] As explained in the bookhe PAN: the Party of Treason,
The Mexico Case published in 1985 by Lyndon LaRouche’s associates in the
Mexican Labor Party:

“The Cristero War was neither a product of the state’s
religious intolerance, nor the religious fanaticism of the popu-

Tl’le FaSCiSt PhﬂOSOphy lation. While those elements were present, the development

of the conflict followed a preconceived plan in which the
Tl’lat Created Synarchjsm actors merely played out the roles assigned them. From the
ranks of the Jacobin CROM, led by Morones and Lombardo

Toledano, the atheist priest-haters like Ten@arrido Cana-
bal and José5uadalupe Zuno, governors of Tabasco and
Jalisco respectively, imposed a series of measures that were
Backin 1996, Reagan’s former Defense Secretary, SirCaspar  intolerable for clergy and parishioners. From the Church side,
Weinberger, co-authored a book with the Hoover Institution’sradical Jesuits groped around the archbishop of Mexico, Man-
Peter Schweitzer entitlethe Next War, in which a set of  uel Mora y del R responded to every single provocation,
scenarios were spun out about how an upcoming U.S. wdinally reaching the point of armed rebellion. . . .
might occur. The book’s third script laid out a war with Mex- “The final purpose of the Cristero War was not to impose
ico as follows: Cristo Rey [Christ the King] in Mexico, nor to take power for

The fictional pro-U.S. President Lorenzo Zapata is assas-  the masses; but rather to use the Catholic militants as cannon
sinated, and is succeeded by Eduardo Francisco Ruiz, a chdodder to install a government that would faithfully pay its
ismatic university professor “trained by the Jesuits” and debt to the Morgan banks and guarantee conditions favorable
steeped in Nietzsche and Hegel. Ruiz attempts a land reforto foreign investment.”
and nationalizes banking and insurance, scaring off foreign
investors and causing a severe depression, which sets offSynar chist/Nazi . . .
mass exodus of 1 million refugees per month fleeing into the  Although hardly a major force on the Mexican political
United States. Ruiz is also in the pay of drug gangs that are ~ scene today, it is nonetheless crucial to look into the origin,
flooding the United States with narcotics. The U.S. Presidenhature, and philosophic underpinnings of Mexico's Sy-
orders an invasion to topple Ruiz—and, of course, secure narchist organization, tmeNagional Sinarquista (Na-
Mexico’s oil fields—figuring the Gls will be welcomed as tional Synarchist Union, UNS). The ingrained axiomatic
saviors. views about the nature of man and God, which are so glaring

Until recently, such a scenario would have been considinthe case ofthe Synarchists, are actually shared by the major-
ered far-fetched by most readers, and waved off impatiently. ity of the population—of Mexico and elsewhere. And it is
Today, after the invasion of Iraq scripted by the chicken-hawkhis vulnerability which is being exploited yet again by the
gang in Washington, itis not so easily dismissed. In fact, such financial oligarchy, and which threatens the very existence of
a gameplan to destabilize Mexico, and other nations of Iberothe nation-state.
America, and impose a supranational governmentupon them, Back in the 1940s, U.S. military intelligence kept exten-
is in the forefront of the thinking within the neo-conservative sive files under the heading “Synarchist/Nazi-Communist.”
cabal, which has seized operational control over the Bush  That characterization was accurate back then, and it remains
Administration. As good proges of Leo Strauss, and the so today.
international Synarchist networks which spawned him, they Synarchism was formally established in Mexico in 1937,
have centered their strategy on intentionally rekindling thewith the founding of the Urio Nacional Sinarquista, upon
religious warfare which almost destroyed Mexico inthe late  the initiative of the Belgian Jesuit [@éstrd Ber goend,
1920s, during the Cristero War. and the Mexican Catholic activist, Josetonio Urquiza, who

That bloody civil war pitted “right-wing” Catholic masses had studied sociology at the University of Louvain in Bel-
against the “left-wing” anti-clerical government—witioth ~ gium. Bergoend had gone to live in Mexico in the early part
sides being ideologically manipulated, top-down by interna- of the 20th Century, after having been steeped in the ideas of
tional banking and oil interests (including the Buckley fam- CharlesMaurr as, the French right-wing royalist and creator
ily), and the Synarchist apparatus they had put in place over  of group Actiordisenwho was officially condemned by
prior decades—going all the way back to the 1860s occupahe Vaticanin 1926. Maurras was greatly admired and sought
tion of Mexico by French Napoleonic forces, and theirimpo-  out by today’s U.S. chicken-hawks’ ideologue, Leo Strauss,
sition of Maximilian von Hapsburg as Emperor of Mexico. as we shall see below.
Rekindling such religious warfare is the Western Hemisphere The currentnational head of the UNS, Clemanéz Gutie
equivalent of the Synarchist “Clash of Civilizations” strategy Paez, in a recent interview posted on the UNS's website
for the Middle East and Asia. (www.geocities.com/CapitolHill/Senate/9136), half-heart-
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French right-wing
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of Action
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admired and sought
out by today’'sU.S.
chicken-hawks
ideologue, Leo
Strauss.

edly tried to distance hisorganization from Hitler and Musso-
lini—* both fascism and national socialism have socialist ori-
gins, and both areatheisticby nature, nihilist, Nietzschean”—
but did admit: “We cannot deny that Synarchism takes some
elementsfrom those movements, such asamilitarized organi-
zation, the use of uniforms, aflag and salute.” He went on to
explain, “Synarchism has more things in common with the
Spanish Falange and with the Romanian Legionnaire move-
ment of Corneliu Codreanu, than with Italian Fascism and
German Nationa Socialism.”

Infact, the UNSwebsite prominently featureslinksto the
Spanish Falange and to Codreanu’ s group—as it does to the
American Falangist Party.

Who was the Romanian Cor neliu Codr eanu that Mexi-
co’'s Synarchists so admire? He founded the L egion of the
Archangel Michael in 1927, which shortly thereafter became
known as Romania’s Iron Guard. One favorable, overtly
pro-Nazi  biographer  (www.libreopinion.com/members/
kantauri) reports that the Iron Guard “was accused of being
Hitlerist. . . becauseit used symbolssuch astheswastika. . . .
Besides, thelron Guard wasawaysvirulently anti-Jewish; in
some casesit could be said that they even surpassed National
Sociaism in their rejection of the Jews . . . [and] they took
recourse, when necessary, to direct armed action against the
Jews and their followers.” Codreanu’ s own writings confirm
his unabashed anti-Semitism.

Codreanu was assassinated in 1938. His successorsinthe
Iron Guard organized an army of thousands of Romanian
L egionnairesto fight alongside Hitler’ stroops on the Eastern
Front against the Soviet Union during World War I1.

On the Mexican political scene, Gutiérrez Pérez contin-
ues, the UNS today has “arelationship of solidarity and mu-
tual support” with the National Catholic M ovement Christ
the King (MCNCR), among others. The MCNCR website,
likethat of the UNS, featureslinksto Codreanu’ slron Guard,
to the Spanish Falange, and al so to another sharedicon: L éon
Degrelle, the founder of the pro-Nazi Belgian Rexism
movement.

Degrelle was born in 1906. He was educated at a Jesuit
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school, and went on to study at the University of Louvain.
Like his fellow-Belgian, Bernard Bergoend, the founder of
Mexico’ sUNS, Degrellebecameafollower of CharlesMaur-
ras and Action Francaise. In 1930, he travelled to Mexico as
ajournalist, and linked up with right-wing Catholic networks
there, including from the Cristero movement. He returned to
Belgiumtofound apublishing company called ChristusRex,
and thereafter the political movement of Rexism.

During World War 11, Degrelle organized the L égion Wa-
lonieto join Hitler on the eastern front, where it became the
28th Division of the Waffen SS. For heroism in battle, Hitler
awarded Degrelle two Iron Crosses, and reportedly told him,
“1f I had had ason, | would haveliked for himto belikeyou.”

After thewar, Degrellewrote numerousworks, including
Memoirs of a Fascist and The Russian Campaign.

... And Synar chist/Communist

Such views and allies would seem pretty much to close
the case that Mexico’s Synarchists are overtly pro-Nazi. But
it turns out that thereis a second Union Nacional Sinarquista
(UNS) in Mexico, with the exact same name, which disputes
the above-mentioned pro-Nazi UNS over who deserves the

Leibniz Indicted Tyrannical
Conception of ‘Justice’

The following is excerpted from Gottfried Wilhelm
LeibniZ s 1703 essay, “ Meditation on the Common Con-
cept of Justice.”

It is agreed that whatever God willsis good and just. But
there remains the question whether it is good and just be-
cause God wills it, or whether God wills it because it is
good and just: in other words, whether justice and good-
ness are arbitrary or whether they belong to the necessary
and eternal truths about the nature of things, asdo numbers
and proportions. Theformer opinion hasbeen followed by
some philosophers and by some Roman [Catholic] and
Reformed theologians; but present-day Reformed usually
reject this doctrine, as do all of our theologians and most
of those of the Roman Church.

Indeed, it would destroy the justice of God. For why
praise him because he acts according to justice, if the no-
tion of justice, in his case, adds nothing to that of action?
And to say stat pro ratione voluntas, my will takes the
placeof reason, isproperly the motto of atyrant. Moreover
this opinion would not sufficiently distinguish God from
the Devil. For if the Devil, that is to say an intelligent,
invisible, very great and very evil power, were the master
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title of real Synarchists. The second UNSis. . . pro-commu-
nist leftist! Their homepage (Www.sinarquismo.americas.tri-
pod.com/index) features:

* Praise for Mexico's Zapatista National Liberation
Front (EZLN) guerrillas, becausethey “ havetaken up thetask
of making aPeople,” tempered by the fraternal criticism that
“ Zapatism has missed some opportunities.”

e Anti-International Monetary Fund (IMF) economic
writings by Noam Chomsky and James Petras (the principal
American apologist and promoter of Colombia’s narco-ter-
rorist FARC);

» The sociological blather of Bishop Pedro Casaldaliga,
Brazil’ stop exponent of the Theology of Liberation;

 Existentialist essaysonindigenism, mysticism, spiritu-
ality, and so forth;

e Promotion of the “humanist, social thinker” Paulo
Freire, the Brazilian-born architect of “de-schooling” menti-
cide; and

* Gratitude to the Cuban Jacobin leader of the early 20th
Century, Jose Marti, who “gave us akey: beradical.” Marti
was aleading light of the Y oung Americamovement of Giu-
seppe Mazzini, idolized by Count Richard Coudenhove-Kal-

ergi’ s Pan European Union (see preceding article).

So, this second UNS is apparently Mexico's leftist Sy-
narchist organization . . . or isit? On their website, they have
an areafor discussion with site visitors, where the first item
featured isapromotional for new book published in Spain by
EdicionesNuevaReplblica, called The Russian Campaign—
written by none other than Léon Degrelle, the pro-Nazi
founder of Belgium’ sRexism movement! Thebook is puffed
as“an exceptional human and historical testament . . . by the
Belgian Rexist leader who enrolled in theranks of thearmies
of the German Reich.”

It turnsout that EdicionesNuevaReplblicabelongstothe
Movimiento Social Republicano of Spain, aleftist grouping
which denounces imperialism, supports Venezuela's Presi-
dent Hugo Chavez, and hasrecently announced that they were
opposing thelrag War by joining forceswith . . . Spain’sNa-
tional Falangist Forum!

Synarchismisindeed Nazi-Communism.

Enter Hobbesand His‘L eviathan’
The two UNSes have more in common than their name.
Philosophically, both descend from the same anti-Platonic,

of theworld, thisDevil or thisGod would still beevil, even
if it were necessary to honor him by force, assome peoples
honor such imaginary gods in the hope of bringing them
thereby to do less evil.

Thisiswhy certain persons, too devoted to theabsolute
right of God, who have believed that he could justly con-
demn innocent people and even that this might actualy
happen, have done wrong to the attributes which make
God lovable, and, having destroyed the love of God, they
haveleft only fear. . . .

The sacred scriptures also give us an altogether differ-
ent idea of this sovereign substance, in speaking so often
and so clearly of the goodness of God, and presenting him
as a person who justifies himself against complaints. And
in the story of the creation of the world the scripture says
that God considered what he had done, and found it good.
That isto say, hewascontent with hiswork, and had reason
to be. Thisisahuman way of speaking, which seemsto be
used explicitly to show that the goodness of the actions
and productions of God do not depend on hiswill, but on
their nature. . . .

Plato in his dialogues introduces and refutes a certain
Thrasymachus, who, wishing to explain what justice is,
gives a definition which would strongly recommend the
position which we are combatting, if it were acceptable:
for that isjust, (sayshe,) which is agreeable or pleasant to
the most powerful. . . .

A celebrated English philosopher named Hobbes, who

is noted for his paradoxes, has wished to uphold almost
the samething as Thrasymachus: for hewants God to have
theright to do everything, because heisall-powerful. This
isafailureto distinguish between right and fact. For what
one can do is one thing, what one should do, ancther. Itis
this same Hobbes who believes (and almost for the same
reason) that the truereligion isthat of the state and that, as
aconsequence, if the Emperor Claudius. . . had placed the
god Crepitus among the authorized gods, he would have
been areal god, and worthy of worship.

That is to say, in covert terms, that there is no true
religion, and that it is nothing but an invention of men.
Similarly, to say that “just” is whatever pleases the most
powerful, isnothing el sethan saying that thereisno certain
and determined justice which keeps one from doing what-
ever he wants to do and can do with impunity, however
evil itmay be. . ..

[Rather, | say,] justice is nothing else than that which
conforms to wisdom and goodness joined together: The
end of goodness is the greatest good, but to recognize it
wisdom is needed, which is nothing else than knowledge
of the good. ... One may ask what the true good is. |
answer that it is nothing el se than that which servesin the
perfection of intelligent substances. . . .

Justiceisnothing el se than the charity of the wise, that
is to say, goodness toward others which is conformed to
wisdom. And wisdom, in my sense, is nothing else than
the science of felicity.

EIR May 30, 2003

International 43



anti-Christian view of manasessentially anevil being, devoid
of creativity, incapable of knowing God or truth, and thus
requiring an overbearing power or authority, atyrant, to rule
society and impose order—sometimes in the name of “the
people.”

For example, thesecond, or “leftist” UNShail sthe philos-
ophy of Paulo Freire. The Brazilian-born Freire became fa-
mous in the middle of the 20th Century as an educator who
proposed “ de-schooling” and a“ pedagogy of the oppressed.”
Hewasafollower of thephilosophical nihilism, or existential-
ism, associated with the Nazi philosopher Martin Heidegger.
And he denounced Plato and the Socratic method for attempt-
ing to communi cate concepts, asopposed to simply the names
of things. Infact, hewent so far asto argue that pantomimeis
thenatural form of communicationfor Africans, and that they
need learn nothing more. On the root issue of the Platonic
method, Freire said:

“Socratic intellectualism—uwhich mistook the definition
of the concept, for knowledge of the thing defined, and this
knowledge as virtue—did not constitute a true pedagogy of
knowing.”

Asforthefirst UNS, and their pro-Nazi outlook, the philo-
sophic worldview of such circlesis aptly represented by Carl
Schmitt, the* Crown Jurist” of the Third Reich and ideologue
of authoritarianism, who had a seminal influence on Leo
Strauss (see “‘Leo-Cons Fascist Anti-American Roots;
What the New York TimesWon't Print,” EIR, May 23).

Schmitt states his own starting point as follows: “One
could examine all theories of state and all political ideas for
their anthropology and divide them according to whether
they—consciously or unconsciously—presuppose a man
whois*‘by nature evil’ or onewho is‘ by nature good.” ”

Schmitt argues forcefully for the former view, of man's
intrinsic evil, going so far as to taunt: “If man were not evil,
then my ideas would be evil.” From that premise, he draws
the conclusion that man cannot know either truth or God by
the path of reason, but only by “revelation,” i.e. external au-
thority. Schmitt summarizes his own doctrine of justice in
the dictum:

“We are obliged to something, not becauseit is good, but
because God commandsit.”

Now we have come to the philosophical hard core of the
fascist, Synarchist view—aview whichis, of course, not orig-
ina to them. It dates back at least to Plato’'s time, and is
famously expounded by Thrasymachus, in Book | of Plato’s
Socratic dialogue The Republic: “1 declare justice is hothing
but the advantage of the stronger.” Plato also reportsitin his
dialogue Gorgias, where Calliclestries and failsto convince
Socrates that “justice consists in the superior ruling over and
having more than the inferior.”

A morerecent (17th Century) exponent of thisworldview
is Thomas Haobbes, one of the founders of so-called British
philosophical radicalism and a guiding light to Leo Strauss.
In fact, in the early 1930s, Strauss obtained a Rockefeller
Foundation grant to study Hobbes in Paris and L ondon, with
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the help of aletter of recommendation from his friend and
mentor, Carl Schmitt. Strauss, in a letter to Schmitt in July
1933, took note of another prominent Hobbesian of the time,
Charles Maurras—the same Maurras who was so intellectu-
aly influential with UNSfounder Bernard Bergoend and Hit-
ler-ally Léon Degrelle of the Rexist movement. Strausswrote
to Schmitt:

“1 havebeen somewhat occupiedwithMaurras. Theparal -
lel sto Hobbes—one can probably not speak of dependence—
are striking. | would be very glad if | could speak to him.
Wouldyou beinapositionand willingtowritemeafew lines
by way of anintroduction to him?”’

Let us follow Hobbes's reasoning on the subject of law,
in hismost famous work, the 1651 Leviathan:

“To confer al their power and strength upon one man, or
upon one assembly of men that may reduce all their wills, by
plurality of voices, unto one will, which is as much asto say,
to appoint one man or assembly of men to bear their person
... and therein to submit their willsevery oneto hiswill, and
their judgmentsto hisjudgment. . . . Thisisthe generation of
that great Leviathan (or rather, to speak more reverently, of
that mortal god) to which we owe, under the immortal God,
our peace and defense.”

Why does society need such atyrant, according to Hob-
bes? Because the natural state of mankind is one of war of
each against al:

“During the time men live without a common power to
keepthemall inawe, they areinthat conditionwhichiscalled
war, and such awar asisof every man against every man.”

And why is war the natural condition of man? Because
man is a creature of his appetites, not reason, and “private
appetiteisthe measureof good and evil.” For Hobbes, creativ-
ity does not exist; man’smind is nothing but a sense-percep-
tion apparatus:

“Thereisno conception in aman’s mind which has not at
first, totally or by parts, been begotten upon the organs of
sense. Therest are derived from that original .”

Andfromall this, Hobbesderiveshisconcept of justice—
a concept fully endorsed by Schmitt, Strauss, and the Sy-
narchists:

“Tothiswar of every man against every man, thisalsois
conseguent: that nothing can be unjust. The notions of right
and wrong, justice and injustice, have there no place. Where
there is no common power, there is no law; where no law,
no injustice.”

Leibniz on Justice

Perhaps the most incisive rebuttal of this Thrasymachus-
Hobbes-Strauss-Synarchist view, comes from the great Ger-
man philosopher and scientist, Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz. In
a short essay written in 1703, Meditation on the Common
Concept of Justice (see box), Leibniz begins by posing the
paradox:

“It isagreed that whatever God willsisgood and just. But
thereremainsthe question whether it isgood and just because
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God willsit, or whether God wills it because it is good and
just.”

Leibniz's formulation is identical, conceptually, to the
way Plato poses the same issue in his dialogue Euthyphro,
where Socrates asks:

“The point which | should first wish to understand is
whether the pious or holy isbeloved by the gods becauseit is
holy, or holy becauseit is beloved of the gods.”

Recall Schmitt’s answer: “ We are obliged to something,
not because it is good, but because God commandsit.”

Leibniz disagrees, arguing that such an outlook justifies
tyranny, and more fundamentally leadsto theinability todis-
tinguish between God and the Devil—a point more recently
underscored by Lyndon LaRouche in his decision to refer to
today’s followers of Leo Strauss as “the children of Satan.”
Leibnizthenlaunchesinto apolemic against ThomasHobbes,
by name:

“A celebrated English philosopher named Hobbes . . .
[who has laid down truly wicked principles and adhered to
them with too much fidelity] . . . haswished to uphold almost
the same thing as Thrasymachus, for he wants God to have
theright to do everything, because heis all-powerful.”

In other words, man can know what goodness and justice
are. They areintelligibleto humanreason. God willsthe Good
and the Just because he is incapable of doing anything but
that which is good and just. And man is capable of knowing
that that isthecase. Theseconcepts, Leibnizinsists, areacces-
sible through human reason. Man can know justice, just ashe
can know truth, and come to know God.

Modern followers of Schmitt, Strauss, and the Synarch-
ists, bridleat Leibniz' sformulation. Andthey reserveparticu-
lar venom for the Golden Renaissance, attacking this flour-
ishing of human creativity as an age when Man arrogantly
considered himself the equal of God, and forgot his proper
placein the order of things. They often call for areturnto the
values of the Middle Ages, and to the idea that God, and his
created universe, is ultimately incomprehensible to man, but
must be blindly obeyed.

No better answer to thisquestion exists, than that supplied
by Cardinal Nicolaus of Cusa, the 15th-Century German phi-
losopher and scientist who presented the following exchange
in his dialogue The Layman: About Wisdom, on the question
of if and how man can conceive of God:

“Orator: | want youtotell mehow | amtoform aconcept
of God, since Heisgreater than can be conceived.

Layman: You may do so just as you form a concept
of concept.

Orator: Explain.

Layman: Y ou have heard how it isthat in every conceiv-
ing the Inconceivableisconceived. Therefore, the concept of
concept approachesthe Inconceivable.”

This striking reaffirmation of the Platonic Christian idea
that man finds the image of God in his own mind’s creative
powers, and consequently of man’s essential goodness, isthe
best of rejoindersto modern-day Synarchism of every stripe.
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