years ago. Now, you find little pieces of 
bone and similar kinds of things, which attest to some-
thing that looks like a human being, or maybe a monkey 
or an ape, and you find these samples as fossil samples. 
Archeology goes back about a million years, probably 
goes back 2 million years, but fossils are not too dura-
ble, really, most of the time.

So, how can you tell that a fossil which looks like a 
monkey, or something, has similar characteristics to an 
ape, how do you know whether that’s an ape or a human 
being? Because apes and human beings are absolutely 
different. Man did not come from apes. The character-
istic of human behavior is not something you find in 
any ape. The generation of creativity, which is unique 
to human beings!—does not exist among  the apes. 
Don’t marry an ape! It won’t work. It won’t work—it 
won’t work biologically, and it won’t work intellectu-
ally. Just try living with a couple of adult chimpanzees 
in your house for a couple of days, and you’ll know 
what the story is. It doesn’t work!

How do we know the difference? How does an ar-
cheologist tell you that this is definitely a human fossil? 
Because of the signs of a campfire! No ape uses fire for 
cooking. They may accidentally set fire to the joint, like 
Mrs. O’Leary’s cow in Chicago! But that’s about all 
they can do. So the very fact that you find an organized 
activity around fire sites, associated with things that 
look, in fossil form, like traces of humanoids or some-
thing similar, you have found a human culture. Only 
human beings make fire, and use it. And you try some 
of the cooking you get if you don’t use a little bit of 
fire—you may find yourself in trouble.

So, therefore, the characteristic of humanity, and its 
history and development, is the use of fire! All human 
beings, who are qualified as human beings, use fire. 

Human culture depends on fire. Fire takes many forms. 
And in order for culture to progress, fire has to increase, 
in a certain respect: Fire has to increase, in what we call, 
today, energy flux-density, and this is characterized by 
the relative temperature, the relative physical tempera-
ture, of the fire you’re using. Man’s progress depends 
upon the ability to increase the level, the equivalent of 
temperature, today.

To maintain a global civilization of the present pop-
ulation can not be done, unless you’re using nuclear fis-
sion, or a higher degree of energy flux-density of fire.

What’s wrong with this fire business? According to 
Aeschylus, who wrote his famous Prometheus Trilogy, 
and in the Prometheus Bound, in particular, fire is pro-
hibited to mankind. Mankind must not use fire! So, this 
god, this Satan, who was called in that case Zeus, or 
similar things, says, you must not use fire. Mankind 
must not have access to fire: That’s a secret thing that 
mankind must not have.

What does that do? If you abort the use of fire, as 
expressed by scientific and technological progress, then 
you are condemning man to a barbaric condition of life, 
a subhuman condition of life. Now, fire does not simply 
mean “fire,” as such. But the principle of fire, we know 
as in the distinction of ape from man, takes many forms, 
and these forms go, for example, from the burning of 
rubbish, the burning of wood, the burning of charcoal, 
and going on to higher orders, like chemistry—oil, so 
forth—and up to a higher level of energy flux-density, 
which is many times the energy flux-density of any-
thing  else: nuclear fission. And then, there’s still an 
orders-of-magnitude higher degree of temperature, 
called thermonuclear fusion; and then, there’s so-called 
matter/antimatter reactions, which is several orders of 
magnitude g reater than that, which we have not yet 
learned how to control.

So, man’s increase of the fire, or the equivalent of 
fire, used by mankind, determines the conditions of life 
under which human beings can live. If you want to 
maintain a population of more than 2 billion people, 
you certainly do have to use nuclear power, today. 
Anyone who says you mustn’t use nuclear power, is 
saying, you must reduce the world population to less 
than 2 billion people, from 6.5 or 6.7 billion today. You 
must be a mass-murderer! To deny anybody, including 
your own country, the right to use nuclear power, is 
mass murder! Because you will have to reduce the pop-
ulation to correspond to the level of energy flux-density 
you’re employing.
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Anybody who’s a greenie, 
is an idiot! Or a criminal. 
Any President who proposes 
a g reen policy, is either an 
idiot or a criminal! And is a 
mass murderer beyond belief 
in these conditions. We now 
have a world population 
which is in the order of mag-
nitude of 6.7 billion people: 
We have a culture on this 
planet, which at best is capa-
ble of supporting, sustaining 
support of, 5 billion people! 
The difference between those 
requirements and going to 10 
billion people, is what? Nu-
clear power!

We Need Nuclear Power
Look, for example: We’re 

drawing  down fossil water 
resources. That is, the ability 
to get drinkable water, safe, 
drinkable water, despite the 
fact the oceans are full of water—saltwater—which re-
quires a development beyond present freshwater re-
sources.

For example, let’s take India: India’s living in a large 
part on drawing down fossil water. Some of this water 
was deposited in a glacial period, 1 million years ago. 
Now we’re going to draw it down. We’re already draw-
ing down other resources.

Look at what’s happening in the Western Plains of 
the United States: We’re drawing down the water! The 
land level is sinking, because we’re using up the water. 
The problem is a lack of freshwater resources through-
out the world, and the present level of population can 
not be sustained under present water policies.

However: If we go to mass development of nuclear 
power, using both the uranium cycle and the thorium 
cycle of nuclear fission, we can desalinate water, effi-
ciently; you can not desalinate water economically, 
except by very high energy flux-density.

So therefore, if we’re going to survive, even main-
tain the present world population level, we have to go to 
nuclear power, as our only power. Get those damned 
windmills down! Don Quixote! Where are you?

We have to g et rid of these solar reactors. Look, 

what do you want in your backyard—you want a solar 
reactor, or a tree? Which would you prefer? A solar re-
actor is a parasitical operation: It costs more in energy 
flux-density terms to use than it provides. After all, all it 
is, is the incidental sunlight which is hitting the surface 
of the Earth—what’s that? That’s a very poor source of 
power! And solar collectors will not help you! Actually, 
solar collectors cost more to build and operate, than 
they give you! They’re a waste! They’re insanity.

Windmills—my God! The President may be a wind-
mill, but that’s from his speeches. But that is not what 
we need for an energy source. Talking all day, he still 
won’t supply much energy.

So, therefore, these are the kinds of questions that 
have to be faced, real questions: What does it take, to 
provide not only a larger population, which we’re 
faced with, but what does it require to raise the stan-
dard of living of the existing population? When you 
consider the conditions of life of most of the popula-
tion of this planet, it’s extremely poor, for just this 
reason. There is no development. They’re starving. 
China is in desperate straits, with its present popula-
tion. Not because it’s overpopulated, but because it’s 
underpowered! China’s population is not the problem, 

FIGURE 2

A Diffusion-Driven Desalination Cycle
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Nuclear-powered desalination of seawater is the indispensable solution to the world’s growing 
scarcity of potable water.
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it’s the lack of power! It’s a lot of very poor 
people! Who depend upon very poor stan-
dards of living and productivity.

Man Exists in the Noösphere
Therefore, when you look at these kinds 

of considerations, you say, what must be the 
policy of nations? And then you come to the 
next point: What is this difference between 
man and ape, which is associated with human 
productivity? It’s called “creativity,” which 
does not exist in any form of animal life. It’s 
the difference between the Noösphere, and 
the Biosphere.

What is creativity? Well, it takes two 
forms: In the simplest form, when we’re deal-
ing with the abiotic, the so-called Lithosphere, 
the pre-living  processes on this planet, and 
then dealing in the second, with the so-called 
Biosphere, which is the living processes, or 
things which exist only as products of living 
processes, or the acts of living  processes, 
called the Biosphere. The planet is changing. 
Our planet is changing in its composition: We 
have a Lithosphere, which is the part of the 
planet which is still merely the byproduct of 
pre-human conditions, pre-living conditions; 
then we have a g rowing  part of the planet, 
more and more, the Biosphere, living  pro-
cesses and products of living processes, are 
taking a larger percentile of the total mass of 
the planet.

But, then, look at the Noösphere! And 
look at the things that exist on this planet, 
and the mass of things that exist on this 
planet as the product of human activity. 
Human creative activity. Not animal activ-
ity, but human activity! That is increasing 
more rapidly than the Biosphere. That is cre-
ativity! Human creativity.

The human mind, the difference between 
the human being and the animal, and the ape, is cre-
ativity. And most people don’t even know what cre-
ativity is! We’re conducting educational programs, for 
example, in the Basement and so forth, where we’re 
dealing precisely with the history of creativity, physi-
cal scientific creativity and cultural creativity. This is 
a very specific quality which the human mind has, 
which no animal existence has. And our ability, to 

change the universe—we’re not part of the animal 
kingdom! We’re on a qualitatively higher level than 
any animal kingdom.

We are in the Noösphere, not the Biosphere. We are 
changing the universe, as we find it, by the application 
of our creative powers, and their development, to the 
requirements of life on Earth. And if we survive this 
administration, this Obama Administration, we’re 

Every human being—
and no ape—has the 
capacity for creativity. 
Above, a solar eclipse 
(May 1994) is 
projected through 
binoculars onto the 
table (lower left); the 
child is making his own 
eclipse, with a ball on a 
stick. Right: The 
orangutan has simpler 
aspirations.
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going to be dealing with the Solar System on that same 
basis: We are going to transform the Solar System, if we 
survive. That’s our destiny! It’s our nature! It’s what 
makes us different from the ape. No monkey would 
ever think of going to Mars. Only a man is crazy enough 
to do it. And able to do it!

So, these are the problems. So what we have is, in 
the post-war period, this anti-progress tendency, the 
anti-science tendency. And what it really is, is a rejec-
tion of the difference between man and an ape: “We 
want to keep our neighbors as monkeys, pet monkeys, 
or pet baboons, or pet chimpanzees. We don’t want to 
develop the people as people.”

Now, how does this thing operate? Well, you have 
the three levels you have to deal with: You have the 
level of the Lithosphere, dealing  with inanimate ob-
jects. Then you have the Biosphere, which consists of 
things which have come into existence only through the 
action of life, on the Lithosphere. Then you have a third 
one, which is the Noösphere: Things that come into ex-
istence, only as a result of human mental creative 
powers. That’s what creativity represents. This is a 
power of the individual human mind. Ah, but it has a 
factor of immortality in it.

Because if you examine anything, there are two 
things you really examine: One area you examine from 
the standpoint of physical science. You’re examining 
those powers of mankind, to change and improve the 
Biosphere and the Lithosphere, from the standpoint of 
preconditions of human existence, of increased amounts 
of human existence; of the ability of mankind to reach 
out and begin to control the Solar System, as well as 
this planet. That’s one aspect of it.

Classical Culture: The Soul of Man
But then, you have this other aspect of creativity, 

which is called art. The first is called physical science. 
The second is called Classical art—and it’s only Classi-
cal art, not any other kind of art. Daubings by chimpan-
zees on walls, is not art! Chimpanzees have no artistic 
creativity, and people who think they do, probably don’t 
have artistic creativity either. Or, somebody who can do 
a chimpanzee-like painting, is not really a human being 
at that.

Human beings function in terms of what we call 
“Classical culture.” Classical music, for example, the 
tradition of Bach, and the derivatives of Johann Sebas-
tian Bach, is a measure of what is decent music. Any-
thing else is not really decent music. It has not devel-

oped to the point of decent music by a modern standard 
of culture.

This is extremely important—also poetry, Classical 
poetry, or what we know as Classical poetry in the Eng-
lish language, or German language, or Italian. These 
forms of culture are essential to the human being. 
They’re not “entertainment.” They may be entertain-
ing, but they are not entertainment. This comes to the 
soul of man: With Classical culture, you’re dealing with 
mankind, as such, as what this is a power of mankind to 
develop. The power to think scientifically, physically 
and so forth, actually comes as a product of a function 
of Classical art, like Classical poetry or Classical music, 
which is irony: Classical irony.

And therefore, if you like Schiller, in German, or if 
you like Shelley, in English, and understand it; if you 
understand Beethoven and Mozart and so forth, as op-
posed to the junk you hear on the radios today, or simi-
lar sources today, then you begin to understand that it is 
the creative power, expressed by Classical artistic com-
position and its performance, as applied by man, to 
man, which mobilizes the creative powers of mind for 
doing the things which pertain to controlling and devel-
oping the Biosphere and the Lithosphere.

Now, this is associated largely with languages. Clas-
sical culture is always associated with a language, 
which means a culture, so that people communicate 
ideas, in terms of a language-culture. They develop the 
power of ideas through development of the language 
culture. This is why the Classical poetry of a people, of 
successful cultures, is so important to us. Because it’s 
only through Classical culture, that people are able to 
transmit creative powers of thinking from one genera-
tion to another. And it is precisely those creative powers 
of thinking, associated with Classical music, Classical 
poetry, in the various language g roups, which deter-
mine the ability of that language-group to develop in 
physical terms.

The idea of freedom in culture to do this, is the es-
sence of the meaning of human freedom. It’s not free-
dom to crap on any corner you wish to. Freedom is the 
ability to develop a Classical culture, to a higher level 
of realization, and in turn, through that realization, to 
take the Biosphere and the Noösphere as challenges, for 
human creativity.

For example: This is the essence of the meaning of 
the desire of human beings for immortality. Any cre-
ative discovery, of any principle, in art or physical sci-
ence—how is it transmitted? How is it developed? Well, 
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it starts when somebody makes a contribution toward a 
creative discovery. That creative discovery is reenacted 
in the mind of somebody else, who then carries that dis-
covery a further step. So that, essentially, when you go 
through successive g enerations within a culture, you 
find there’s a process of a development, in which the 
core of creativity is a process of continuous develop-
ment of ideas which are creative in their nature.

And therefore, to have a human race, you have to 
recognize that there are different cultures in this human 
race, and you have to give autonomy to each culture, for 
the sake of the creativity which is associated with the 
use of language—language and music. And therefore, 
you have to have sovereignty of peoples, based on their 
cultures, their choice of culture!

That doesn’t mean they come to different thoughts 
than the other: It means that the process of development 
from infancy—and remember, the highest rate of devel-
opment of the human being  comes immediately after 
birth, and by the age of 3, you begin to slow down, in your 
creative powers. The human individual is learning  to 
speak languages—use them! Make jokes! A baby that 
can make jokes is one which, you say, “This thing is intel-
ligent, because it makes a joke!” No, it makes a joke on 
you. It plays a trick on you, right? Babies play tricks on 
their parents, and so forth. And the ability to play tricks 
increases. This ability to play tricks in a child, is a mani-
festation, precisely, of the potentiality for creativity.

Thus, we need sovereign nation-states which repre-
sented cultures, used as the medium of development of 
the individual human being. These experiences can be 
transmitted from one nation, one national culture to an-
other, but they have to be respected in their origins. You 
have to replicate the continuity of this process, of this 
use of a language, for the development and self-devel-
opment of a people.

Man’s Immortal Destiny: To Change the 
Universe

That means that you have to have a society orga-
nized around the idea of creativity. And you have to 
think of man as in the image of the Creator, to do that. 
Because, you have a constant creative process, of the 
development of the universe, of the development of the 
Solar System, of its history; the development of man-
kind, the change in the character of the planet, the 
change in the improvement of the Biosphere, the devel-
opment of the Noösphere. And going on, to take and 

manage this Solar System—and then beyond that: To 
change the universe! More and more, in more and more 
degrees, at a higher rate. The role of man, man’s destiny 
in the universe, is an immortal destiny, in which people 
who are dead share with those who are living.

And the sense of the value of the human being, in 
moral value of the human being  in this sense, is the 
meaning of morality. All morality will go to that test. 
And that’s precisely what we’re destroying.

What is this Administration doing? It’s bought into 
environmentalism, which is Satanic! In its effect. It will 
destroy the United States, and destroy its people. It’s 
Satanic! That’s the effect: The United States will disap-
pear, if we don’t change this policy very soon! If Obama 
continues this policy, for another couple years, the 
United States is finished! And maybe most of the planet 
is finished, too.

So, this is not a question of someone’s “opinion”; this 
is a question of an obligation, a moral obligation, to have 
a policy of the United States which corresponds, not only 
to the requirements of humanity as a whole, but to the 
requirements of our role, within humanity as a whole. 
The world depends upon our getting out of this mess. 
Because without the contribution of the United States, as 
a nation, as a constitutional republic, it is nearly impos-
sible, today, given the role of the dollar up to now, given 
the requirement for making  the dollar viable, for the 
world as a whole, in order to ensure that China and other 
nations, have a right to continue to live.

Without that kind of system, there’s no hope for hu-
manity, except a Dark Age. And maybe we’ll go back 
through the chimpanzee process of recovery, later on, a 
thousand years from now, or whatever.

So, we are dealing with a moral issue. The Presi-
dent’s opinion is not worth anything if it’s wrong! It has 
no authority if it’s wrong! He’s associating with people 
he shouldn’t associate with, like these behavioral econ-
omist creeps. Like this chief advisor, who spends most 
of the face-time with him, in the White House. The 
President has no right to do this! He may be elected, 
and if the United States tolerates this thing to continue, 
the way he behaves, they’re responsible: We bring the 
destruction upon ourselves, by allowing him to behave 
in this way! We have a moral responsibility as citizens 
to tell this guy: “Straighten up! Cut it out. Fire these 
guys! Fire the behavioral economists. The behaviorists. 
Fire Larry Summers. Get him out of there.” That’s our 
job.
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This is a moral question! You want to oppose me on 
this, you’re immoral! Because the effect of your oppos-
ing me, is immoral: It’s destructive of humanity! We 
have to stand up on our hind legs.

Now, the resources on this. You’ve got a problem: 
You’ve got the upper 20% of family-income brackets; 
you got a problem there. They will say, “Look, we don’t 
want to hurt anybody, but look, we have a certain stan-
dard of living. I gotta take care of my family. We got to 
take care of ourselves. We got to protect our interests. 
And look, we got to cut things, we have to have some 
austerity, right? Well, we really can not accept austerity 
for us. We’ve got to cut health care.” That’s what Obama 
is saying! To cut health care for the population in general, 
especially for the poorest; cut Social Security. That’s 
what he’s saying, under these influences. Is that moral?

Well, the Boomers, essentially, will say, “Well, I 
know, we don’t like that. That’s not nice. We would prefer 
that didn’t happen. But, you know, we’ve got to do it. 
And sometimes, you have to go through suffering.”

Yeah, but whose suffering? Yours, or theirs? The 
majority of the population, you want them to suffer? 
You’ve miseducated them, you’ve spread disease, you 
spread conditions of disease among them. You’ve done 
all these things, you had these two Presidencies under 
Bush—who wasn’t even a bush, he was a twig. Look 
what was done under him, this creature! This g uy—
sometimes you wonder if he qualified for monkey 

status. His behavior was such.
No: We have a moral responsibil-

ity, not only to ourselves, but to future 
generations to maintain the continuity 
of progress of the condition of life for 
human beings; and to protect human 
beings throughout the planet. And to 
protect human beings throughout the 
planet, with the assistance of protect-
ing  ourselves as a nation, protecting 
our culture and its development. That’s 
the moral obligation. That’s the mean-
ing of the Preamble of the U.S. Con-
stitution. And any President who vio-
lates that, ignores that, is not fit to be 
President. He should be impeached! 
Or induced to quit.

“Hey, you know, come on, why 
don’t you just retire? It hasn’t worked 
out too well. This marriage, this hon-

eymoon is over! Look, you’re the wrong species, this 
honeymoon is over. It didn’t work out the way we in-
tended. Our intention was sincere, but look, you’re a 
different species than us, you have different species 
values than ours.”

The True Meaning of Morality
So, the point is, when people say that I’m too critical 

of Obama: I’m not too critical of Obama. I’m wonder-
ing if I’m critical enough. One former President thinks 
I was probably slow on the uptake on this one; I should 
have acted sooner and harsher. I think he’s right. But 
my responsibility is not to act beyond the authority of 
what I know to be true. And I’ve acted as soon as I real-
ized a certain condition existed, and it was true. And 
then I responded. Other people criticized me—look, 
I’m qualified to be President, and they’re not. That’s 
why I’m in trouble, often. When somebody discovered 
I was qualified to be the President, they said, “Get rid of 
him! Get him outta here! We’re happy with the chim-
panzee we have in there.”

So that’s our problem. Our problem is, we lack a 
real sense of the practical meaning of the term “moral-
ity,” as it applies to politics, and the application of phys-
ical science and economy. We come up with these “for-
mulas,” these lying, degenerate formulas. We are 
impressed and intimidated by what is prevalent opin-
ion; we’re intimidated by the press; we’re intimidated 
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President Obama, on Earth Day, April 22, 2009, visits a factory making wind 
turbines in Iowa. If the Administration doesn’t drop its environmentalist nonsense, 
said LaRouche, “the United States is finished!”
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by the mass media; we’re intimidated by adversary 
opinion. We destroy ourselves by that. That’s our prob-
lem. And that’s where we stand.

We can save this nation, we can save civilization. 
The power to do that exists in our hands, if enough of us 
are willing  to do that. We don’t have to do any bad 
things to anyone! That’s not necessary. We simply have 
to say: Put this system into bankruptcy; go back to the 
U.S. Constitution, its principles, which are unique; go 
back to our history on the planet, what our history, our 
true destiny, our true role is, assert that on behalf of all 
humanity! Not just for us. What we have to do has to be 
done for all humanity. For all cultures on this planet, 
because we’re all one people. We have different cul-
tures, and that’s important to protect. Because it’s only 
through the culture that the creative potential of the in-
dividual is given its affirmation and development.

So therefore, we have to love all people, as if they 
were our own. But we have to recognize that their his-
tory is different, their cultural history is different. And 
therefore, we have to take that into account. We take 
that into account, through respecting  national sover-
eignty. We take that into account through adopting the 
principle of Westphalia, that every people must put for-
ward the interest of all other people, first, and then, their 
own interest will be taken care of. We have to have a 
society composed of sovereign nation-states, and sov-
ereign peoples, and sovereign cultures. But these sover-
eign cultures must work together, to common ends, the 
common aims of humanity. And this is something that 
this President of the United States has yet to learn.

I think, however, that if we rid him of the behavioral 
economists, and rid him of Larry Summers, that those 
two remedial steps will cause him to tend to be confined 
in his behavior, to his association with his immediate 
peers in the cabinet, and in other institutions of the Fed-
eral government, and with some influence from the par-
ties. In that case, I think he will be a manageable Presi-
dent. But he needs some management, because he doesn’t 
know half the things he has to know, and he’s making 
wild, arrogant judgments, on the basis of projects, where 
he doesn’t know what the hell he’s talking about. He’s 
just babbling nonsense—he has no idea what he’s talking 
about. He has no conception, often, of what the meaning 
is of the words that are coming out of his mouth. But he 
admires those words so much, for their own sake, that he 
doesn’t seem to care about what they presumably mean.

Anyway, so we’ve got a lot of questions coming in 
here, and we can get at them.

 Dialogue with LaRouche

Harley Schlanger: I’d like to start with the satellite 
broadcast of this webcast that we have, in New York 
City.

Debra Freeman: I’m going to start with a question 
that comes from our friends out on the West Coast, and 
the question is as follows:

“Mr. LaRouche, as you probably remember from 
the last webcast, some of us, who are working on policy 
for the administration were extremely frustrated, be-
cause we felt that the administration was directing itself 
toward fiscal bailouts and really not toward addressing 
the fundamental problems in the economy. But we de-
cided to hang in there, because of assurances, number 
one, by the administration, that they would get around 
to the questions of economic infrastructure and related 
things. But also because we felt that it was necessary, 
that a portfolio of policies be in place.

“However, the problem that we are faced with 
now—and this has become really apparent with some 
of our reviews over the course of the last several weeks 
in particular—is this: The ongoing  attempt, and it 
looks like an accelerating attempt, by the administra-
tion here, but also by the governments of Europe, to 
maintain what is essentially a bankrupt system, is right 
now, or at least it seems from what we are reviewing, 
seems to not be working. But in fact, the bailout itself, 
seems to be accelerating the collapse. And we say this, 
because what we are looking at, is, on the one hand, an 
increase of the bailout policy, and on the other hand, 
accelerating rates of unemployment, of shutdown of 
productive capacity, and other related aspects of the 
economy. So that, it would seem that it’s not a ques-
tion of the administration saying, ‘Well, we’re going 
to deal with this fiscal problem here, and then we’ll 
get around to dealing with the economy.’ It seems that 
their insistence on the bailout policy is actually creat-
ing a worse condition.

“Is this just coincidental, or does one feed the other, 
in your view? And we’re asking  this, particularly, in 
reference to your Triple Curve Function?”

LaRouche: Well, you’ve got to look at the behav-
ioral economists and behavioral psychologists. What 
they’re doing, is saying, “We’re g oing  to solve this 
problem by management. So g ive us time.” In other 
words, “what we’re going to do, is brainwash the popu-
lation, and g ive us time to brainwash the population 
into accepting the kinds of conditions that we intend to 
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create.” At the same time, they’re trying to save the af-
terbirth and kill the baby. That’s the effect of doing 
that.

But you have to see the element of malice, and 
when you think of the essential immorality of Larry 
Summers—this guy has a track record: The man is ut-
terly immoral. He’s a predator. He belongs in the Adolf 
Hitler category, or similar categories. And the behav-
ioral economists are the same thing: These people are 
evil. Nothing will come from them but evil. And they’re 

saying, “Give Satan a 
chance.”

That’s exactly it: 
There is no sincerity of 
commitment to the 
benefit of humanity, in 
these policies! The 
President of the United 
States is as if in the 
hand of Satan at this 
time. And we have to 
think about freeing 
him from the g rip of 
Satan. That’s what it 
amounts to.

Satan may not be 
here, but Larry Sum-
mers is a good approxi-
mation.

Roosevelt Opposed Keynes
Freeman: The next question is really something 

of a follow-up to the first one, from the same questioner. 
He says: “One of the things that we have recognized, in 
terms of looking at how to proceed, is that, we in the 
United States, have governing institutions that essen-
tially allow unlimited lending power, a Federal govern-
ment that can borrow and spend at will, and also a dollar 
as a global reserve currency. With that said, obviously, 
American institutions, although they’re not without 
flaws (and certainly we have made mistakes), do, in 
fact, serve us well. However, in looking at how to pro-
ceed, one of the things that we have recognized is that 
the rest of the world, in particular, Europe, lacks the 
mechanisms to take actions, as we can in America. The 
question of whether they have the inclination to do that, 
is a separate issue.

“But one of the things that we have been forced to 
grapple with, and the reason why we are grappling with 
it, is that we are told that the question of fiscal bailout is 
not a decision made simply with the interest of U.S. in-
stitutions, but that it is being demanded of us, interna-
tionally, and that therefore, if there’s going to be any 
cooperation internationally, the bailout has to proceed, 
because the rest of the world doesn’t have the mecha-
nisms that we have. However, what we have argued 
here, is that the rest of the world might not cooperate in 
the same mechanisms of economic recovery that we 
can employ here in the U.S., but that if we started here, 
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even if in the very first phase, credit, debt, and ex-
change-rate crises arise, that that in itself could be mo-
tivation for a restructuring  of the g lobal system, and 
that we should simply be prepared to deal with that. 
Certainly you’ve addressed it in your Four Power agree-
ment.

“But I guess, what I’m really asking is, if you agree 
that it’s true that the mechanisms we have here to effect 
economic recovery simply don’t exist in the rest of the 
world?”

LaRouche: Well, that’s irrelevant.
We have to recover. Our going down the tubes is not 

going to help the rest of the world. And the rest of the 
world is pretty much incompetent. And adapting our 
policies to the rest of the world, is just like an agree-
ment to commit joint suicide.

The policies of Europe, for example: Every nation 
in Europe, Western and Central Europe in particular, is 
clinically insane! Their policies are clinically insane! 
We don’t adapt to the polices of a madman, or a pack of 
madmen!

We have a system that works, and they don’t! So we 
should give them the benefit of enforcing our system. 

We should g o back to what Franklin Roosevelt in-
tended, still on April 12th of 1945, and forget what 
Truman did on the 13th of April, 1945: Roosevelt op-
posed Keynes! Up to the moment of his death! On the 
following  morning, Truman brought Keynes in. And 
also, rejected the idea of eliminating colonialism. Roos-
evelt was anti-colonialist. Truman, under British influ-
ence, was pro-colonialist! I know: I know what hap-
pened on the 13th of April, I know what the effect was 
in various parts of the world!

The first thing  that was done: The United States 
under Truman, kissed the ass of the British Empire, by 
turning the Japanese troops loose in Indo-China where 
they’d been captured by U.S. influence—the OSS and 
Ho Chi Minh—and we recaptured, for colonialism, 
Indo-China! With the effects which ultimately came out 
of that. That was done with the consent of Truman.

The postponement of the liberation of India, was 
done to kiss the butt of the British. What was done in 
Indonesia, was to kiss the butt of the British. Truman 
was not an honest person: Truman belonged to a group 
of fascist sympathizers, who were also in the Congress, 
in the Republican Party and also in the Democratic 
Party, when Roosevelt was elected. The American En-
terprise Institute is a typification of that kind of fascist 
tendency which existed then, and exists today. Wall 
Street is controlled by organizations with the same pol-
icies as the pro-Hitler and pro-Mussolini organizations 
of Wall Street back in the 1920s and 1930s.

And we are submitting to a policy imposed upon us 
by Truman, which is to kiss the butt of the British 
Empire. Truman was part of a group, whose policy was 
to assimilate the United States back into the British 
Empire! And that’s what you’re getting here.

All we have to do, and I specified this on the 25th of 
July 2007, and supplemented that up through Septem-
ber, as to what we have to do. That is what we had to 
do!

Go Back to the Constitution
Now: What I also specified—Russia. Russia’s crazy 

now, but so what? It’s driven crazy by these policies. It 
has g one into the trap, the bear trap, of the British 
Empire. China is confused. India is somewhat con-
fused, less so, but somewhat confused. Continental 
Europe, Western and Central continental Europe?—
there is no sovereignty in Western and Central conti-
nental Europe: None!

From Virginia’s Page County News and Courier, April 16, 2009.
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So you want to adapt to their system? Bunk! They 
should change their system.

Our responsibility to the planet is to change and 
save the United States, according  to its Constitution, 
and the economic policies which would have been 
agreed to by Franklin Roosevelt. Take that as a stan-
dard, which corresponds to our historical standard. 
That’s the way we make policy! We do not make policy 
with the consent of the British Empire.

And the President should not have embraced the 
Queen. That was a terrible mistake: We have to check 
with the disease control people on that one, and see if 
we have to take remedial measures to protect him. He 
may have gotten some fatal infection from that.

No: We have a policy. We’re right! The rest of the 
world has been wrong. The United States was created to 
free the people of this country, and hopefully the world, 
from the kind of system that existed in Europe, then; 
and the kind of system which still dominates Europe, 
today. Our policy on Russia, and China, and India is 
obvious: These are largely Asian nations, or Eurasian 
nations in the case of Russia, which have different in-
terests, but they’re compatible interests in terms of 
common features, mutually common features. If we 
agree, to put this thing through bankruptcy, shut down 
everything  that has been done under Bush, and now, 
under the present President, since July of 2007—we 
shut that down. We go back to our Constitution, and 
say, “Sorry, buddies, you made a mistake. Our Consti-
tution says, we don’t do this, so we’re going to cancel it. 
Call the game off for rain, or something; we’re going to 
cancel this one.”

We’re going to go back to what we have to do, be-
cause what we’re doing now, is insane. And the other 
authority you have on this, is the fact, that if there’s an 
attempt to continue the present policies, the United 
States and other nations will soon cease to exist. I’m 
talking about the very short term. We’re on the brink of 
something  which is modelled by Germany, Weimar 
Germany, up to 1923: We have been going into a col-
lapse of the economy, the physical economy, losing up 
to 700,000 jobs at a crack. We are now in the collapse 
phase, as Germany was, under the Weimar conditions. 
Then, in the Spring, and Summer, and Autumn of 1923, 
the very collapse of the German economy, physically, 
resulted, with the monetization of the crisis, in the hy-
perinflation. We are now in a global system, we have 
now reached the takeoff point of hyperinflation! There 

is no solution for this system. Anybody who supports 
this system, is implicitly a criminal.

We have to put the world into bankruptcy reorgani-
zation and eliminate the present system. And we have 
to base that on the fact it’s our dollars that are out there, 
that are floating out as the credit system; it’s our nation 
we have to defend, and we defend our nation. And we 
extend the hand of cooperation, with an international 
credit system, consistent with our Constitution, with 
other nations, to assist them, through cooperation, in 
coming out of this mess alive.

If we create this kind of agreement, with Russia, 
China, and India—and other countries would automati-
cally join in—I mean, for example, Japan would join in 
immediately; Korea would join in immediately; other 
countries would join in. Iran would join in, immedi-
ately! Khamenei would join! If Khamenei decides the 
wind is blowing in this direction, we’re going to pull 
this off, he will put his foot on the side of pushing that 
kind of reform, and joining it, and cooperating with it. 
He may do it on his terms, but so what? That’s the way 
life goes. Just do it.

So, no, there’s no excuse for our condoning in any 
way, such a deal with European nations, and other na-
tions. We should simply shut the whole damned thing 
down: Shut it down! It’s bankrupt! We’ll create a new 
system. Want to make me President? I’ll do it tomorrow 
morning.

Prince Philip’s Swinish WWF
Schlanger: In addition to the group that’s viewing 

this in New York City, there are a number of other 
events, where the webcast is being shown: In the Uni-
versidad de America in Bogotá, Colombia; in the Uni-
versidad Bolivariana in El Alto de la Paz, Bolivia; and 
in Venezuela, at the Universidad Central de Venezuela, 
in Caracas.

Now, there’s no showing of the webcast in Mexico 
City right now. They were all cancelled because of the 
swine flu problem. And so, Lyn, the next question—there 
are several people who asked this question, and so I’ll put 
this together: “People have been following what you’ve 
warned about in terms of depopulation, and the collapse 
of living standards leading to the potential spread of epi-
demics and pandemic disease. Would you say that this is 
what we’re seeing now, possibly with the swine flu? Or 
is this just an attempt to change the subject?”

LaRouche: Well, it has many features to it, some of 
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CDC/James Gathany

Swine flu: A microbiologist at the U.S. National Center for 
Infectious Diseases examines a re-created specimen of the 
1918 Pandemic Influenza Virus (H1N1). Up to 50 million 
people were killed worldwide in that pandemic, which is 
believed to have originated from a mutated virus from a swine 
or avian host.

which are uncertain, but are big question marks which 
we have to answer. We don’t have the full answers for 
it.

Here you have a policy, which is coming from the 
British monarchy, and from Prince Philip, whose policy 
has been to reduce the world’s population to less than 2 
billion people. That’s the World Wildlife Fund policy; 
that’s the green policy. Therefore, the green policy is to 
reduce the world’s population. How do you reduce the 
world’s population in large amounts so rapidly? Famine 
and epidemic disease. Lack of sanitation, famine, and 
epidemic disease.

Now, what you’re getting is, you get the economic 
preconditions; the physical economic preconditions, 
for a global or a quasi-global pandemic conditions exist. 
They exist for reasons of the economic policy, which 
the United States is still defending, under this Presi-
dent, today! So, the guilt for this, is shared by the cur-
rent U.S. government, because they bought into blame, 
because they did nothing to resist it!

When you take a population, like the world popula-
tion now, you take the conditions of life in Mexico 
which were imposed by the United States and Britain, 
back in 1983—’82-’83, on López Portillo: That every-
thing  that’s happened to promote these conditions in 
Mexico today, is a result of a continuation of what was 
done to President López Portillo of Mexico, and his 
Mexico, in 1982! There’s the genesis of the conditions 
for genocide.

You look at the conditions today; they’re much 
worse. The spread of the drug epidemic is also a factor, 
and the problem is, that, given these factors, the natural 
effect of these kinds of conditions we’re creating eco-
nomically, by current economic policy, creates the po-
tential for a real g lobal pandemic. Do not say that 
“Maybe it’s only this.” We don’t say that. We say we 
have all the ignition material here for a g lobal pan-
demic. Now, do we say it’s going to be a global pan-
demic? No. Do we say it has the potential for becoming 
a global pandemic? Yes. Therefore, we act to prevent it 
from being a global pandemic. We assume the worst, 
and hope for the best; but we have to work for the best, 
not just hope for it.

So, there also is another aspect to this, which some 
people will bring up, for which there is presently no 
proof known to me. That is, from my experience with 
certain sections of the British government and the U.S. 
government from the past, there are people in powerful 
positions who would like to help Prince Philip out, as in 

the way LSD was synthesized by the British, who have 
used chemical, physical chemical capabilities, biologi-
cal capabilities, to help disease in the laboratory, by 
synthesizing types of viral and other diseases, or com-
binations of them, which will interact to reduce the 
world’s population—which is the policy of the environ-
mentalists. It’s mass murder! And mass murder as Ber-
trand Russell prescribed, and as Prince Philip has pre-
scribed with his World Wildlife Fund.

Their intention is to bring this about, and whether 
this is a by-product of their intention to be filthy on eco-
nomic policy or social policy, or whether they’re adding 
a little something to make it really happen, I don’t know. 
But I’m going to operate on the assumption that, know-
ing  them, since a crime has been committed in the 
neighborhood—there is evidence of the crime—I’m 
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going to assume they’re doing it deliberately. And I’m 
going to act to defend the world’s population on the as-
sumption that they might be doing  this deliberately. 
Even if I don’t know they’re doing  it deliberately, I 
know they’re doing it deliberately because their inten-
tion is that, of that nature. Their intention is to reduce 
the world population through a greenie policy, through 
an environmentalist policy advocated by Al Gore and 
Prince Philip, the British monarchy. Their intention is 
genocide, and they have the capability at their fingertips 
of the kinds of scientific technology capable of produc-
ing such genocide.

So, I’m going to act, since we’re in a war against 
them. I don’t know whether they’re doing it or not, but 
I know they’re determined to do it. It’s like in wartime, 
so-called secret weapons, as in World War II. You’re 
out to win a war. You have the capability of producing 
certain kinds of weapons, against the adversary or the 
target. You have the capability of doing it. If you’re suf-
ficiently evil and sufficiently eager, you will attempt to 
do it. And if you attempt to do it and you have the capa-
bility, you might succeed.

So, I think you have to treat this swine flu thing with 
that point of view. Don’t panic! Don’t panic! Do what 
ever you should do, and do it now; but keep your mind 
open, you might have a real something there that you 
have to deal with. You might have a synthetic disease, 
or a combination of diseases of a certain form, which 
will have a combined effect, because of the history of 
the populations, which will take certain selective ef-
fects. The tendency will be, in general, to go at suscep-
tibilities of different kinds of populations, and use a 
weapon of that type against a population which is tai-
lored for the type that’s tailored for that population. But 
it could be more general.

And the swine flu threat is such, that what we’re get-
ting as these effects now—you mobilize for the contin-
gency that the fire is going to spread. You don’t wait 
until the fire spreads. You know there’s a danger it could 
spread, and you mobilize now, to defend humanity 
against that danger. If it turns out to be it wasn’t that 
bad; fine. But you wouldn’t want to be in the position 
where you underestimated the threat, the consequences 
of which you wouldn’t want to be responsible for. So I 

Prince Philip’s Genocide

In His Royal Highness’s own words:
Address to Edinburgh University Union, Nov. 

24 1969: We talk about over- and underdeveloped 
countries; I think a more exact division might be be-
tween underdeveloped and overpopulated. The more 
people there are, the more industry and more waste 
and the more sewage there is, and therefore the more 
pollution.

Address to Joint Meeting of the All-Party 
Group on Population and Development and the 
All-Party Conservation Committee, London, 
March 11, 1987: I do believe . . . that human popula-
tion pressure—the sheer number of people on this 
planet—is the single most important cause of the 
degradation of the natural environment, of the pro-
gressive extinction of wild species of plants and ani-
mals, and of the destabilization of the world’s cli-
matic and atmospheric systems.

The simple fact is that the human population of 
the world is consuming natural renewable resources 
faster than it can regenerate, and the process of ex-
ploitation is causing even further damage. . . . All this 
has been made possible by the industrial revolution 
and the scientific explosion and it is spread around 
the world by the new economic religion of develop-
ment.

Photo EIRNS/Stuart Lews, design Alan Yue
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say, we mobilize! We mobilize rationally; we assume 
the possibility for the worst, and we fight it! We fight it 
because we should have a firefighting capability against 
this kind of thing anyway.

Why the U.S. Does Not Have Debtors’ Prisons
Freeman: The next question is on banking policy 

and how to address it. And this comes from someone 
who is here with us in New York, but who also fre-
quently works out of Washington, D.C., and generally 
represents policies related to the institution of the Pres-
idency. And he says, that, in looking at the Obama Ad-
ministration’s approach to dealing  with our current 
fiscal crisis, there are some aspects of it that really are—
which I could only describe as perverse. The fact is, that 
what is implicit and perhaps explicit in the Geithner 
plan is that it allows guaranteeing bad assets at rates 
above their market value, and by so doing, it simply 
transfers the problem to those who hold the assets.

He says it would enable those individuals to convert 
those assets sooner or later to cash, and therefore, it pre-
serves the wealth of the people who hold these assets 
that are valued above their market value. But at the 
same time, it fails to prevent the collapse of wealth of 
just about everybody else.

Now, what the questioner is getting at, is, as an in-
terim step toward what is inevitable restructuring, 
would it not be better, rather than allowing the Geithner 
plan to proceed, to actually fix the value of those bad 
assets, not at rates that would float, but by essentially 
saying, “We will value these bad assets at some reason-
able percentage, whether that be 15 cents on the dollar; 
20 cents on the dollar; 25 cents on the dollar.” The ques-
tioner says that if we do that, the fact is that many of the 
banks involved are still going to be declared insolvent, 
but then we can get around to the restructuring with 
some kind of rational basis. Do you think that this is 
workable? Or do you think it’s just completely unnec-
essary, that there’s no point in even attempting  to do 
this at all?

LaRouche: No, I think it’s plausible, but you have 
to define what you mean by it in the terms of law, be-
cause you’re now getting into the area of a matter of 
Constitutional law, and it’s extremely important to us 
that we preserve the intention of the U.S. Constitution 
in any proposal we make at this point. So, we have to 
think about Constitutional law in this.

Now, one of the features of the U.S. Constitution 
that our considerations take into account, pertains to the 

question of bankruptcy, the law of bankruptcy. You 
used to have in England  what were called “debtors’ 
prisons.” You still have, under German bankruptcy law, 
a debtors’ prison provision, which is strange to us in the 
United States, because we’re so used to ordinary bank-
ruptcy. But a person who goes honestly bankrupt can be 
imprisoned in Germany for being bankrupt. And that’s 
the debtors’ prison law which has never been removed 
from German law.

Now, what we in the United States were formally 
against, in particular, was indentured servitude and our 
slavery—this idea. So our law of bankruptcy is to pro-
vide both the obligation and the opportunity for bank-
ruptcy in a bankrupt situation. In other words, we reor-
ganize in bankruptcy in the public interest, and in the 
interest of the freedom and human rights of individuals. 
We used to pronounce debtors’ prisons to be immoral, 
which is not the case in Germany, for example. Debt-
ors’ imprisonment is an immoral act, and that law should 
be dealt with accordingly.

So therefore, yes, in this case, we g o up to these 
guys and say, “Well, you guys are bankrupt. All you 
guys who are with this crap that you’re trying to pass 
off, should be put into bankruptcy.” The banks involved, 
the financial institutions, should be put into bankruptcy. 
At that point, when approaching this question of bank-
ruptcy, we go back to Glass-Steagall, and [the repeal of] 
Glass-Steagall was rammed through by Larry Sum-
mers. And at that point, already under Greenspan, there 
were things in that direction, which were driving us into 
bankruptcy.

So, therefore, we go back to Glass-Steagall. We take 
those aspects of the banking system which have to be 
put through bankruptcy, and we put them through bank-
ruptcy reorganization in accord with a Glass-Steagall 
standard. And we go at this historically. We go from the 
time of the repeal of Glass-Steagall, under Larry Sum-
mers’ scheming. We go back to that point and take that 
as a point of reference. Now we say, “You got a lot of 
bankruptcies here.” Now, we’re g oing  to look at the 
question of settling the bankruptcy at that point.

In other words, as you do with your computer: You 
go back and you reset to an earlier time, before you got 
things screwed up. We’re going to reset the computer 
back to the time, 1999, when this bum began running 
loose while President Clinton was in trouble. And we 
say, okay, at that point we use a Glass-Steagall standard 
to determine what kind of transactions do qualify for 
bankruptcy protection. Now, we’ll take what has been 
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piled on since then in the role of phony values—“Sorry, 
buddy.”

All right, now, how do we handle that? There are 
two ways to handle it. One way which is what I pro-
posed back in 2007: freeze it and sort it out later. The 
alternative is, as indicated in the question: Okay, buddy, 
the United States government is going to use its big fist, 
and it’s going to tell you bums, you’ll settle for 15 cents 
on the dollar. In other words, take all your trash, and 
we’ll put all this crap, we’ll put it in a bucket, and we’ll 
say “Okay, we’ll give you 15 cents on the dollar for 
that, but not today. We’ll agree to cover 15 cents on the 
dollar on that, and you can name that as an asset for the 
future in your accounting.” Yes, we can do that. Some 
people might say 20% and so forth, but I say 15%. We’ll 
fight about that, but that’s the alternative.

The intention is to take the valid material, which 
meets Glass-Steagall standards of banking. Those kinds 
of things should receive full bankruptcy protection, 
maybe with some write-downs, because some of these 
mortgages were excessive; there were swindles already. 
But then we take the crap, everything that doesn’t cor-
respond to Glass-Steagall standards, and we say, “We 
lump this stuff, this crap, in one lump. We’ll buy it from 

you for 15 cents on the dollar, but 
not today. We’ll agree to pay even-
tually 15 cents on the dollar. We’ll 
sign that; you’ll g et that, that’s 
going  to be a value you’ll g et at 
some point. Now, take your money, 
and walk.” That’s it.

And that’s the only sensible 
thing  I can think of doing at this 
point. That’s the alternative; either 
say we’re going to freeze that until 
we can sort it out, or if they really 
want to get nasty, we’ll say: “Okay, 
you want a definite price? Okay, 
we’ll give you one. 15 cents on the 
dollar.”

The People Are Suffering
Schlanger: There’s a related 

question that was asked by a 
number of local elected officials 
that we spoke with at last week-
end’s California State Democratic 
Convention, officials who have 
been backing  the Homeowners 

and Bank Protection Act, which you introduced back in 
August 2007. They are basically saying that many city 
and state governments have already passed resolutions 
supporting your Homeowners and Bank Protection Act, 
yet it seems that Speaker Pelosi won’t allow the Con-
gress to take this up, and foreclosures are now increas-
ing again. More than 1.5 million families have already 
lost their homes due to forcible seizures. So, how can 
we reach the institution of the Presidency to g et the 
HBPA enacted, since local governments can’t do it, and 
it doesn’t appear that Congress has the knowledge or 
the guts to do it?

LaRouche: Well, I think that citizens who are being 
destroyed by this process should act to let the President 
know, and Pelosi know, that this has to be done. And if 
she wants to object, tell her: “Well, let’s go in and get 
another facelift there. Then you won’t be able to speak, 
and that will permit us to do this.” But that’s the way it 
has to be done. We have to do it.

Look, the people are suffering; they’re suffering as 
a result of bad policy. This bad policy is flagrant, and a 
flagrant bad policy borders on crime. And if they don’t 
do something like this now, they’re going to be called to 
account for committing  a crime, because they knew 

William Hogarth, “The Rake in a Debtor’s Prison” (1735). The United States was the 
first country to establish bankruptcy law that abolished debtors’ prisons.
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what was going to happen. It happened! They’re crimi-
nals! They knew what was going to happen, and they 
did it, and the effects were injustice and injury to people. 
They go to jail!

FDR: State Power Over Finance
Freeman: This question is from an FDR historian, 

who is based out of Princeton. And, I’m putting together 
several questions here, because he’s submitted a great 
deal for discussion. But his major point is the follow-
ing: He says, “The Great Depression resulted from a 
collapse of the banking system and of asset values. We 
refer to that as the ‘Great Crash.’ The difference, how-
ever, was that the Roosevelt Administration, in under-
standing  that that was at the heart of the Depression, 
approached it slightly differently. With the Pecora Com-
mission, it became clear that what was at the heart of 
the problem was a culture of corruption, speculation, 
and self-dealing on Wall Street.

“So, when FDR embarked on his policies, when he 
permitted banks that had been closed down to be re-
opened, they were reopened under very specific condi-
tions, and the American people understood that the 
banks that were re-opened could be relied upon. You’ve 
already referred to the Glass-Steagall Act. There also 
was the question of the creation of the SEC, and a vari-
ety of other measures. But, my essential point is, that 
what Roosevelt’s actions constituted above all else, was 
a comprehensive assertion of state power over finance. 
And essentially, his New Deal represented a fundamen-
tal break with the previous role of the banks.

“In the Hoover Administration, which preceded 
FDR, you had a model that was followed which was 
much more of a British model. It was centered on the 
question of a financial policy designed to reassure the 
markets, and to essentially allow the banks to continue 
in their previous culture. The fact that that policy failed, 
it seems to me, is one of the first lessons of the Great 
Depression: That stuffing banks with money does not 
solve your economic problems, and in fact, it does not 
even solve a credit freeze.

“But what I would really like you to comment on, is 
your view as to this whole question of the assertion of 
state power, because it’s my argument that this also was 
implicit in what FDR’s concept was, although it was 
not exactly what was adopted, when he designed the 
Bretton Woods system.”

LaRouche: Well, this goes into a question of his-
tory, so I’m glad I’m getting a question from an histo-

rian. We have to go deeply into history on this one, be-
cause the question of principle can only be understood 
by looking at history.

We had a development in Europe, coming out of the 
New Dark Age of the 14th Century, in which there was 
a launching of a new conception of the state. It was not 
entirely new, because Dante Alighieri, with his De Mo-
narchia, had made a similar kind of proposal earlier, 
and was killed for that. On the question of language, 
where Dante defended the Italian language, which is 
the natural language of the Italian people—before Latin. 
Latin was a synthetic language imposed by a bunch of 
invaders, who went up the Tiber and raped some people, 
and made a population by rape, the Sabine women. So, 
this issue has an historical basis.

Now, when the Dark Age struck, in the 14th Century 
collapse of the banking system at that time, which was 
actually an extension of the Venetian monetary system, 
at that point, you had a Dark Age, where the population 
of Europe collapsed, conditions were horrible; mass 
death and so forth. But, out of this came what became 
known at the Renaissance, the 15th Century Renais-
sance. And this took the form of the great Renaissance 
in Florence, which established a form of nation-state 
which corresponded to Dante Alighieri’s De Monar-
chia, but was more advanced. It was the Concordantia 
Catholica of our dear friend, Cardinal Nicholas of 
Cusa.

And it was the same Cusa who, a few years later, 
laid the basis for the establishment of modern physical 
science, with his De Docta Ignorantia. His work had 
been preceded somewhat by the work of Filippo 
Brunelleschi, the famous fellow who discovered the 
principle of the catenary, as a method of construction of 
the cupola of Santa Maria del Fiore. So, you had a sci-
entific development.

Now, out of Cusa’s work, out of his De Monarchia 
and his proposal in De Docta Ignorantia, you had the 
emergence of the first modern nation-state in Europe, 
around Louis XI. And then he was succeeded by an ad-
mirer of his, Henry VII, who established the second 
sovereign nation-state, in England, at that time, whose 
benefit was overturned by his son, Henry VIII, or Henry 
the Hateable. So, this corresponded with a plunge in 
Europe, from 1492 on, with the expulsion of the Jews 
from Spain, into a period of religious war and genocide 
which continued until 1648.

Now, this went through several phases of evolution. 
And in 1648, you had the first effort to restore a civi-
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lized order in Europe, with the Westphalian principle. 
The outcome of this was through Cardinal Mazarin, 
who was also an author of the Treaty of Westphalia, and 
with his associates in France, who established France as 
new form of science-driven nation-state, which the 
British, and interests represented by the British, sought 
to destroy at that time. It was always actually the Dutch 
first, and then the British.

So, as a result of this, during  the 17th Century, 
during the period of renewed religious warfare under 
the influence of Paolo Sarpi, continuing  the religious 
warfare that the Hapsburgs had started earlier, there 
was a new phase of war involving the Hapsburgs, called 
the Thirty Years War. During this period, there was the 
first significant colonization in New England, what 
became known as New England, by the Plymouth breth-

ren, and then, by the Massachusetts Bay 
Colony, which established a system which 
is based on the influence of Columbus’s in-
tention in crossing  the Atlantic waters to 
find, across the ocean, a place of refuge, in 
which the best of European civilization 
could be resuscitated free of the corruption 
inherent in Europe.

So, our foundations actually are traced 
in terms of law from the compact of the 
Plymouth brethren and the Massachusetts 
Bay Colony, which later suffered corrup-
tion, later in that same century.

But, American law was established at 
that time—the components of law, as op-
posed to European law. The conception 
that Europe was a place of corruption. 
There was a great culture in Europe, but it 
was corrupted. It was corrupted by the con-
tinuation of oligarchical influences. There-
fore, our law has always been anti-oligar-
chical. And I can speak with authority, 
because my ancestors came over on the 
Mayflower, one of them at least. So, we 
were there; this is us! This is our law. It’s 
anti-oligarchical law.

Now, the European systems, even 
though there were efforts to start republics 
in Europe—the British destroyed the pos-
sibility of a French Republic at that time, 
by the French Revolution, by the efforts of 
the British, who orchestrated that whole 
operation, and similar things, again and 

again and again. Europe, to this day, has not freed itself 
from the corruption, the oligarchical corruption which 
was left over from that period.

The American Revolution
So, in the case of the United States, we have a con-

ception of law, of natural law, which is different from 
any other part of the world as such, though there have 
been many imitations of U.S. law and experience, and 
some of them more or less good in various parts of the 
world. That is, the American Revolution was an inspi-
ration to the world as a whole, of the possibility of 
taking the best of European civilization’s culture, trans-
porting it to a new part of the world, and making that 
available to the world as a whole, that precedent. Ev-
erything that’s good that has happened in Europe since 

President Roosevelt asserted the power of the state to deal with the Great 
Depression. Here, the New York Times of June 17, 1933 announces the 
passage of the Glass-Steagall Law, among other programs.
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that time, has been a product of the influence of this 
struggle inside North America; the American Revolu-
tion.

And so, our conception is based on that; and we 
have to look at this question in that way, as I referred to 
the question of the debtors’ prison issue before. Our 
system of law is predicated on our history, when viewed 
from this standpoint. We represent in the United States 
the heir of the very best product of European civiliza-
tion, a European civilization freed in our constitutional 
view of matters, from the evils inherent in the oligarchi-
cal traditions of Europe. We don’t have fondi; we don’t 
have an oligarchy.

But in this process, we never really rid ourselves of 
the influence of our opponents. The British East India 
Company’s influence among us. An influence which we 
associate to the present day with Wall Street. With the 
British East India Company influence, with Wall Street, 
and with outright traitors inside our country. This prob-
lem exists.

So that on these questions, we go to our tradition, 
which is what we’re defending, in the sense of the tradi-
tion of those who came here, as into Massachusetts, to 
establish the idea of the best of European culture, of sci-
ence, of artistic culture, and the achievements of Europe 
and freedom from the legacy of the Dark Age. We rep-
resent that. Therefore, we insist on that, as a defense of 
civilization. Our principles are not just our principles; 
they’re not the peculiarity of the United States. The 
United States was created by this peculiarity, of the in-
tention of Nicholas of Cusa, for example, who was the 
one who said, at that time, that the corruption spreading 
in Europe meant that we had to defend the best of Euro-
pean civilization, by going across the oceans to other 
parts of the planet and building up an area where we 
could defend the best of European civilization.

Christopher Columbus, about 1480, when he became 
acquainted with this policy of Nicholas of Cusa, dedi-
cated his life to that policy. And in 1492, he was able to 
cross the ocean—as he knew he could—to a place he 
knew existed, because he consulted people on that 
matter. And his arrival here was the intention to create a 
place of refuge, to find the people in the Americas and 
join with them in creating a refuge, bringing the best 
advantages of European culture into the Americas, 
South and Central and North America.

And, in the process, with all the fights on this issue, 
the United States emerged as the paragon, which was 
the concentration of this fight against the British Empire, 

and the corruption that is inherent in the British Empire, 
through the present day. We have a system which is 
based on a credit system, under which we are sover-
eign. We don’t have a funny system. We have a credit 
system according to our Constitution.

And what happened, of course, in the process, is, the 
British are still out to get us. Not only did they give us 
all the wars we had, but they also gave us the assassina-
tion of President McKinley. And the assassination of 
President McKinley brought a traitor into the Presi-
dency, called Theodore Roosevelt, a distant cousin of 
Franklin Roosevelt. And Theodore Roosevelt brought 
us, with the British, a new kind of monetary system, 
introduced as the Federal Reserve System. And we had 
a guy who was a member of the Ku Klux Klan, Wood-
row Wilson, who was another British scum and traitor, 
who was also of the legacy of the Confederacy, a Brit-
ish-created organization. And therefore, we had in New 
York and elsewhere, and in Boston,  a center, a cesspool 
of British-style financier interests.

On the one hand, our policy was a credit, not a mon-
etary policy. Whereas the British created a system, a 
monetary policy in which monetary power was supe-
rior to and independent of state power. A protectionist 
system like the Roosevelt system, was a protectionist 
system against monetary power, for domestic as well as 
foreign purposes. No private interest must be higher 
than the state, must be higher than the sovereign state. 
All financial interests must be subordinated to the au-
thority of the state protection of the economy. And that’s 
the issue here: We have to eliminate all traces of the evil 
which brought us to this point, especially under Alan 
Greenspan. And what was done was treasonous. It was 
treasonous in 1971. It was treasonous under poor Jimmy 
Carter. It was treason. The Trilateral Commission was 
an organization of treason, of British treason, foreign 
treason, foreign power. Alan Greenspan was a treason-
ous creature, as well as a despicable one, in general.

So these things we are fighting against represent an 
attack on everything that this United States represents, 
from its origins, especially from its European origins, 
from the origins of its founding in the 16th-17th Cen-
tury. Therefore, our law is clear, and when we look at 
this law from the standpoint of history, its historical au-
thority, it is what the world wants; it is what the world 
aspired to for so long—to have the freedom that we have 
in the Untied States. People didn’t come here originally 
to settle this United States as refugees from Europe. 
They came here, like Columbus, to bring the best of Eu-
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ropean culture to a safe distance 
from European corruption.

And that’s our law. If we under-
stand the intent of our law—after 
all, what is law without intent? Law 
without intent is chaos. Law must 
be moral. A morality which is based 
on the conception of the nature of 
mankind, as a creative creature, 
unlike any animal on this planet. 
The sacredness of human beings, 
and the culture which corresponds 
to the sacredness of the creative 
powers unique to the human being, 
the promotion of those powers and 
their proliferation. This is our mo-
rality, and our law, as defined by 
our Federal Constitution, espe-
cially the preamble to the Federal 
Constitution, represents that. This 
is the highest law; this is the only 
law we consider respectable on this 
planet. That every people have a 
right to the same rights we claimed 
in our Declaration of Indepen-
dence, and which we claimed as 
legal protection in the founding of 
our Constitution.

That’s our law. The law lies in its 
intent, its moral intent, its purpose 
for humanity. And to the extent that 
we are committed to the purpose, 
we are committed to that principle 
on behalf of all humanity. We care 
as much for other people as we do 
for ourselves. Because we know 
that protecting other people accord-
ing to this principle is the only secu-
rity we have, and because we love 
human beings rather than baboons. 
Anybody who doesn’t agree with 
me should marry a baboon, and find 
out what they’re getting.

Empire: The Monster We 
Must Destroy

Freeman: Lyn, you’ve made 
our historian here very happy. What 
he says is, “You know, Mr. La-

From Cusa to 
Columbus

The Council of Florence, which began 
in 1439 and unified the Eastern and 
Western branches of Christianity, also 
came to fruition in Christopher Co-
lumbus’s discovery of America. The 
key person was the Renaissance 
genius Cardinal Nicholas of Cusa 
(1401-64), through whose efforts the 
Council came about, and who was the 
founder of modern physical science. 
Cusa’s close friend, the scientist Paolo 
dal Pozzo Toscanelli (1397-1482), en-
couraged Columbus to sail west to 
reach the Orient, and provided him 
with a map (now lost) that showed it 
could be done.

Columbus had been thinking about 
the plan for some time, but it was Tos
canelli who convinced him that it was 
practical. Hearing of Toscanelli’s in-
vestigation of the subject, Columbus 
wrote to ask for more information. 
Toscanelli sent him a copy of a letter 
he had written in 1474 to Fernão Mar-
tins, the canon of Lisbon, outlining 
such a project. His cover letter to Co-
lumbus noted, “I send thee another 
sea-chart like the one which I sent to 
him, wherewith thy demand may be 
satisfied.” In a second letter, Tos
canelli g oaded Columbus on: “I am 
not surprised that thou, who are art of 
high courage, and the whole Portu-
guese nation who have always been 
noble men in all g reat enterprises, 
should be inflamed and desirous to 
prosecute the said voyage.” (Tos
canelli erred in supposing Columbus 
to be Portuguese; although living  in 
Portugal at the time, he was, of course, 
Italian.)

Nicholas of Cusa

Paolo dal Pozzo Toscanelli

Library of Congress

Christopher Columbus
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Rouche, people here get frustrated 
with me because the point that I 
make over and over again is that 
the U.S. economy, from its incep-
tion, was based on a credit system 
as opposed to a European-style 
system. And I also have docu-
mented for people here, time and 
time again, that FDR’s intention 
for Bretton Woods was a fixed-
exchange-rate credit system, not a 
monetary system.

“Now, in fact, the Bretton 
Woods agreement, as it came into 
being, was itself not that, but was, 
in fact, a monetary system and 
became, pretty much, an unregu-
lated monetary system after 1971. 
But it is my argument that the only 
way for us to proceed right now, is 
essentially, to apply the standard 
that Roosevelt had first intended, 
which is to adopt essentially a 
fixed exchange-rate credit system. 
But, for the benefit of my colleagues gathered here, who 
seem to be incapable of comprehending the difference 
once we get down to brass tacks, could you define for 
them clearly the difference between a fixed-exchange-
rate credit system and a monetary system?”

LaRouche: The credit on which a currency must be 
based is the interest and will of the sovereign nation. 
Now, people may compromise with other nations as 
sovereigns, to come up with a common system among 
sovereigns, but no third party can be introduced in be-
tween them. No third party can intrude on the sover-
eignty of any member or members of that association, 
or that association as a whole. A floating-exchange-rate 
system, an international monetary system, is a Satanic 
invention. It is a basis of empires.

The British Empire, in case of point: You look at 
these Brits, they’re fat, sloppy, and dumb. Their dietary 
habits stink, their conditions of life stink, their opinions 
stink, in general. There are a few exceptions here and 
there, who say, “Well, you know, we’re in this boat, you 
know, and some of the other passengers aren’t exactly 
nice”—but the Brits are an imperial system and they’re 
a parasitic nation, essentially. They suck the blood out 
of the rest of the world. Dracula was a story written by 
a Brit, remember. That’s not coincidental.

So, they don’t have a moral sense, the Brits. All they 
are, is a simple attachment to an international Venetian 
monetary system. That is, the monetary system is con-
trolled by a Venetian principle, of an international 
agreement among bankers and similar kinds of finan-
ciers. They run the world, and they say, we have to have 
a free-trade system. You know, it’s like an open mar-
riage, a free-trade system. You don’t know who the 
baby’s father is. You can track the mother, but you can’t 
track the father so easily. That’s the British system, it’s 
a free-trade system.

And therefore, the free-trade organization, the mon-
etarists, control the world. That’s the nature of the Brit-
ish Empire. The British Empire is an Anglo-Dutch-
Saudi system. In 1973, it became also Saudi, because 
the Saudis actually ran the swindle, together with the 
Dutch and British, which created the new floating-ex-
change-rate system of the post-war system. And so, the 
Saudis actually became an integral part of the British 
Empire. Not merely member-subjects, but they actually 
became an integral part of the worst features of the Brit-
ish Empire. Some of the greatest crimes ever commit-
ted were committed by, essentially, the former ambas-
sador to the United States from Saudi Arabia, Prince 
Bandar bin Sultan, who became a British agent at the 

National Archives

The “oil hoax” of 1973-74 drove U.S. gas stations and 
factories out of business, subjecting the developing 
sector to a horrendous debt burden. The photo is from 
1974. Inset: Saudi King Feisal. The Saudis became an 
integral part of the British imperial system at this time.
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age of 16. And this crowd in Saudi Arabia, which has 
enemies inside Saudi Arabia, of course, naturally, this 
crowd is an integral part of the British Empire.

So you have an international system, which is 
above government, which demands—on a free-trade 
principle—that their system be higher in rank than 
government. That governments must submit to free-
trade agreements. That is the name of Satan. That is 
the enemy. That is the Empire. It’s not the British 
people, who are made stupid by living under such con-
ditions, and they also have some filthy habits, as well 
as being stupid. But they are not the problem. It’s not 
they or the Dutch that are the problem. It’s this par-
ticular phenomenon. The Empire! This is the ancient 
concept of empire. The empire reposes in an individ-
ual who’s selected by a committee, who is given the 
policy of making  law. Nobody else can make law. 
Others can have statutes and agreements and policies, 
but they can’t make law, in the sense of constitutional 
law. Only the caprice of the emperor can define law. 
And today that Emperor is the international financial-
monetary system.

That is the monster we must destroy, and there is no 
solution to any of the problems the world faces today, 
unless we destroy that empire. And we can destroy the 
empire very simply. Make me President, I’ll do it for 
you easily. I can explain it to another guy who’s quali-
fied to be President. I have the knowledge. I am willing 
to share that with anybody who is a qualified President 
of the United States. I’m getting old, I don’t want to be 
running  the Presidency myself. I know how to do it 
better than anyone else does, but that’s not what I want 
to do now.

What we do, essentially, is, the United States con-
ducts a treaty agreement with Russia, with China, with 
India. Why? Because you have two frontiers of the de-
velopment of civilization today. One is in Asia, and 
Russia is a Eurasian nation. The other one is Africa. The 
first thing in Africa, you kick the British entirely out of 
Africa. Just kick them out. They’re British: “Get out of 
here! Get the hell out of there! You don’t belong here! 
You’re a bunch of parasites; you’re mass murderers; 
you’ve committed every crime imaginable. And we’re 
going to free you, you Africans, you’re going to be free, 
and kick the Brits out.” Let’s kick the Brits out, and let 
them have to live with themselves, and that will be pun-
ishment enough for them.

In that approach, we simply take the fact that we 
create a credit system. What do we do? How does the 

United States make a treaty, and how does it utter 
money, legally, under our Constitution? You utter 
money by a vote of the Congress, primarily, the House 
of Representatives. It’s a Presidential action, authorized 
by the consent of the Congress. Now, you do the same 
kind of thing  you do for an international treaty. The 
United States explores a treaty agreement with other 
nations. The President endorses that. That is presented 
to the Congress, including  the House of Representa-
tives. The Congress must now approve that treaty before 
it can become law, before it can take effect. Money is 
uttered by the United States, legally, in the same way. 
When both are the form of credit. A treaty agreement is 
credit. It may not be monetary credit as such, but it’s 
credit. A monetary agreement, financial agreement, is 
also credit.

We agree that the United States will create a debt. 
The debt will be used as a capital debt either to utter 
money for circulation in the United States, or for in-
vestment in some project, which the United States is 
going to fund, the Federal government’s going to fund. 
We also do the same thing with friends abroad, with 
whom we have treaty agreements.

So, what I’m proposing  is a general treaty agree-
ment, made individually and collectively, between the 
United States, Russia, China, and India, and other coun-
tries, with emphasis upon our major targets, economic 
targets, which are Asia and Africa. Russia is a Eurasian 
nation whose territory and skills are crucial for the de-
velopment of the mineral resources of northern Asia, 
mineral resources which China would know, but China 
wouldn’t be able to develop. China does not have the 
technology and knowledge and experience to do that. 
Russians do. They know how to operate in tundra area, 
and a lot of this is in tundra area.

But, we need those raw materials developed in order 
to develop China, and other countries. So therefore, we 
have a treaty agreement. Now, China also, now recog-
nizes that it’s benefitting from this. We make a treaty 
agreement with China, and the Russians join into a 
treaty agreement with China, and with India, and also 
Japan will readily come in immediately. Korea will 
come in immediately. Nations of Southeast Asia will 
tend to join immediately. They want this.

So therefore, we now say we’re g oing  to make a 
treaty agreement with a 50- and a 100-year duration, 
because we know that what we’re going to invest in has 
a 50- to 100-year cycle. Some of it is 25 years, some 
less. Now, we’re going  to give these countries credit 
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from the United States, for their 
development in certain projects, 
certain categories of projects, like 
mass transportation systems, 
water development systems, all 
the things that are necessary to de-
velop a population and build up 
the physical capital investment, to 
enable that country to have a 
future.

In the meantime, the credit 
system will allow them to con-
tinue to live decently. They have 
protection against foreclosure, 
guaranteed by the United States 
and other nations. And therefore 
we say, China, you need this! 
Russia, you need this, and you 
have to do this for these other na-
tions. India, you have to do this.

Credit for Development
For example, one measure. If 

we’re going to have a war, a gen-
eral war, it’ll be a thermonuclear 
war, so if you want a war, you’re 
going to get a thermonuclear war. 
So don’t worry about it! Because if they’re foolish 
enough to have a war, you’re going to have a thermo-
nuclear war. If you don’t intend to have a thermonuclear 
war, what are you going to do with all that plutonium, 
stored in weapons? Well, it has a very useful function. 
If you free it from this larder of plutonium, you’re going 
to charge up nuclear uranium and thorium reactors. 
You’re g oing  to charge them up all over the planet. 
You’re going to create this system of power, which en-
ables you to use technologies of production which to-
tally exist today.

The key one, the most important one, the most 
urgent one, is water. Fresh drinkable water for every 
people. Extremely important. Power in general, as a by-
product of that. Well, it’s going to be used for basic in-
frastructure.

Look at the map of Africa. Take a helicopter study 
of what the African terrain looks like. What do you 
see? How many roads do you see? How many rail-
roads do you see? Look at the towns, look at where 
people live. What are the conditions of life in Africa? 
They’re horrible! Totally undeveloped. What does 

Africa need? Does it need wise-
guys coming  in? No, it doesn’t 
need wise-guys. It needs trans-
portation systems, especially 
railways. It needs power sys-
tems, especially nuclear, which 
are being  developed there. It 
needs various systems of infra-
structure which are necessary to 
build up an economy in Africa, 
by the Africans. Get the British 
out, and it’ll begin to happen im-
mediately.

So, when we come into this 
kind of treaty agreement, a credit 
system, we extend it g lobally. 
Credit for Africa. We agree that 
Africa requires a mass transpor-
tation system, a railway—mag-
netic levitation. We agree they 
require water systems, with the 
aid of nuclear power. We agree 
that they require this. Okay, we 
and a group of nations are going 
to extend credit to them, to assist 
them in supplying  themselves 
with these kinds of systems. If we 

give them the infrastructure, and access to technology, 
they will do the rest for themselves. And it’s better that 
they do it for themselves, because then it’s theirs! And 
we want the private section of the economies of nations 
to be theirs, not ours. So we make credit agreements 
with them. Again, 50 years, a hundred years. We give 
this planet a hundred years to work its way out of the 
current mess. We emphasize scientific progress, tech-
nology, high energy flux-density, these kinds of things.

These are all things we can do. There are things we 
were on the verge of doing in the 1960s, before we shut 
down the space program. You know, in the early 1970s, 
we were getting a 10-cent return on every penny we 
spent on the space program. That is, the technologies 
we were getting from investment in the space program, 
were giving us a payback in technologies which were 
worth 10 cents for every cent we invested. If we return 
to that kind of policy, we have a multiplier capability, 
and if we extend, we share those technologies with the 
people in Africa, the people in China, in India, and so 
forth, for their development of their own economies, 
then we’re going to have the kind of nation our great-
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Africa’s most urgent need is for water—and 
that means both water infrastructure 
development and nuclear power for 
desalination. Here, a scene in Ethiopia.
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grandchldren will want to live in.
And that will be our mission in living  today. It’s 

what we’re giving to the future of humanity. And it will 
work. You abandon selfishness, and think in terms of 
what does your life mean: Are you an animal? Is your 
personal physical pleasure everything  to you? Or do 
you think of yourself as an immortal being, whose life 
is of significance for the future of humanity? Like the 
father, or grandfather used to take his grandchild out in 
the old days, and show them what he had participated in 
building, in some great project, like a great dam or some 
system. He’ll tell his grandson, “I built this. I was part 
of building this.” And that was his greatest pride in ex-
istence, in producing a generation of grandchildren to 
whom he could say that. And to inspire them to do like-
wise after him.

And that should be our policy. That’s the meaning of 
a credit system. We have to be separate nations, as I 
said, because we’re different cultures, and because the 
children have to develop their culture, their language 
culture, their traditions. But they have to develop to 
equality in equivalence of ability, and that should be our 
mission. Nations working  to a common purpose. No 
more Tower of Babel. That sort of thing.

The problem is, as you see, when you think about 
this: We in the present generations have come to a time 
when governments and institutions have lost morality, 
true morality. When they talk about morality, you laugh 
with a sick laugh. These guys are talking about moral-
ity! The President is talking about morality, when he’s 
doing  what he’s doing  right now, since he went to 
London? That’s not morality. Morality is the relation-
ship of human beings to the future of the human race, 
through the medium of their nation, and cooperation 
among such nations. And that’s the principle involved 
here. Nothing else is really that important.

What Is Immortality?
Schlanger: We have a question from a student of in-

ternational law at Kazak State University in Almaty, Ka-
zakstan. And he’s obviously someone who’s studied your 
writings on FDR, and how FDR led the U.S. from the 
Great Depression in the first half of the 20th Century.

He asks: “In view of the overwhelming popularity 
of Franklin Roosevelt and his consistent criticism of the 
private banking cabal, what hindered Roosevelt from 
taking back the power of money printing from the bank-
ers, to where it belonged, which is the U.S. g overn-
ment? Why did he not abolish the Federal Reserve?”

LaRouche: You know, why doesn’t the general win 
the war all at once? Really, that’s it. Not to be cryptic 
about it, but that’s the way it is.

You have to think about human beings in terms of 
your immortality. Now, don’t talk to most preachers 
about immortality. They don’t know what it is. It’s a 
rumor they spread to people who don’t understand it, 
nor do they, and they’ve never been there; they’d never 
come back. They have no reports of immortality from 
the dead. But we have evidence of the immortality of 
the dead, from the living, in the terms of people who 
have made a contribution which is more than just an 
act, but who have contributed to the advancement of the 
ability of humanity to exist. Who have made peace 
when there was war. Who built construction and pros-
perity where there is poverty and destruction. Those are 
the evidences of immortality, because they involve the 
transmission of successive development of ideas and 
commitment, across successive generations.

It’s a continuing process. There’s no point at which 
a human being who thinks, is dead completely. Their 
body is dead, but they’re not dead, because the ideas 
which other people are reliving, from them, as if they 
had the same ideas themselves, those relived ideas are 
living on as a continuing dialogue in development in 
generations to come.

Everything  we’ve accomplished, has always re-
ferred to antecedents, human antecedents of accom-
plishment. To understand what the United States is, you 
have to understand the mind of Christopher Columbus 
in 1480 A.D., when he decided to commit himself to 
crossing the ocean for the mission specified by Nicho-
las of Cusa, earlier.

That’s immortality. It’s a commitment to the future 
of mankind, which is made actual through our reliving 
of the experience of discovery made by predecessors. 
So the process of discovery, as in physical science or as 
in great Classical art, is not something  that just hap-
pens, like a dropping of a pigeon. What it is, is a process 
of development of an idea, a creative idea, across suc-
cessive g enerations, and the dead live in those who 
come after them in this way. You cannot understand any 
discovery unless you relive it, and it’s somebody else’s 
discovery that you are reliving inside yourself.

What’s wrong with education today, public educa-
tion and university education above all: You g o to 
school, today you g et this lesson. At the end of the 
lesson, you get this test. You pass or you didn’t pass. 
What a bunch of junk is that? Nobody ever becomes a 
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scientist in that way. They become an 
idiot who babbles what they’ve been 
able to memorize, but they don’t know 
what they’re talking  about. And when 
you see some of our politicians, you rec-
ognize the effect of that. They talk a lot, 
but they don’t say anything, because 
they don’t have any ideas.

Ideas are always, in a sense, partici-
pation. For example, my own studies 
pertained to things that happened thou-
sands of years ago. My understanding of 
history is re-living in my own mind the 
ideas that were developing in people up 
to thousands of years ago. Otherwise, 
they wouldn’t be ideas. That’s the differ-
ence between an opinion and an idea. 
The President has an opinion, this Presi-
dent, but he has very few ideas. He says 
words; that’s his opinion. He backs up 
his words; that’s his opinion. Where are 
the ideas? The ideas involve the anteced-
ents and the consequences of the action 
which those ideas pertain to. That’s our 
problem.

And so, this is the nature of the 
thing.

Our function in life is not to worry about merely 
what we accomplish physically in our lifetime. Our 
function in life is as FDR saw his own function in this 
respect, as President: to set into motion the process 
which is necessary as an idea to bring about a future 
benefit for mankind. The problem with Roosevelt’s 
achievements is not in what he accomplished or didn’t 
accomplish. He accomplished a great deal. He set the 
ideas in place, on which it is possible still today, by 
studying his state of mind, to proceed on what he in-
tended to accomplish, if in a different form from then, 
but now. It’s by re-living his intention as an idea, that 
we’re able to accomplish what he intended, or had in-
tended. And therefore, what Roosevelt accomplished, 
is making possible the consequences which I am pro-
posing we establish, now.

The development of Kazakstan will depend, to some 
degree, on the continuation of those ideas in the environ-
ment in which Kazakstan lives today. It’s those ideas 
which will inform the creative powers of the mind of the 
best young people in Kazakstan, in making their contri-
bution to building what has not yet been built before.

The General Welfare: Social Security  
and Medicare

Freeman: This question comes from the Stanford 
group, and they say: “Mr. LaRouche, we participated in 
a seminar about two weeks ago with Professor Gal-
braith, and we came up with some proposals that we’d 
like to run by you. Some of them we all agree on, but 
there’s one body of policy that is causing some contro-
versy. As a group, we agree that there’s really no alter-
native to putting  the banks into receivership and re-
structuring them, and that really, from our standpoint, is 
a no-brainer. At the same time, what we’ve proposed is 
that while this is happening, that we establish what is 
essentially a publicly run bank to provide credit to busi-
nesses that is sufficient to keep them running through 
the crisis, and this institution obviously would be mod-
elled on the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. 
Again, our memorandum of understanding is straight-
forward on these points, and we’d be happy to share it 
with you.

“Also, on the question of the long-term economic 
reconstruction: Again, we were pretty much in agree-

NASA/Bill Ingalls

Addressing a question from Kazakstan, LaRouche said that great ideas, such as 
those that motivated FDR, “will inform the creative powers of the mind of the best 
young people in Kazakstan, in making their contribution to building what has not 
yet been built before.” An example: Kazakstan cosmonaut Talgat Musabayev 
(right) welcomes cosmonaut Nikolai Budarin (left) and astronaut Ken Bowersox 
to Kazakstan, May 2003. They had landed there after 161 days on the 
International Space Station.
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ment among ourselves, and I think that the proposals 
that we’ve come up with in our memorandum are things 
that you would more or less agree with.

“The point of controversy, however, came up when 
we began to address what we absolutely must address, 
which is the immediate emergency that the current 
slump is creating for our citizens. And, Professor Gal-
braith made some proposals, and some of us had some 
proposals, but this really is a point of great controversy, 
and we’d appreciate your comment on it. Professor 
Galbraith emphasized that one of the things that dis-
turbed him, was the re-occurrence of the emphasis on 
the idea that Social Security and Medicare were caus-
ing problems. And he said that he thinks that the current 
preoccupation that’s coming  out of Washington with 
these two programs is extremely dangerous to the pros-
pect for economic recovery, and we agree with him. But 
the proposals that we’re playing with—many of them 
came from Dr. Galbraith, some of them came from 
others—but we just don’t see any way around it. And 
we’d like you to comment on whether you think this is 
valid, whether you think it’s inflationary, etc.

“First of all, given the situation that the elderly in 
this nation face, and they really do face a very difficult 
situation because they’re being hit on a number of dif-
ferent fronts. Their home values and their stock values 
have declined radically. Whatever interest they were 
collecting on cash holdings, similarly, have declined. 
Therefore, the only viable solution that we were able to 
come up with, is that Social Security benefits should be 
increased, not cut. We also thought that, while overall 
health-care policy was being  debated, that an emer-
gency lowering of Medicare eligibility should be im-
plemented, in which the age of eligibility would be 
brought down to 55.

“We also thought, and this obviously was a source 
of enormous controversy, but we thought that the pay-
roll tax at least on lower-income people, should be 
placed on holiday. And particularly, in light of the fact, 
that President Obama’s 90-day moratorium on foreclo-
sures has now expired, we thought that measures to 
mitigate foreclosures, to keep people in their homes had 
to be taken immediately, and that the freeze should be 
extended.

“And then finally, we recommended that fiscal as-
sistance to states and municipalities be made open-
ended, so that we could put an end to job cuts in what 
are essentially vital public sections.

“Now, this has caused nothing short of hysteria from 

our bosses in Washington, and even from some people 
who we work with. But we don’t see any alternative to 
taking  these measures. And since this Administration 
says it wants to take an FDR approach to the current 
crisis, it is also our assertion that this is how FDR would 
have dealt with it. Obviously, these measures are costly, 
but they are necessary. And it’s our argument that how-
ever costly they may be, they probably are not nearly as 
costly as the amount of money the government is pre-
pared to spend to bail out the banks. And, the difference 
here is that this actually could provide relief, whereas 
the bank bailout probably won’t provide any, not even 
in the medium-term.

“But, we’d really like your comments on this, be-
cause again, it’s a problem we have to deal with, and we 
want to deal with it responsibly.”

LaRouche: Well, I think everything you first said 
you’ve proposed, which is considered controversial by 
some people, is valid. The problem here, I think, is, 
something has to be added to this. The measures are 
correct, but the question is, there are certain conse-
quences of these measures which also have to be taken 
into account.

In general, first look at one aspect of this—the pen-
sions and senior citizens. I don’t feel like a senior citi-
zen, but I see a lot of people in my age group or younger, 
who are considered senior citizens. And I see the plight 
that they go through. I’m just too stubborn to be a senior 
citizen. My stubborn youthfulness is hated in me by my 
enemies; I’m hated more for that reason than for any-
thing else. I’m still alive—“What are you doing alive? 
We thought we’d be rid of you by now.” But they’re not 
rid of me yet. They may take drastic measures, you 
know; they always threaten that.

We have to look at two things. First of all, we have 
been operating  with “promises, promises, and prom-
ises. That everything  is g oing  to be fine with your 
401(k); that this is all going to work; that everything is 
guaranteed. Don’t worry about it. Trust us. Trust us!”

Well, what happened? The pensions got wiped out! 
The g uaranteed prosperity, the protection, g ot wiped 
out. The insurance companies got wiped out! Every-
thing  they depended upon; everything  is being  taken 
from them. When they’re unable to defend themselves 
by their own means against what is being done to them 
by the present incumbents of the U.S. government, the 
Congress in particular, in general, and by the corpora-
tions. This was great thievery! What was done by Hank 
Paulson: They shouldn’t have hung him, because that 
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would have stopped his suffering. Other remedies 
should be found, and we are going to provide some. The 
penalty of ridicule; he is going to be ridiculed by us in 
ways that will be infectious. He will be fleeing; chang-
ing his name; disguising himself; probably even grow-
ing hair on the top of his head, or such other desperate 
measures.

But the point is, we owe it to our citizens because 
they are citizens, because of their status, to provide 
them protection against the consequences of that bunch 
of idiots in the Presidency and the Congress who led 
this nation into these catastrophes. We are responsible. 
And who is most responsible? The super-rich! The 
super-rich, the useless ever-sucking  super-rich! So 
therefore, the Federal government tax policy will re-
flect that. Why not?

First of all, we do have to take over the question of 
pensions and health care, but we have to do more than 
that. Look, the whole health-care racket in the United 
States is a great swindle which affects mostly people in 
senior years. It’s a swindle! What happened to the gen-
eral hospitals? What happened to the excellent system 
of hospitals in New York City, as a result of Felix Ro-
hatyn’s work? What happened to these things?

You know: You get sick; you go to the doctor. You 
have to go through this hurdle. You have this contact, 
this contact, that contact; go here this week, go there 
next week. You get an appointment for that three weeks 
from now. You get an operation two years after you’re 
dead. There are certain faults in that system!  So, simply 
putting money into them is not going to cure the fault.

What is happening  is, the doctors themselves are 
being  swindled. The system is swindling  them, and 
doing even worse swindling against the patients, against 
the population. What we need to have is what we learned 
from World War II, medical experience in World War II. 
We consolidated a system of general hospitals. You got 
sick in a neighborhood, you could walk into one of the 
outpatient facilities of a general hospital system. You 
get into that through your physician and so forth, volun-
tarily. You don’t have to g o through an intermediary 
and this crap. And we were able to deliver better medi-
cine, more cheaply under that system, than under the 
crazy system that’s introduced now.

The way this system, the medical system was cre-
ated, crafted, was to impoverish the physicians, to elim-
inate as many as possible through medical risk insur-
ance, to increase the cost of everything. And the drug 
companies sat on top of it all. So, we’ve had a system 

whose intention, in terms of its embodied function, was 
criminal. Our law says no law, no practice is condoned, 
which is contrary to the g eneral interest, the g eneral 
public interest. These were obviously against the public 
interest; they’re against most people today. The policy 
now is to accelerate death. “You have a terminal ill-
ness? Come back two years from now; we might do 
something for you, if you’re still alive; which we are 
confident you will not be.”

So, in this case, in the medical area, we have to 
revamp the whole system. We have destroyed the ex-
cellent medical system we had in the aftermath of World 
War II. We’ve destroyed it. We have to put it back. We 
have to rebuild the same kind of capability, the same 
policies that we had then.

In the medical profession, who’s making  money? 
The drug companies! You compare what it costs to get 
certain prescription pharmaceuticals in the United 
States, with what they cost in various parts of the world, 
like Canada, various parts of Europe, and so forth. The 
pharmaceutical companies are the great swindlers, and 
part of the great swindle.

Get Rid of the ‘Green’!
So therefore, you have two sides to the problem. 

First of all, you have the need to create the generation of 
income which will allow us to commit ourselves to 
make these payments which are necessary. That means 
we have to get rid of green. We’re against pollution, but 
you get rid of green. We now go to a high-technology 
orientation, which is what we were based on. We go to 
high-technology industries, energy-dense industries, 
which means nuclear power today. You can’t do it with-
out nuclear power. Stop wasting money on solar cells, 
windmills. Windmills! What’s your technology level in 
windmills? As a matter of fact, the windmill industry is 
subsidized. It’s a fraud against the people. The reason 
it’s able to operate is because it’s protected and subsi-
dized. Solar power? Subsidized. It’s not efficient; it’s 
useless. Get rid of this policy.

Now, g o to high-technology industry. Rebuild—
stop this highway policy. The whole highway system is 
crazy. You have people forced to spend as much—in 
this area—as two and a half hours a day each way, com-
muting from West Virginia or elsewhere to jobs around 
Washington. What the hell does that do to family life?

You say you care about family, like social welfare, 
general interest? What are you talking about? We used 
to have a system in the United States when you didn’t 
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have g iant corporations controlling  everything. The 
basis for our economy was largely smaller firms, smaller 
enterprises located in various parts of the country, local 
agriculture and so forth. So you have economic distri-
bution of productive activity in various parts of the 
country. And in general, most people, then, could get a 
job, a decent job, within 15 minutes, or 20 minutes, or 
half an hour of commuting  time at most each way. 
People would move into areas where the job was there, 
where they commute within 15 to 20 minutes or half an 
hour at most to get to the job. What happens if you have 
two and a half hours commuting on each end of the job 
day? What happens to family life? Who cares?

So, the problem is, we have to restructure our eco-
nomic policy in a way which is consistent with supply-
ing these proposed remedies. The remedies are morally 
right; they’re right economically. The question is, how 
do we pay for them? We pay for them by increasing the 
efficient productivity of the nation, per capita and per 
square kilometer. Restore American agriculture! Mon-
santo is not in charge of life. Monsanto never invented 
a living  process. It never invented life, so why is it 
taxing it? Why has it got a monopoly on life? What’s 
that? A new form of slavery? My vegetables are in slav-
ery to some foreign corporation?

We’ve g ot to stop the idiocy, and g o back to the 
idea—against Prince Philip, against the World Wildlife 
Fund—that fascist should not be running the world with 
his policy. And Al Gore should go there and be the house 
servant for this pig, and not bother us anymore. As a 
matter of fact, he’s too big; he’s too fat. Our doorways 
are not large enough to handle him in and out. We can’t 
knock out and expand our doorways to let him in.

So therefore, we have to make revisions in our 
policy. We have to make sensible revisions that are con-
sistent with our history as a progressive nation, with our 
best periods. We are going  to be just, we’re going  to 
protect our citizens. The right to life is sacred, the right 
to a decent life, to protection, is sacred. We’re going to 
provide the systems which are oriented to human 
beings. And these are proposals which are in dispute in 
this question, which are perfectly legitimate. They’re 
necessary measures. The question is, how are you going 
to pay for them? Well, I’ve got some good ideas for 
what we don’t pay for anymore, and what we pay less 
for. And for, in addition, the new industries, the new 
places of employment which are productive, which will 
enable our government to afford to make these adjust-
ments.

So, you have to consider two things. The provisions 
are morally correct; they’re necessary. How do we pay 
for them? We pay for them by not paying for such junk 
that we’re paying for now, like high prescription drug 
prices, that sort of thing. We pay for them by eliminat-
ing  junk. We pay for them by providing mass transit 
systems so people don’t have to choke on highways for 
two and a half hours to get to and from work, and that 
sort of thing.

So, we build a more efficient, physically efficient 
economy, more powerful economy, with better technol-
ogy. We don’t have to have all these white-collar work-
ers. We don’t need it. White collars just get dirty quicker; 
we don’t need that. What we need is high-technology 
emphasis on high degrees of productivity. We need cap-
ital-intensive, progressive investment. We need to de-
centralize much of our production, so we distribute our 
production across the countryside, as in agriculture and 
industry. So that in every part of the country, you have 
options for work, for employment, in communities, 
within a reasonable commuting time each day. You have 
all the necessities taken care of, like general hospitals in 

Don Quixote tackles a windmill. Etching by Gustave Doré 
(1863).
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every area that can be the matrix for dealing with the 
requirements of the health of the population. And we’re 
going to have to socialize a lot of things, especially for 
the elderly, the ill, and for education. We’re going  to 
have to pay for it. So therefore, if you have to pay for it 
the old-fashioned way, go to work and earn it.

You Have To Be Right
Schlanger: Now we’ll take a question from the 

floor.
Q: Good afternoon. I’m Doctor Hayes. I’m from 

Washington, D.C., I’m a Catholic, and I’m a Republi-
can. . . . I’ve travelled overseas; I’ve been to Africa, I’ve 
been to the Middle East, I’ve been to Central Asia and 
Central Europe, Eastern Europe. I’ve been in all of the 
United States, and everyone asks the same question: 
“How are your policies going to help us have a better 
life?” And I just didn’t get that with McCain or with 
Obama. So, I listened to your issues, and I say to myself, 
“How can you resonate your message to the American 
people, and foreign people, where they understand it?. . . 
Because they don’t know what they need to know, and 
they don’t understand what they need to understand.

LaRouche: Okay, partly, the secret in life is, you 
have to be immortal, not physically, but you have to be 
immortal in the way you think. And that is, you’ll find 
in life, as I have, that most of your fellow citizens tend 
to be stupid. They tend to be morally stupid. They have 
the facts before them, but they don’t draw the conclu-
sions they should, because they have another agenda 
they’re listening to. They say, “Well, I don’t need what 
you’re talking about. I’m fixed,” or “I got a plan; some-
thing that’s going to work for me. I don’t want to jeop-
ardize that, just because you come along  with this 
idea.”

And, as you’re finding today around the country—
for example, we get a lot of troubles inside the Demo-
cratic Party, but over 50% of the people at the recent 
California Democratic Convention, tended to agree 
with the fact of our agenda. They may not have fully 
agreed with it, but they agreed that this was one of the 
things that had to be discussed. And they were impor-
tant issues, like the question of getting rid of Pelosi, for 
example. She needs a new facelift; maybe that’ll shut 
her up for a while. I’m all for her getting a facelift. If it 
shuts her up, that’s good. You know, with that initial 
surgery, she can’t talk much.

So the point is, in life, when you talk to people, you 
have to take an immortal view. First of all, you have to 

be right. And you have to be extremely self-critical to 
make sure you’re right in your own mind, in what you 
do. You have to get to the point that you have enough 
knowledge to make that judgment. Then, you have to 
say it, whatever the reaction is you’re getting. Because 
if ideas are valid, keep them alive, keep pushing them. 
And, now, people who are afraid of me, because I had 
too many enemies in politics, say, “Oh, how nice you 
are. Maybe we can do that.”

So, in life, what you have to do, in dealing with your 
fellow citizens, you have to show patience. The so-
called legendary patience of Job, because you have to 
wait for it to come to you. Your problem in life is not to 
submit guarantees of a certain time that this is going to 
happen. Sometimes, you can do that; sometimes I can 
because I’m a g ood forecaster, and g enerally I don’t 
make the mistakes that most people make, so therefore, 
I’m right because I don’t make those mistakes. But, in 
principle, being right now, does not mean you’re going 
to get success now. The worst thing to do, is to find out 
what you can be successful at, whether it’s right or 
wrong, and go with that. Our problem with the philo-
sophical liberalism in the United States, which we got 
from the British, largely, is that people will say, “I gotta 
go with that, because that will be accepted, whether it’s 
right or wrong.”

So, what you have to build up in our citizens is a 
conception of what’s right and what’s wrong. And 
you’ve got make sure that you’re right, and pay a lot of 
attention to being right, rather than simply opinionated. 
And if you’re that, then you keep pushing. Keep push-
ing; because keeping ideas which are correct alive, is 
the very minimum of what you can do in life. Some-
times you can use judgment about where you push it. 
For example, you don’t go to a Klan rally, nor do I go to 
a Klan rally, to express ideas. I just don’t think that’s a 
good idea. There are some parts of northern Alabama I 
visited, I wouldn’t go out at night, where I’m known, 
because I might not come back.

So therefore, you don’t do everything  simply be-
cause it’s right, but you try to select what you think you 
should be committed to, what you should be able to win 
people to eventually. And in the case of parents, what 
you do, is you select: This is a mission which you think 
you can succeed in, that you should be able to succeed 
in, and you try. And you may have some longer term 
ideas, too, which you also would express to people you 
think you might be able to influence or involve them in, 
call their attention to. What you’re trying to do, con-
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stantly, is plant the idea that is needed for the present 
and the future, and stick at it.

Because you have to think of your work as being 
immortal, not just you. Don’t try to be immortal—
you’re not going to make that one. No one’s ever fig-
ured that one out, so far. But you try to be immortal in 
terms of the values that you are providing for people 
around you. That’s the only thing you can do. That’s 
what I do. It’s worked! I’ve had some big successes at 
times, and paid a big price to be successful, because my 
enemies were not pleased with that. I’ve had some big 
ones, so I can say that you can achieve big results. And 
I have. I’ve been more fortunate than most people, in 
that respect.

But, at the same time, if you think you want an ab-
solute g uarantee that you’re g oing  to g et that result 
when you want it—that’s selfishness. There’s no guar-
antee in that. But doing the right thing, putting the right 
idea, putting the right devotion to a cause, into motion, 
that’s valid, always.

The main thing is to be right, and to come to a deeper 
understanding  at all times. That’s what I try to do. I 
enjoy it.

A Coup d’État?
Freeman: This question comes from a journalist 

here, who writes on politics, and he says, “Mr. La-
Rouche, I think that it’s time to address what nobody 
else here at this g athering  has been prepared to talk 
about. Because we can talk about the right policies as 
much as we want, but I think it’s time that we examined 
some of the politics behind what is going on. And I’ve 
said, time and time again, that people are pissed off 
about the financial crisis, about the bailout, but they’re 
not nearly pissed off enough.

“It’s my contention that the current economic melt-
down and everything that has followed it, particularly 
the bailout, represent the equivalent of a coup d’état. 
That what has occurred basically is that a political trend 
that’s been snowballing  for decades, has essentially 
now been cemented, and that our government, in effect, 
has been taken over by a small class of connected insid-
ers, who have repeatedly used money to control elec-
tions, to buy influence, and to systematically weaken 
financial regulations. And the fact of the matter is that 
Larry Summers is simply the leading and most disgust-
ing example of this.

“The fact is, that the current crisis was essentially 
what these guys needed. They now, at this point, after 

having  been g iven free rein over the economy; after 
having literally wrecked the banking system and the fi-
nancial world; what we’re doing  now is that we’re 
giving the same people who created the problem, un-
limited powers to clean up their own mess. And the fact 
of the matter is that, as a result, various of these indi-
viduals, like Larry Summers, like the gambling addicts 
who lead companies like AIG, are ending up not penni-
less, not in prison, but instead they’ve cemented their 
death grip on the Treasury and on the Fed.

“My contention is that the mistake that most people 
make in looking at the current crisis, is that they think 
about it in terms of money. But if you look at it in the 
terms that I look at it, and you can argue that they’re 
Machiavellian terms—but I think they’re accurate—is 
that I think that what we’ve experienced is a colossal 
power grab that threatens to turn the government into 
the equivalent of one giant Enron, which is essentially, 
an impenetrable fortress that’s filled with self-dealing 
insiders, whose scheme is simply to steal as much indi-
vidual profit as they can at the expense of an ocean of 
unwitting  involuntary shareholders, who are actually 
known as U.S. taxpayers.

“Now, the reason that I’m going through this rant—
and I admit that it is a rant—is that I think that unless we 
identify this pathology, then all of the great policies and 
reforms that we’re discussing, will never be imple-
mented. Because these individuals who, right now, for 
better or for worse, have a stranglehold on the policies 
of our government, are, as far as I can see, the enemy. 
And unless we identify someone like Larry Summers, 
and the general political tendency that he represents, as 
the enemy, I don’t see anything good happening, with 
this administration or with any other. And nobody here 
wants to address that directly, I suppose because of 
where their salaries come from, but since I’m the irrev-
erent member of the group, I wanted to put it on the 
table and I’d like your comments on it.”

LaRouche: Okay, fine. Delighted to do so.
First of all, what you say in general is not inaccu-

rate. It leaves something out.
Let’s take 1789 in France. Let’s take June-July 1789, 

in France, and what followed. The danger in this period 
is that, as you say, in the case of Lafayette, who made a 
critical mistake in that process: Lafayette’s policy was 
that he still felt an obligation to his King, when the King 
had become a traitor to France. What had happened 
was, that it was a British operation—it would probably 
be interesting to go through this, because this is classic: 
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The British had set up a Freemasonic operation in 
France which was again controlling the opposition to 
the King, and the Duc d’Orléans was a key part of it.

So what happened is, they set up this freemasonic 
organization, or network, on the European continent, 
which was a branch of British freemasonry, with a Eu-
ropean accent. So, this crowd pulled a stunt. Up until 
that time, of this event—that is, the event three years 
earlier—the Emperor of Austria was very happy with 
Mozart. He was very happy with a number of things, 
including his sister, who was the Queen of France. And 
what happened was, the British, with this Freemasonic 
operation, pulled an operation under which the famous 
case of the Queen’s Necklace occurred. And this scan-
dal enraged both the King, who was a little bit of a fool, 
but also enraged the Hapsburg Emperor, the Queen’s 
brother, who turned nasty. As a result of this process, 
the French monarchy turned nasty in g eneral, along 
with her in-law, the Emperor of Austria. And they 
became hostile to the French people on this issue.

So, in 1789, in this context, the King had relied upon 
his brother-in-law to bring foreign troops into France, 
around Paris, to protect the French monarchy. In this 
same period, Lafayette and his friends had established 
a negotiation to create a republic, with the intent that 
the King  should accept the position of constitutional 
monarch of a republic. But Lafayette and company did 
not follow through, at that time. So his enemy, the 
enemy of Benjamin Franklin and so forth, who was the 

typical British agent in the situation, organized an event 
called the Siege of the Bastille, which had essentially a 
bunch of gibbering idiots in it, only, who were in there 
because they were waiting to be transported to an insane 
asylum. Nobody else was there, except the guards.

So the mob, which was armed by Louis Philippe, 
Philippe Égalité, besieged the Bastille and committed 
atrocities. When the guards surrendered, they decapi-
tated them, put their heads on pikes, put the gibbering 
idiots on the shoulders of the mob, and the mob marched 
through with a triumphal procession. This, then, cre-
ated a situation under which the King supported repres-
sive measures against France. And this started this pro-
cess of the French Revolution.

The ‘Twitters’: A Dionysian Nightmare
Now, what you’re looking at here, in the United States 

today, is a phenomenon typified by the Twitters. Now the 
Twitters are very seriously an operation of evil. They’re 
a parody of the ancient cult of Dionysus, of which we 
have examples: For example, the people at Columbia 
University, who in the second sit-in associated with Mark 
Rudd in 1968, were called “The Movement.” They were 
fascists. What’s the difference between the socialists and 
the fascists? They called themselves socialists, they 
called themselves the left. They were in a sense left-
overs, who shouldn’t have been left loose. But they were 
fascists. What’s the difference? They called themselves 
socialists, but they were anti-labor—they hated blue-

Jacobin mobs, like the one that stormed 
the Bastille in France (1789), are being 
created by Twitter today. “They’re a 
parody of the ancient cult of Dionysus,” 
LaRouche said.
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collar labor—and they hated farmers, and they hated sci-
ence. They were fascist.

Now, the Hitler movement back in the 1920s had the 
same characteristics. The environmentalist movement, 
as we call it today, was originally a keystone of the Nazi 
movement, in Germany in the 1920s. These guys, Mark 
Rudd and company, and that entire movement, were es-
sentially pro-Nazi. They weren’t Nazi, they didn’t wear 
swastikas, but they had all the other relevant appurte-
nances, in terms of their behavior. They had become a 
dominant part in U.S. culture; they are a dominant force 
among  the Baby Boomers. They are the peers of the 
Baby Boomers, and what’s wrong with the Baby Boom-
ers is that they are contaminated by their association 
with this generation of so-called 68ers, because the 68er 
generation was largely penetrated and polluted by 
things like Mark Rudd, and other fascist types.

So therefore, the danger here: This system is not 
going  to last. What Obama represents today will not 
last. It’s doomed, in any case. The question is, what do 
you get in its place. And the Twitters are the answer. 
The Twitters are devotedly brainless creatures. Twitter, 
twitter, tweet, tweet, tweet.

We had this experience in the Dark Age, the 14th 
Century. They were called the Flagellants. The Flagel-
lants were not a social phenomenon. They were an or-
chestrated social phenomenon. In the period of fear, 
terror, the Dark Age, when society was disintegrating, 
you still had wars, but you didn’t have well-organized 
armies, because the armies had broken down, because 
the financial system had broken down. So therefore, a 
new type of warfare was used. The warfare, just like the 
ancient cult of Dionysus, like the Nietzschean move-
ment.

And what they would do, would be to call on these 
people—tweet, tweet, tweet, tweet, tweet—call them 
together, go to a certain place, and there’s food there. 
You can steal it, you can loot that. And they would go 
there, beating themselves on the backs with sticks, or 
having  other people beat them, for their g reat sins; 
going out and living by looting  the countryside, thus 
starving the towns and cities, and then moving into the 
cities, and looting them. A Dionysian nightmare!

The danger here, in the United States—which is 
why your point is so well-taken—is that, unless we rec-
ognize that that is the alternative to what we must do, 
we won’t be resolute in doing what we must do: We 
must not allow a Nazi-like nightmare, which the Twit-
ters forebode, to be the movement that takes over the 

United States when Obama, who will soon go down, if 
he continues on his present role—he’ll be finished, his 
administration will collapse and disintegrate when the 
inflationary phase of this process hits, and it’s about to 
hit now. The Obama Administration, under its present 
policy, is doomed, because the United States is on the 
verge of spiralling into a hyperinflationary process, like 
that that hit Germany in the Summer and Autumn of 
1923. When that happens, Obama—if he continues his 
present policy—is finished. It may be weeks or months 
from now, but if he continues his policy, he’s finished.

In what way will he be finished? Will he change, 
perhaps, and become human again? Or will he refuse to 
change, and be destroyed, along with his crowd? And 
what will we get, if he’s destroyed in that way? Will we 
get Twitters, the brainless fascists who make the mating 
call to produce chaos as their children, like the Nazis of 
the 1920s, who were the predecessors of the Nazis of 
the 1930s, or what the Jacobin Terror was in France? 
That kind of thing? So this question has to be treated 
seriously.

We can not say that we can sit back and say we’re 
right, just keep doing this. No, we have to say, we have 
to destroy the two threats to this civilization: first of all, 
the threat that Obama under his present policies, will 
bring the United States down, as the British desire. Or, 
that Obama will be destroyed, or his crowd will be de-
stroyed, as a result of what he does, but then he will be 
succeeded by a fourth Terror.

Now, those who have studied history, in all parts of 
human culture, know this phenomenon: If you do not 
provide a positive answer to an evil, you may get an 
even greater evil. That’s where we stand today in the 
world. Therefore, the problem here is a lack of guts to 
recognize that these are the alternatives, and the guts to 
act in a way to prevent these alternatives from coming 
true. You have to have the guts to fight this issue in the 
appropriate way. Obama is doomed if he continues this 
policy. He’s doomed anyway. And he’s doomed soon. 
What he’s doing will not work, except to destroy him at 
the hands of his own friends. The danger is, when they 
destroy him, what are you going to get next? It could be 
something much worse.

Energy Flux-Density
Freeman: This question is part of about eight ques-

tions that have come from a small study group, that is 
trying to work through the comment that you recently 
issued on a paper by James Galbraith [EIR, April 24, 
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2009]. What they say is: “Mr. LaRouche, we have 
bravely embarked on the process of trying  to work 
through your paper, and admittedly we really have just 
begun. We agree with you that it’s a barren and miser-
able approach to simply try to treat economics, and eco-
nomic processes, through statistical analysis. However, 
at the same time, in going through your paper, what we 
are faced with is the task of actually trying to come up 
with a rigorous definition, an actual scientific defini-
tion, of what you identify as creativity, and human cre-
ativity, in physical terms.

“Now, one thing that has come out of the group is 
that perhaps the best way to approach it is to approach 
it from the standpoint of what you have put on the table 
as energy flux-density, or the measurement of the power 
to do work. We’re not sure that’s what you mean, and if 
it is what you mean, we have another problem, which is 
that—as I’m sure you know—the prevailing view is to 
try to figure out how to lower energy throughput, rather 
than to increase it, as a form of raising the efficiency of 
an economic process. You may want to go into different 
aspects of this, but it would be helpful to us, if you could 
put us in the right direction, and also identify whether 
you think it is actually possible to define this issue of 
creativity, obviously not in statistical terms, but in some 
rigorously measurable effect.”

LaRouche: This goes to a deeper question. It goes 
to a baseline question, a Basement question, as we call 
it. Because the idea of creativity does not exist in the 
cultural lexicon of any known existing university in the 
United States. No university in the United States is 
teaching anything about human beings, because human 
beings are different from animals because we have cre-
ativity. And that creativity is something which no uni-
versity in the United States has properly defined.

We deal in physical science with the effects of cre-
ativity. Generally, that’s what physical science, insofar 
as it’s halfway competent, does, is consider the effects, 
the measurable effects of creativity, as they apply to 
physical scientific matters, or to cures of disease, which 
we make a good guess at. We call it a cure if it works.

Therefore, the idea of creativity, per se, is alien to 
liberal culture. Our culture, the culture we’re dealing 
with, is the culture established by Paolo Sarpi. The 
Catholic culture is mostly bankrupt. So therefore, the 
Protestant cultures have taken over, through England 
and the Netherlands, and the Protestant culture says that 
there is no such thing as creativity. Or they call any-
thing creativity that they like, or don’t like, as the case 

may be, and they don’t know what they’re talking about. 
They’re idiots. So they think of creativity in terms of 
mathematical formulas, and therefore they have not un-
derstood the ABC of physical science, as defined either 
by the ancient Greeks, the Classical Greeks, or as un-
derstood by the modern scientists, followers of people 
like Brunelleschi, and Nicholas of Cusa, and Kepler.

Because a principle is not something you can mea-
sure mathematically. That is, the mathematical expres-
sion does not describe the action of the principle. The 
mathematics describes the effect of the principle, not 
the causal feature of the principle.

Gravitation: What does Einstein say, for example? 
The universe is not bounded. It’s finite, but not bounded. 
Why is it finite? Well, Einstein says, look at Kepler. Be-
cause the universe is bounded by the principle of gravi-
tation, as a g eneral principle. Nothing  exists outside 
gravitation. The universe is bounded by g ravitation. 
The universe, physically, is bounded by universal prin-
ciples, none of which is a mathematical formula as 
such. But the bounding, so far, describes the mathemat-
ical process. So Kepler defined a general theorem for 
gravitation, which is the only general theorem for grav-
itation known in the universe today, by him. And nobody 
ever invented a better definition of gravitation than he 
did—today, mathematically. Newton discovered noth-
ing. He didn’t even discover himself, or what he was.

So, therefore, science is not limited to derivatives of 
statistical processes or mathematical processes. Rather, 
mathematics is a way of dealing with experimental evi-
dence which pertains to the discovery of the hidden 
presence of a universal physical principle. Now, what 
we’re looking at in terms of universal physical princi-
ples involve—what? Abiotic domains. You know, ev-
erybody likes to start out with the hard, material stuff—
the abiotic domain.

Then you get more sophisticated, and you leave the 
Department of Physics and you go over to the Depart-
ment of Physical Chemistry. And when you’ve grown 
up, you stop being a physicist, and you become a phys-
ical chemist, because you can’t understand physical 
science without physical chemistry, as such, not just 
plain old physics. Physics is what you take when you’ve 
got constipation. Physical chemistry is what you take 
when you want to get scientific advancement. And then 
you go at the question of life, and you’re interested in 
the physical chemistry of life, and you can’t deal with 
the relationship between the physics, and life, without 
physical chemistry. Because the question of what part 
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of the so-called abiotic domain is relevant, specifically, 
to the living processes.

Oh, now you think you’ve got a big success, right? 
You’re a physical chemist who specializes in biochem-
istry, physical biochemistry. That’s already a step up, 
but it’s not good enough, buddy. You’ve got to go fur-
ther, to a higher level. Human life. And human life is 
not understood from the standpoint of physical bio-
chemistry. You can understand human life in its effects 
on physical biochemistry. For example, when a physi-
cist goes in as a musician and also works in a labora-
tory, he will be doing something with physical chemis-
try. Biophysical chemistry. But biophysical chemistry 
does not explain what a human being is, because no or-
dinary form of life is capable of thinking like that: of 
being creative.

Now, where does creativity lie, then?
Creativity lies in Classical poetry and song. If you 

are not a Classical musician, or beloved of Classical 
music, you are not really a scientist. You’re almost a 
guy who wishes he’s a scientist, but hasn’t made it yet. 
Because science pertains to man’s relationship to the 
universe. Science exists only as an aspect of human be-
havior. Keep your monkeys out. And therefore, you 
cannot understand creativity unless you understand 
what science is, and science is human behavior.

So you go back to the study of mind. How does cre-

ativity work in the human mind? Interesting question, 
hmm? Because creativity does not exist as a conscious 
expression of behavior in anything but human beings. 
Art, as such, does not exist in anything but human be-
havior. So creativity as defined in art, is your key to 
understanding creativity.  And all you have to do, once 
you’ve made that hypothesis, is, you have to prove it in 
physical terms. And this is the great challenge.

For example, mankind’s potential population den-
sity is crucial. What determines that? How would we 
organize the planet, and change the characteristic of the 
physical chemistry and physical biochemistry of the 
planet, in order to increase the human population, to 
sustain a certain level of the human population and ad-
vance it? So therefore, we do know that you have to 
increase the energy flux-density. If you cannot increase 
the flux-density, you cannot sustain the population.

So, there’s no economy which works on energy 
minimization. Reducing  the energy throughput is the 
assurance of a Dark Age. There’s no way that mankind 
can continue to exist and progress without increase of 
energy flux-density. Can’t happen. Those who believe 
that, are being duped.

But then, you understand, as I’ve emphasized, unless 
people are educated, and emphasize, and have insight 
into Classical musical composition, especially contra-
puntal Classical musical composition, they don’t know 

“If you are not a Classical musician, or 
beloved of Classical music, you are not 
really a scientist.” Shown: Albert Einstein.

EIRNS/Helene Möller

A LaRouche Youth Movement pedagogical workshop in Berlin, Feb. 1, 2009. The 
scientific work of the LYM’s “Basement” team in Virginia radiates throughout the 
international youth movement, drawing more and more young people away from the 
Twitters, and into the process of creative discovery.
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a damned thing. Therefore, it’s only through this under-
standing, as applied to the question of physical biochem-
istry, that you really have touched upon, empirically, 
direct contact with the idea of what creativity is.

Read the Great Poets
If you want to know what creativity is, look at the 

greatest poets. Read Keats in English, or Shelley in 
English. Read Shelley’s famous essay, A Defence of 
Poetry. Read particularly the last paragraph, the long 
paragraph from that essay: That’s the key to creativity. 
When you are conscious, of your mind working  in a 
way which corresponds to the activity of Classical 
poetic, or poetic musical expression, when you’re able 
to think in terms of counterpoint, as a way of life, to 
recognize in yourself, those mental processes which 
you wish to encourage, which you find, in turn, are pre-
cisely the creative potential which leads to achieve-
ments in physical biochemistry, then you know what 
creativity is.

The problem is, in a liberal culture, philosophical 
liberal culture, based on the idiocy of William of 
Ockham, as revived by Paolo Sarpi—which is what 
Anglo-Dutch Liberalism is! The problem with the 
American people today, is, their education is in accord 
with Anglo-Dutch Liberalism! With this legacy of 
Paolo Sarpi. Earlier, you had a different form of impo-
tence, called Aristotle. Aristotle destroys the mind, by 
denying the existence of creativity. You had a famous 
Jewish scholar, Philo of Alexandria, who denounced 
Aristotle’s teaching on this ground: that it denies cre-
ation! And Aristotle does deny creation.

And so, for example, does Euclid. My break, was I 
hated Euclid: I recognized he was a fraud from the be-
ginning, my first day in school, on geometry. He’s a 
fraud. Euclid’s a fake: He presumes that there are two 
self-evident qualities, particularly sight, and implicitly 
sound, which then comes up later—that these are self-
evident. They don’t have to be proven experimentally. 
You believe them, because your senses tell you that. 
You believe your senses!

Your senses are only sense-organs, they’re not veri-
ties. And you have to adduce reality from understand-
ing  how these sense-organs interpret, or misinterpret 
reality, as Kepler did, in his discovery of gravitation.

But you find in the end, when you think about this, 
when you work in these media, of Classical artistic 
composition, which is man contemplating  his own 
mind: man contemplating the mind of man. Then relat-

ing that to man’s contemplation of man, himself, look-
ing at what man does. Looking at the way nature re-
sponds, to what man attempts to do. Then you understand 
the connection between creativity, as you know it artis-
tically, and creativity as it’s manifested in physical ef-
fects.

And those of us who’ve been through that experi-
ence, and know what creativity is, know it very well. 
But, there’s been a loss of creativity in the post-World 
War II period, which was deliberate. Which came to-
gether with the elimination of the influence of Franklin 
Roosevelt. We destroyed the American System, the 
American concept, in favor of British Liberalism. We 
set up a system of education. We increased the number 
of people educated, but we destroyed their minds, as the 
price of giving them an education.

You g o into a classroom: You take a course, this 
course, this subject, today! You get a question, a quiz, 
on that course. Did you understand anything? No! Do 
you understand how to pass the examination? Yes! 
What’s the examination worth, then? What do you actu-
ally know? You knew nothing! You knew how to 
behave, in order to get a passing grade. What does that 
do with the universe? What does that tell you about the 
Solar System? Nothing! It tells you how you behave in 
a classroom in order to get a higher grade; or bribe the 
professor some way or other, so you don’t have to take 
the course, and get an A grade—that sort of thing.

So, the problem, the idea of actually having proof of 
principle, in respect to creativity, became essentially a 
lost art, especially in academia. If you’re a fake, and 
you’re a fake as a professor—you barely passed the 
course, by honors—and you go to David Rockefeller in 
Bellagio, Italy, where you are entertained by him, and 
he says, “Oh, gee, you ought to publish a book! You’re 
a smart guy. Publish a book—I know a couple of guys 
who can fix it up for you.” Then you go back, and you 
go to this university, where you’re teaching as an almost 
thrown-out character—and suddenly you’re promoted. 
You publish a book, two books, on various subjects; 
you fake it most of the way; But your books are cele-
brated. The New York Times covers them favorably, or 
the other review journals do it favorably, and you rise!

And then, you find all the top professors in the uni-
versities are the worst louts! The clumsiest, stupid 
jerks! And the honest ones, are plodders, who are 
sneaking around furtively, trying to get their ideas in, 
and nobody wants to talk to them, because they’re 
spoiling  the bullshit. You know? They’re taking  the 
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pleasure out of the bullshit.
So therefore, you have a society which is organized 

from the top-down, by a bunch of fakers, who are the 
ideological leaders of culture in the United States today, 
mostly, as most of my friends from New York know 
this. That the best people, generally, are swarmed over 
by the fakers, who are the “luminaries”! And very rarely 
do they have a few kept people, who are competent, in 
key positions, just so somebody has a book index, as to 
where the ideas might be found!

But that’s the nature of things. And what I laid out as 
creativity, is the understanding: It’s the most important 
thing to understand, I think. The most important thing 
to understand, is man. And to understand man, you have 
to understand what the difference is between your 
neighbor the monkey, and your neighbor the man. And 
sometimes you find it difficult to distinguish between 
the two of them.

But, if you don’t understand creativity, you don’t 

understand yourself as a human being. You 
may approximate, you may learn tricks, you 
may learn things that you’re confident that 
work; but don’t really believe in yourself, that 
you know them. You know that they work; 
you know if you put the right key in the front 
door, you can g et in. But that’s what you 
know. That doesn’t mean you’re a scientist.

That’s the way it goes. And you have to 
think in these terms: That, one has to under-
stand creativity, per se, and put that question, 
“Do you understand what creativity is?” Do 
you understand why Kepler, and how Kepler, 
was the only person, who ever discovered a 
general principle of gravitation? Until later, 
when his conception was enlarged by people 
like Einstein and Max Planck, for example, 
who had something to do on microspace; and 
the idea of how the universe is organized, was 
modified. But the essential discovery by 
Kepler, as presented in his Harmonies of the 
World, is the only discovery of g ravitation 
that was ever made! No other original discov-
ery of gravitation was ever made by anyone, 
except by Kepler. And if you work through 
that book, and the steps that he describes, as 
to how he came to that conclusion, you under-
stand it.

But most people in university will tell you 
that, today, “Oh! Newton discovered gravita-

tion!” Newton discovered nothing! He was a black 
magic specialist! He never made a discovery, of any-
thing  in science. A bunch of fakers made the whole 
story up. And they made it up in order to try to discredit 
Leibniz. It was part of the anti-Leibniz campaign that 
was run in England, in the first decade of the 18th Cen-
tury. A complete fake! Everything that Newton is attrib-
uted to have discovered, proved to be a fake: Either he 
was a fake in the claim, or they were fakes in what they 
claimed.

And every important scientist, always knew, that 
Newton was a fake. Yet, just think how many places 
you hear that Newton is this great scientific discoverer. 
He discovered nothing. . . except how to be celebrated!

The only public speech that Isaac Newton ever 
made, was when he was a member of Parliament, and 
he suggested as his only statement on scientific ques-
tions, in the Parliament, ever—“Will somebody please 
open a window?”

Rembrandt’s self-portait as Saint Paul: “man contemplating the mind of 
man.”


