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To Defeat Famine:
Kill the WTO

by Marcia Merry Baker

The World Trade Organization—the agency and the thinking behind it—must be
killed. We are at the point of famine today, because only 13 years ago, in January
1995, the WTO was allowed to come into existence, resulting from ten years of UN
GATT talks (General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade), 1984-94, on “reforming”
world agriculture for free trade. This culminated a process of drastic takedown of
world food production potential, from its prior build-up during the FDR period and
after World War II. The inevitable result was today’s worldwide food crisis. The
WTO was evil from the start. Nations were bullied and threatened into going along
with it. Tolerating it today is committing evil.

The following is an accounting of the crimes of the WTO-era, and of actions by
agencies and figures leading up to it. What is evident, is that the conditions for the
vulnerability of millions of people to hunger and now famine, were masterminded
by networks with the intent to subvert nations and cause depopulation. The cap-
stone of the whole downgrading process was the biofuels craze, with Al Gore as the
top biofool, campaigning to “save the planet.” Not his own man, Gore is just the
pathetic puppet of the neo-British Empire crowd, intent on subverting the system of
nation-states itself, now that the financial system is crumbling.

The WTO crime record can be best understood by looking back to the decades
and locations where policies to promote agro-industrial production once were in ef-
fect—from the 1930s anti-Depression farm programs in the United States, to the
food self-sufficiency programs of India, undertaken after its independence from the
British Empire in 1947. But then, over the decades, a series of policy downshifts
undercut the goal and the gains made, and decreased the volume of available food.
Former high-productivity farm regions were depopulated, from the High Plains of
North America, to Europe, Australia, and South America. Now one-seventh of the
world’s population lacks enough to eat. Against this backdrop, the story of the WTO
is one of crimes against humanity, and not an academic “economics” debate.

How to stop the WTO? Nullify it. Withdraw membership. Suspend its codicils,
and also those of its multilateral clones, such as NAFTA, CAFTA, and all the rest.
There is no way to make any of this so-called “free” (rigged) trade fair or useful.
In the face of today’s food emergency, recall what the core WTO liturgy is: Nations
must not keep food reserves, because this would be trade-distorting. Nations must
not attempt to be food self-sufficient, because this would deny their citizens the
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The Schiller Institute held this demonstration in Washington on Martin Luther King Day, 1989. The LaRouche movement has, since its
inception in the 1960s, spoken out against the genocide policies of the International Monetary Fund, and its latter-day derivatives such as

the WTO.

“right to access the world market.” Nations must not support
their own farmers, because this harms farmers elsewhere.
Nations must not use tariffs, because this denies right-of-ac-
cess to your citizens by foreign producers. And so on and on.
The consequences of this are genocidal, so don’t debate it.
Cancel it.

We first look at the scope and recent history of today’s
food crisis, and then at the criminal nature of the WTO.

The Food Isn’t There!

Figure 1 shows that world per-capita output of grains of
all kinds (rice, wheat, corn, and others) has been falling for 20
years. Whereas in 1986 it was 338 kilograms per person, it
went down to 303 by 2006. This decline in no way has been
made up for by increasing amounts of other staple food-
stuffs—tubers, legumes, or oilcrops, which likewise are in in-
sufficient supply.

Figure 2 shows that in 12 of the last 20 years, less grain
has been produced than utilized that year (for all purposes—
direct human consumption, livestock feed, industrial and en-
ergy uses, and reserves). Accordingly, the amount of carry-
over stocks of grain from year to year has been declining to
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extreme danger levels. The diversion of food crops into biofu-
els is the nail in the coffin.

The latest estimate is that worldwide stockpiles of cereal
crops of all kinds are expected to fall to a 25-year low of 405
million tons in 2008. That is down 21 million tons, or 5%,
from their already reduced level in 2007.

Translated into how many “days of consumption” the di-
minishing grain supplies represent, the drop is down to less
than two months as of 2007, as shown in Figure 3. Since this
is a generalization, it signifies that in many locations, millions
have barely anything or nothing at all to eat.

Thus, behind the hyper-speculation of recent weeks on the
agro-commodity exchanges, there is no product now to meet
the needs of real users—nations, bakers, brewers, consumers.
The markets are non-functional.

Another way to put it, is that prices of grains have gone
vertical. Prices for “paper bushels” have no relation to real
bushels, and you may not find supplies at any price.

For example, the Philippines on April 17 held a rice tender
to secure contracts for 500,000 metric tons of rice from inter-
national bidders, but only 325,750 mt was offered. The prices
ranged from $872.50 to $1,220 per mt, and the Philippines
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FIGURE 1
World Grain Production per Person, 1950-2006
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es from Vietnam and the U.S.A. But many
more of the poorest nations are simply
left without. Food riots are sweeping the
globe, from Haiti and Central America, to
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Africa and Bangladesh.

Those in London who have acted to
enforce the “world markets” system in re-
cent years, are now screaming the loudest
to denounce governments for trying to
withhold grain from trade, and for mak-
ing government-to-government deals
“outside” the markets. Typical is an April
15 report by the British bank HSBC, “The
Food Price Scare,” which in 45 pages ful-
minates against government price, ex-
port, and shipment controls. Singling out
rice pledges between Vietnam and the
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Philippines, the HSBC said such mea-
sures have “perverse impacts” and will
merely prolong the “adjustment process”
required to bring inflation down. The
Economist of London derides govern-
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FIGURE 2

World Grain Production and Consumption, 1960-2007
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ment-to-government grain deals as “Ce-
real Offenders.”

But in contrast to these jackals, the
scientific and moral reaction to the fact
that world food markets have crashed,
and nations are reverting to national-in-
terest impulses, is to shut down the WTO.

s Especially since the 1999 “Seattle
& Round,” which was peremptorily shut
/ Production down amidst tear-gas, rioting, and a lock-
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; down of the city, the WTO has rightly
been viewed as a zombie agency—the
walking dead. But no one has had the guts

=

to counter the Brutish Empire powers be-
hind it, and bury it.

Commitment to Food for All,
1940-60s
Over the first post-World War 1II de-
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National Food Authority had budgetted a maximum of $900 a
metric ton. But they are now short.

As of April, many of the top grain-exporting nations have
restricted their product from the world markets in order to
protect domestic consumption. Bans on rice exports are in
place in Vietnam, China, and India. Wheat exports have been
limited from Russia and Kazakstan.

Governments are seeking nation-to-nation deals to secure
food flows just for the near future. The Philippines has pledg-
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cades, a commitment prevailed to build
up the economic activity worldwide to
end hunger. This is reflected in even the
crudest data measuring the annual pro-
duction of grains per capita, as shown in Figure 1. From 250
kilograms per person in 1950, it rose to the range of 337 by
1978. In some parts of the world, this effort was built on the
productive foundations laid many decades previously, such as
in the United States and Canada, Argentina, and elsewhere.
European agriculture was rebuilt.

In the United States over the 1800s, especially after the
Lincoln Presidency, the farmbelt was extended over larger
and larger land areas, with higher organization and productiv-
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FIGURE 3

World Grain Stocks as Days of Consumption, 1960-2006

the instigation of FDR’s Vice President,
Henry Wallace, a crop geneticist from
Iowa. In Fall 1941, he drove through the
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countryside of Mexico, the homeland of
corn, finding extemely low plant yields.
Knowing there would be no wartime
funding, Wallace enlisted Rockefeller fi-
nancing, and corn and wheat research be-
gan right away.

In 1960, the International Rice Re-
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search Institute was established in the
Philippines, and similar public-good
R&D centers were set up in Africa, Asia,
and the Americas, with specialties includ-
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ing potatoes, beans, and wheat.
There were visions and hopes for the

0

entire globe, even the most extreme cli-
mates. FDR himself spoke of making the
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ity per unit area, because of the newly built networks of rail-
roads, mechanized farming, water management, and putting
scientific advances into practice—from animal husbandry to
chemicals. Over the 1950s and *60s, U.S. yields per acre con-
tinued to increase.

For other parts of the world, particularly India, and
throughout Africa, the effort to increase food production had
to be made over this same period, to make up for the colonial
legacy of the lack of infrastructure and farm inputs. It was
President Roosevelt’s explicit mission to commit the United
States to collaborate with this international post-war drive to
see newly freed nations prosper.

There were institutional initiatives to further the mobiliza-
tion for ending world hunger. In 1945 in Quebec City, Cana-
da, the UN Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) was
founded, later moved to Rome. Its defined mission: to end
hunger.

In December 1953, the Atoms for Peace program was an-
nounced by President Dwight Eisenhower in a speech to the
UN General Assembly. The program had specific technologi-
cal proposals for advancing agriculture, including nuclear-
powered desalination to supply irrigation, and nuclear-pow-
ered canal blasting. The guiding concept was that plentiful
nuclear power could transform the landscape and create a new
“man-made” natural resource base, especially water, for in-
frastructure and agro-industrial advance.

There were new centers for crop R&D established to
breed high-yield seed varieties on a crash basis. Fabulous
gains—called the Green Revolution—were made for wheat
and corn by the Mexico City-based CIMMYT (International
Center for Wheat and Corn Research). Although officially
dedicated in 1966, its work started during wartime in 1942, at
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Sahara Desert bloom. There were plans
& ¢  foreven the circumpolar region. In 1944,
USDA  after a trip across the Bering Strait at the
behest of President Franklin Roosevelt,
Vice President Wallace called for an “Agricultural Council of
the Far North,” to bring together leaders from Scandinavia,
the Soviet Union, Canada, and Alaska, to work on expanding
farm output in the subpolar regions after the war, to make way
for vast new settlements and population.

Despite entrenched networks opposing such a positive
worldview—centered in the Anglo-Dutch crowd that had co-
vertly backed European fascism to begin with—there were
significant successes and agricultural “firsts” over the post-
war decades. One way to appreciate this, is to consider the
many national achievements in food self-sufficiency and even
abundance.

Mexico. By the early 1950s, CIMMYT developed new
seeds which had an inherently 20-40% higher yield than seeds
available in 1940 had. With this success, combined with other
rural programs, Mexico was a net food exporter in the 1960s.
Large water management programs were on the drawing
boards to make maximum use of the plentiful Sierra Madre
Mountains’ run-off, and to launch nuclear power plant devel-
opment.

India, in 1974, became food self-sufficient, ending the
famine legacy from the days of the British East India Com-
pany and the Empire. This achievement, reflecting the com-
mitment of government, science, and farm leaders, was built
on the country-to-country collaboration with Mexico from the
1960s. As of 1964, Indian and Pakistani farm scientists,
trained in Mexico, began field tests with the new CIMMYT
Green Revolution wheat seeds on the Indian Subcontinent.

Sudan, the largest nation in Africa, has an arable land
base of 200 million acres that could easily be cultivated—
equivalent to half the cultivated farmland area of the United
States. But as of 1954, at the time of its independence from
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In 1966, Shri C. Dr. Subramaniam, Indian Minister
of Food and Agriculture, made the historic decision
to import the new high-yield wheat seed developed
in Mexico. Going against all critics, who worried
about risk, 240,000 hectares were sown. It did
spectacularly. India became self-sufficient in cereals
by 1974. Shown are the Mexican seed shipments in
1966, with Dr. Norman Borlaug (center), of
CIMMYT, who collaborated with Subramaniam,
and is considered the father of the Green
Revolution.

Britain, the challenge was to overcome the co-
lonial legacy of very restricted cotton-growing;
barely 7% of Sudan’s area was cultivated, with
little irrigation. Ambitious plans were laid, in
collaboration with Egypt, to create vast im-
provements in land use and controlled water
supply. The keystone project was to channel the
flow of the White Nile, part of the Upper Nile
system, with the 360-kilometer Jonglei canal.
Requiring a long lead time, construction did
start in 1980, and was two-thirds complete in
three years. (By the mid-1980s, it was thwarted by the Gorey
networks described below.)

In the United States during these immediate post-war
years, improvements in agricultural productivity were
achieved. For example, corn yields: Whereas in 1931, the
U.S. average corn per acre harvest was 24 bushels—the same
as at the time of the Civil War, by 1941, this rose to 31 bushels.
By 1980, the U.S. average was 100 bushels an acre, from hy-
brid seeds, mineral fertilizers, and other advances.

One key principle to this agricultural development pro-
cess was most explicitly implemented as law in the United
States, beginning during the Roosevelt Administration in the
1930s, through the wartime food mobilization drive, and then
for a time after the war: the concept that it is in the national
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interest for there to be a stable, family-scale farm
sector. To achieve this, the government could man-
date the price levels that private buyers of farmers’
commodities would have to pay, in order for the
farm family to receive an income on a par with
their costs of production (including a decent profit,
with which to plough back into the household and
farm operation). This was known as a parity pric-
ing program. In the case where the government
wanted to induce more output, whether wheat,
honey, milk, or many other commodities, a parity
price over 100% would be set for a relevant time

PIB

Indian Prime Minister Indira Gandhi (1917-84), during a visit to the state of Jammu
and Kashmir. In 1966, Gandhi, to show her support for the controversial
introduction of high-yield wheat seeds, planted some in the front flowerbeds of her
Ministerial house.

period. If there appeared to be overproduction, a parity price
of less than 100%, would obtain for a specified time.

The last explicit law of this type in the United States was
that of 1949, following on 1933 and 1938 parity pricing acts.

Enemies of the right and responsibility of nations to see to
their own food supply, bitterly attacked the parity pricing con-
cept with epithets such as “communist,” and “outmoded.” In
time, they succeeded in forcing out the parity pricing princi-
ple altogether, in favor of the “market forces” pricing concept,
the euphemism for privatizing and globalization.

Assault on Nations, 1970s
By the 1970s, the opponents of the principle of a world of
thriving nations, had regrouped to conduct multiple assaults
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on the attempts at national agro-industrial development. One
of the most destructive was the 1971 removal of the U.S. dol-
lar from the gold reserve standard, and the launch of a float-
ing-exchange-rate currency system. Nations with trade rela-
tions involving farm and other commodities, including
agriculture inputs, were thrown into uncertainty. They were
hit with terrible terms of trade, in which they had to try to ob-
tain expensive dollars to cover essential imports of machinery
or chemicals, and yet sell what they had to export at destruc-
tively low prices.

Then came more chaos, in the form of the 1973 Qil Crisis,
setting the conditions for price spikes, and spot market specu-
lation. This was orchestrated out of London, with the conniv-
ance of Henry Kissinger, then U.S. Secretary of State and Na-
tional Security Advisor, who boasted at Chatham House in
1982, that he was proud to be an agent of Britain!

The same kind of orchestrated chaos ensued after the 1972
“Great Grain Robbery.” In this episode, sizable Russian pur-
chases were made on U.S. grain markets—through the usual
world grain cartel companies. Then, during the ensuing peri-
od of price spikes, U.S. farmers were subjected to heavy pro-
paganda that they could best succeed on “free markets.” Kiss-
inger struck a new cartel-serving shipping treaty, that opened
U.S. ports to foreign carriers for future free trade.

All the while, a network of supranational commodity car-
tel companies, interconnected with Anglo-Dutch financial
circles, was tightening its grip on world food flows, from farm
to table. The lineage of the leading firms traces back about
250 years, to patterns of control over grain flows in Russia,
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A Schiller Institute rally
in Washington in 1985
paired a program for
feeding Africa, with a
technology-driver for the
United States and Soviet
Union: cooperation on
the Strategic Defense
Initiative.
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Europe, North Africa, and related. The major names are leg-
endary, including André, Louis-Dreyfus, Bunge, Continental/
Fribourg, and Cargill. Later, ADM—plus in Europe, Nestlé,
Unilever, Castle & Cook, and more. Along with Big Oil, these
Big Grain firms extended their control over the most basic ne-
cessities. Merchants of Grain was the name of the 1979 ex-
posé book by Dan Morgan, then and still at the Washington
Post, which covered much of the history and mid-century do-
ings of these transnationals. Carefully omitted were the po-
litical/financial connections, referred to as “synarchist,” by
U.S. intelligence during World War II.

The case of Argentina shows the typical way these compa-
nies moved for control. In the immediate post-World War 11
years, efforts to develop Argentina, by investing the foreign
sales of its grain, back into agro-industrial capacity, were un-
dertaken by the Juan Perén government. In 1948, Perén estab-
lished the Argentine Institute for the Promotion of Trade
(IAPI), institutionalizing the right of the government to con-
trol the cereals trade for its goals of raising finances for indus-
trialization. This policy came under fierce attack from the
grain cartel companies. With the connivance of U.S. Secre-
tary of Commerce Averell Harriman, the IAPI was ended, as
soon as Per6n was ousted in 1955. The grain-control opera-
tions of the cartel firm Bunge y Born soon re-established con-
trol, becoming known as “The Octopus,” for its far-reaching
domination of commodities in Argentina and Brazil, from
paint to food.

A few facts from the Cargill story are exemplary of the
cartel process globally. Cargill Co., the world’s largest grain
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company, is privately owned and

based in the Minneapolis, Minne-
sota suburb of Minnetonka. It was
founded by Scotsman William Car-
gill, in Conover, Iowa in 1865, and
has been run, since the 1920s, by
the billionaire MacMillan family.
The Cargill operations arose
through strategic acquisitions of
grain-handling, storage, and trans-
portation infrastructure, in the flow
of the output of the U.S. grainbelt
to domestic processing centers, and
to ports for foreign shipment. The
Cargills and MacMillans had a
chokehold on the Mississippi Basin
“grainshed” at Minneapolis-St.
Paul and other points. Their widely
diversified holdings ranged from
steel and shipbuilding, to salt, fer-
tilizer, and orange juice. During
‘World War II, when the Old World
commodity powers moved exten-
sively into North America, Cargill
expanded its control over commodity flows. In 1947, it opened
big grain facilities in Puerto Rico; in 1948 it built big grain
elevators in Sao Paulo and Parana, Brazil. In North America,
it built a huge, ice-free port on the mouth of the St. Lawrence
River at Baie-Comeau.

Cargill’s domination came not only from physical posi-
tioning, but from political clout, mostly by stealth and men-
ace. Indicative is that in 1956, Cargill set up its world office in
Geneva, Switzerland, called Tradax, Inc. One veteran Cargill
officer involved was Pearsall Helms, whose brother Richard,
later became director of the CIA. Cargill’s Africa operations
are run out of Europe.

it

o

‘Farms and People Pollute’

The clincher to all this economic warfare against nations,
was the post-1968 culture of pessimism, epitomized by the
founding of Earth Day in 1970. The theme was that the Earth’s
resources were depleting, and population must be curbed. In
1968, Paul Ehrlich’s book Population Bomb was released.
William Paddock, unofficial State Department advisor (1975-
80), wrote Famine 1975, saying that famine was inevitable. In
1972, the Club of Rome was founded, releasing the book Lim-
its to Growth, to assert, by computer simulation, that the
world’s limits to growth had been reached, and zero growth
must be enforced. A slew of media operations and new agen-
cies were mobilized to pound on this message. With the rock-
drug counterculture under way as part of the campaign, the
degradation operation proceeded.

In 1974, several key events in agriculture policy occurred.
A World Food Conference was convened in Rome, to address
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Mexican President José Lopez Portillo (1920-2004) launched a national food-sufficiency policy
and called for the construction of 20 nuclear power plants in Mexico. His aspirations were
blocked by London and Wall Street.

how to defeat hunger. However, Secretary of State Kissinger
was sent at the last minute to represent the United States, after
an orchestrated scandal cancelled the trip of Agriculture Sec-
retary Earl Butz—an “old school” farm advocate. Instead of
addressing the need to rev up agriculture capacity, Kissinger’s
theme was that nations should try to help the needy with a
little food aid. Meantime, in December, he signed a secret Na-
tional Security Study Memorandum (NSSM 200), calling for
the deliberate suppression of 13 strategically important na-
tions, so that they would not be using up resources that the
United States and its allies want. The nations were India,
Bangladesh, Pakistan, Nigeria, Egypt, Mexico, Indonesia,
Brazil, the Philippines, Thailand, Turkey, Ethiopia, and Co-
lombia.

Along with these specific and other government actions, a
set of non-governmental agencies was created, to proliferate
propaganda that the Earth’s resources are limited, technology
is dangerous and can’t overcome scarcity, etc. In 1974, the
Worldwatch Institute was established in Washington, D.C.
(see Appendix). In 1982 the World Resources Institute was
founded, headed by Gus Spaeth, to issue pseudo-scientific
tracts saying that expanding the food supply and population
destroys the environment. Al Gore is on their board today.

Over the 1970s, there were intense operations by the
World Wildlife Fund (founded in 1961), run in tandem with
the Conservation Foundation (a U.S. continuation of a pre-
World War II Europe-based, eugenicist “nature” society). In
1991, the two merged, and subsequently became known as the
Worldwide Fund for Nature (WWF).

Their assault on food and agriculture was profound. They
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mounted a campaign to force governments to remove land
from agricultural production, in the name of “conserving”
scarce resources. In the United States, an entirely new pro-
gram was established, the Conservation Reserve Program
(CRP). As of today, it has over 30 million acres locked up, out
of a crop base of 365 million acres. The “Wetlands Reserve”
is taking still more land out of production.

Lyndon LaRouche led a pitched battle over the 1970s
against these networks, operations, and especially the science
fakery. As a Presidential candidate in 1976, he was on the bal-
lot in 26 states, under the U.S. Labor Party banner. The sym-
bol of his agro-industrial campaign was a high-tech tractor.
Over 1979-80, local tractor protests occurred; and a huge trac-
torcade of farmers streamed into Washington, D.C. to protest
the takedown of the U.S. farm sector. Their immediate burden
came from a crushing debt load caused by underpayment for
their commodities, and double-digit borrowing costs.

Other statesmen continued the fight. On March 18, 1980,
Mexican President José Lopez Portillo called for a national
food self-sufficiency policy, called the Mexican Food System.
He called for building 20 nuclear power plants. On food, he
said, “The objective of the Mexican Food System is to reach
self-sufficiency in each of the key subsystems of national nu-
trition: grains, edible oils, fruits, vegetables, meat, fish, milk,
and eggs....” It wasn’t to be.

Mad Cow Loosed, 1980s

Over the 1980s, an even greater onslaught came against
national agriculture, industry, and energy programs, led by the
“Mad Cow” in office in Britain, Margaret Thatcher, Prime
Minister from 1979 to 1990. Her government was the world
model for radical privatization schemes, deregulation of gov-
ernment functions, and privateering free-trade practices.

For the record: Even her epithet, “Mad Cow,” came about,
due to London’s ideological free-trade practices. The BSE
brain-wasting disease—bovine spongiform encephalopathy,
called Mad Cow—broke out for the first time ever, in Britain,
around 1986, and was widely exported. Veterinarians attri-
bute the occurrence directly to the Thatcher government’s
malfeasance. Soon after she was elected, a national livestock
sanitation board asked the government to intervene to prevent
any tainted sheep matter from being cycled elsewhere into the
livestock feed chain, because there was at the time in the U.K.,
a widespread outbreak of sheep scrapie, TSE (transmissible
spongiform encephalopathy). Thatcher and Agriculture Min-
ister Lord Peter Walker refused, on the grounds that the ani-
mal feed sector should “regulate itself.” Within six years, after
tainted matter continued to be blended into animal feed, the
species jump from sheep to cows occurred.

Internationally, private cartels expanded their chokehold
all along the food chain over the 1980s, under the pressure by
the International Monetary Fund, World Bank, and other in-
stitutions, to follow the Thatcher model of non-regulation and
privatization. The World Bank began phasing out any of its
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The Schiller Institute in 1989 exposed the set-aside programs,
which paid U.S. farmers not to produce food.

limited, effective loans for infrastructure for low-income na-
tions to build up agriculture potential. Instead, the World Bank
began funding privatization schemes, including the Felix Ro-
hatyn-type, “public-private partnerships.”

Part of the pseudo-science cover for this was that, “small
and local is better, and more sustainable.” For example, an
October 1984 report of the World Bank, “Toward the Sustain-
able Development of Sub-Saharan Africa,” called for large-
scale water projects to be ‘“re-examined”’—meaning can-
celled—given the “extreme shortage of resources.”

Year after year, more farmland was being removed from
food production, due to erosion, salination, or to insane set-
aside programs, all the while that cartel companies were push-
ing nations to agree to cash crops for foreign markets. Less
and less food was being produced per capita internationally.

In October 1982, the U.S. Congress granted the Commod-
ity Credit Corp. of the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA) discretion to convert government grain stocks to gas-
ohol fuel, and kicked off the ethanol promotion program, giv-
ing Cargill and ADM multi-billions for government-subsi-
dized ethanol. The next year, an unprecedented U.S. food
output reduction program was enacted, called “Payment-in-
Kind,” in which farmers were given claim chits for govern-
ment-controlled surplus corn stocks, in exchange for idling
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30-50% of their corn acreage. Then, during the very same
1983 crop season, a 50-year drought hit, and that entire year’s
corn harvest fell by 50% from its recent previous levels.

LaRouche warned of the consequences of continuing this
insanity. Addressing the underlying question of science, he
released a book in 1983, There Are No Limits to Growth. He
conferred on the crisis in Argentina in 1984, with scientists
and political leaders, and with other world leaders. During the
U.S. Presidential race, he released two national half-hour TV
shows on the crisis. One was titled, “The Food Shock of
1984.”

But the same year, the GATT was used as the venue for an
all-out attempt at a one-world trade treaty, to make it even
easier for the private, neo-British-East-India-Company net-
works to subvert nation-serving agriculture. An opening
round of trade talks began at Punta del Este, Uruguay, aimed
at “reforming” agriculture trade, by coercing nations to re-
move tariffs, export controls, and national regulations. Over
the next ten years, a drawn-out sequence of conferences were
held in Montreal and elsewhere, attended not only by national
government officials, but by Cargill, ADM, major banks, and
non-governmental agencies. Finally, nations succumbed, and
the date was set for January 1995, for the World Trade Orga-
nization to start up.

In Fall 1988, after another devastating drought in the U.S.
corn belt, the Schiller Institute’s “Food for Peace” effort was
initiated, to fight internationally against the GATT/WTO
drive, and for national development. (Documents from this
work are available at www.schillerinstitute.org/food_for_
peace/ffp_main_page.html.) LaRouche spoke in October in
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Lyndon LaRouche
addresses a Food for
Peace conference in
Chicago, Dec. 20, 1988.
Two months earlier, he
appeared in a half-hour
national TV broadcast,
“The Winter of Our
Discontent,” which
highlighted the food
crisis worldwide, and
proposed East-West
cooperation to deal
with it.

West Berlin, and at a Food for Peace conference in Chicago in
December, pointing to the prospect of the split-up of the So-
viet bloc, and calling for international collaboration to re-
commit to restoring agro-industrial capacity. (See EIR, April
18, 2008.)

The degree to which nations’ food security was being un-
dercut, was apparent by how much they were being coerced to
become food import-dependent. EIR did a study of the food-
sufficiency status of the 13 nations named in 1974 by Kiss-
inger and the British, to be hit by the food weapon. Two points
in time were compared—1963 and 1990—for how self-suffi-
cient each nation was for certain food staples. A few represen-
tatives examples:

The Americas: Mexico was 100% self-sufficient in cere-
als in 1963, and down to 79% in 1990; 104% self-sufficient in
beans in 1963, and down to 85% in 1990; in oils, 110% self-
sufficient in 1963, and down to 57% in 1990.

Africa: Egypt was 84% self-sufficient in cereals in 1963,
and down to 62% in 1990; 112% self-sufficient in beans in
1963, and down to 88% in 1990; in oils, 103% in 1963, and
down to 90% in 1990.

Indian Subcontinent: India continued its self-sufficiency
following 1974, and even conducted selective food exports.
But Pakistan saw declines. Bangladesh went from 106% self-
sufficiency in 1963 down to 87% in 1990; in beans, from
100% down to 88%; in oils, it increased from 71% self-suf-
ficient to 83%. (See article on the Bangladesh crisis today,
p.17.)

Southeast Asia: The Philippines declined in cereals self-
sufficiency from 83% in 1963, down to 80% in 1990; in beans,

EIR April 25,2008



from 97% down to 47%; and oils, from 266% down to
101%.

China achieved self-sufficiency over the 1960s to 1990
period, with intent to make even more improvements to up-
grade nutrition levels, for which the nation has been singled
out for attack as “overusing scarce resources.” However, the
loss of farmland to aridity and residential sprawl, began to
present a threat to future food output gains. The area of China’s
arable/permanent cropland base declined from 101.6 million
hectares in 1970, down to 95.67 million ha in 1990. This loss
came from erosion, dryness, sprawl, and other factors.

Toward Famine, 1990s

Thus, the decade of the 1990s should have been the time
to restore and redouble nation-serving agro-industrial mea-
sures, given the increasing hunger and food shortages in Af-
rica and elsewhere, and also the urgent need to continue the
successes of India and China, home to 2 billion people. How-
ever, the very opposite came to pass. A sequence of free-trade
pacts accelerated the degradation of agricultural potential and
lack of food self-sufficiency. In 1989, the Canadian-U.S. Free
Trade Pact went into effect, followed in 1994 by the North
American Free Trade Act (NAFTA). In January 1995 came
the WTO. Later there would be the Caribbean Free Trade Act
(CAFTA), and others in Europe and Africa.

In 1991, Europe saw the largest farmer demonstrations
against low prices and free trade in history, focussed against
the GATT/WTO plans, in Paris, Luebeck, Strasbourg, Rome,
and many other locations. In Spring 1993, the largest farmer
demonstrations ever took place in Argentina. But the lock on
public policy by the globalizers remained in place.

One of the ugliest manifestations of the cartel free-trade,
food-control system, was the increasing “global sourcing” of
food to feed the United States and Europe. In the process,
farmers were ground under in both the importing and export-
ing regions.

In the United States by 1995, fully 13% of food consump-
tion was imported, way up from 9% in 1980. Some categories
have soared—for example, fish and shell-fish. In the early
1980s, 51% of U.S. consumption of these foods was import-
ed; today, 78%. Dramatic rises also occurred for fruits, juices,
and nuts. In the early 1980s, 21% of U.S. consumption of
these foods was imported (much of it being tropical, such as
bananas), but today, this has risen to 31% overall, and includes
huge quantities of non-tropical products, such as apple juice.
Today, approximately 50% of U.S. apple juice comes from
China, and other fruit juices from Turkey, South Africa, and
Asia.

The food flows from Africa to Europe have grown simi-
larly. Besides the tropical cocoa and coffee, there are large
shipments of “mid-latitude European” products, including
green beans and flowers from East Africa, as well as fruits and
vegetables from South Africa.

On a world scale, the major processor cartels moved to
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FIGURE 4
Western Hemisphere Soybean Crop Area:
80% World Production, 90% World Exports

United States

Source: EIRNS/2004

impose gigantic monoculture regions, for their domination of
key oil and grain crops and products. Figure 4 shows the huge
area turned over to soybeans in Argentina and Brazil by 2004.
By 2008, over 45% of all arable land in Argentina is in soy
cultivation. This is the analog of the British East India Com-
pany’s practices of decreeing where and how cash crops
would be grown—indigo, cotton, jute, and whatever else the
Empire desired.

The present-day monoculture is abetted by the unprece-
dented changes in patent law, giving sweeping rights to agro-
cartel companies for introduction of seeds and methods of ge-
netic bioengineering: Cargill/Monsanto, Dupont/Pioneer, and
others (see Appendix). As for the leading participants in WTO
“free” trade, the degree of concentration is also a dramatic
irony. Cargill and ADM are two of the top firms dominating
over 65% of all soy trade. They are also among the top three
dominating over 80% of U.S. corn exports. Cargill, ADM,
and only two others control 60% of the terminal grain-han-
dling facilities in the United States.

The misery and want connected to this vast WTO-era deg-
radation of agriculture is manifest in the death rate in Africa,
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FIGURE 5
World Food Aid, 1991-2006

(Millions of Metric Tons)

Kong, and Geneva, stand-offs among na-
tions have continued.

Biofuels and Genocide, 2000s

A

As of the turn of the century, the lack
of adequate food and necessities for mil-
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lions of people was at desperation levels.
Yet far from taking even minimal mea-
sures, major governments and UN insti-
tutions stood by as even the level of ton-
nage of annual food aid dropped. (Figure
5). Then came the genocide program: bio-
fuels.

An evil axis of neo-conservatives and

neo-greens combined to bumrush gov-
ernments into passing laws setting na-
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Source Data: World Food Programme’s International Food Aid Information System.

must be blended into gasoline and diesel
fuel in coming years. The Energy Law of
2005 in the United States sets these goals.

FIGURE 6

U.S. Corn Use for Export as Food, and Fuel Ethanol,

1980-2006

(Millions of Metric Tons)
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The same year France passed such a law,
and now dozens of nations have followed
suit.

Gigantic neo-plantations for gasohol
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cas—across the corn belt in the U.S.A.,
and the cane belt in Brazil. The big play-
ers are the usual cartels and financial cir-
cles behind globalization, including Car-
gill, ADM, Bunge, George Soros, and
Bill Gates.

Al Gore is acting as head cheerleader
in the biofools parade, in lock-step with
neo-cons such as George Shultz and
James Woolsey, who use “energy inde-
pendence,” instead of the Gorey “save-
the-planet” pitch, to promote the bio-en-
ergy fraud. (See article, page 19.)

There are even proposals for two ded-

s
-

including HIV/AIDS, and suffering among some 900 million
people in 70 countries.

Given the rage at the perpetrators of this harm, it is no
wonder that in 1999 the “Seattle Round” of the WTO talks,
ended in a bust. The conference was disbanded with no re-
sults, as various developing nations refused to go along with
the free-trade dictates. This outcome was in order. Neverthe-
less, the WTO continues to stalk the world.

In November 2001, in Qatar, the current WTO Doha
Round was begun. Its continuing goal is to yet further lower
national “barriers” to borderless trade, on behalf of the Brut-

ish Empire. At subsequent Doha Round talks in Cancun, Hong
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icated biofuels pipelines: a 1,700-mile
ethanol pipeline from Iowa to New York
Harbor; and in Brazil, an 800-mile pipe-
line from the inland state of Goias, through Minas Gerais, to
the port at Paulinia/Sao Paolo. These proposals don’t repre-
sent agricultural “infrastructure” any more than Nazi work-
camps represented factories.

Fully 24% of the U.S. corn crop this year (September
2007 to 2008) is expected to go into corn ethanol, accord-
ing to the USDA. The previous year it was 18%. The vol-
ume of U.S. corn used for ethanol now exceeds the amount
of U.S. corn going for export to the world human food chain
(Figure 6.)

These are the parameters of today’s epic famine danger.
There is no “fix” to this threat, by staying within the frame-
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TIMES-GAZETTE

Shelbyville, Tennessee ~ Saturday, April 19, 2008

A newspaper website from Al Gore’s home state of Tennessee ran this apt cartoon,

which shows how Gore is viewed.

work of the markets game of the last 30 years, and the WTO.
The harm done was not the result of “misguided” policies. It
was intentional, and of the same degraded outlook toward
mankind that gave us the British East India Company and the
British Empire years ago. Many of today’s food-control net-
works are, in fact, lineal descendents. Al Gore is their hired
hand in mass murder.
End the evil. Don’t play the game. Bury the WTO!

Christine Craig prepared the data and graphs in this article.
Contact the authors at marciabaker @ larouchepub.com.

Appendices

Lester Brown: Brits’
Genocide Spokesman

British Prime Minister Gordon Brown, appearing with George
W. Bush on April 17, told the press that there were several
causes for a “severe global food crisis,” but he could only
think of one to declare: “Asian populations increasing their
quality of food consumption.” Not two decades of British/
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WTO attacks on nations’ food sufficiency
policies; not the current hundred-billion-dol-
lar wild speculation on food commodities by
hedge funds; but China and other “overpopu-
lated”” Asian countries’ desire to eat!

Prime Minister Brown—echoed next
day even more brutally by German Chancel-
lor Angela Merkel—was putting out the
Malthusian British policy; for two decades
the Brits’ leading “modern Malthus” target-
ting Asian and African populations has been
an American, Lester R. Brown. Prime Min-
ister Brown was repeating the lie that genoc-
idalist Lester Brown (no direct relation) and
his Worldwatch Institute, World Resources
Institute, etc. have been putting out for de-
cades. It was in the early and mid-1990s that
Lester Brown set up Worldwatch, with Rock-
efeller Foundation money. Garnering global
publicity and wide foundation backing with
so-called “state of the world reports,” Brown
seized on the slowing of a 40 years’ science-
driven tripling of world grain output, to
claim that human food production would
never grow again. In a May 6, 1996 press
conference, for example, Brown compared
the human species to “rats in a cage” or
amoebae in a petri dish whose population can rise, but then
must collapse from failure of nutrition. “Any biology student
knows about the S-shaped curve” of such populations, he
said.

At that press conference—and many others during that
period—Lester Brown harped on three basic lies whose
combined intent was genocidal. First, that a renewed com-
mitment to funding basic agricultural science breakthroughs
like the “Green Revolution” would be fruitless, due to finite
biological “carrying capacity” of the Earth, and world grain
production was immediately going to go into a fall—in re-
ality, it has continued to rise. Second, that China, in par-
ticular, must fail to feed itself, and must eat up the world’s
substance—it has actually remained a net food exporter un-
til this year. And third, that due to Asia and Africa, the hu-
man population was growing by 90 million or more per
year—a claim about 20% higher than the reality well known
to UN demographers.

Aspen Roots of Worldwatch

Lester Brown, a U.S. Agriculture Department official in
the 1970s (fawning press have falsely called him ‘““an agrono-
mist” when spreading his anti-China slanders), was initially
trained at the Aspen Institute, before setting up the World-
watch Institute in 1974. The Aspen Institute links are critical.
Aspen was founded by Robert Maynard Hutchins, the long-
time chancellor of the University of Chicago, and the leading

Feature 15



American ally of the late Lord Bertrand Russell. Russell,
whom Lyndon LaRouche has called “the 20th Century’s most
evil man,” was the international socialist who advocated the
elimination of science and the systematic elimination of the
darker-skinned races—when he wasn’t urging preventive nu-
clear war against Russia. Aspen is one of the leading Malthu-
sian snake-pits in the world, peddling the idea of “food as a
weapon.”

Brown is also a longtime Council on Foreign Relations
(CFR) member; and board member of the top U.S. anti-China
think-tank, the Institute for International Economics, found-
ed by Lehman Brothers globalist Peter Peterson and run by
C. Fred Bergsten.

By the mid-1990s, Brown was consistently, publicly lying
that Chinese food consumption threatened the world’s food
supplies—as in this 1996 speech reported by Reuters:

““China is becoming a huge sponge, buying almost every-
thing—cotton, sugar, rice, corn and wheat,” Brown said. ...

“In 1990, China grew 329 million tons of grain and con-
sumed 335 million tons, with the gap covered by net imports
of 6 million tons, Brown said in a report.

“China is expected to add 490 million people to its pop-
ulation between 1990 and 2030, swelling it to 1.6 billion, he
wrote. Brown projects that China’s grain demand will in-
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crease to 479 million tons in 2030.”

These were falsehoods, for which the Chinese scientific
establishment angrily took Brown on. China continued to
be a net exporter of food to the rest of the world until
2007.

The young Brown’s infatuation with the ideas of Parson
Thomas Malthus, the English anti-population propagandist
(1766-1834), on the payroll of the British East India Compa-
ny, was one of Brown’s qualifications for getting funded in
1974 to run the Worldwatch Institute, by the financial backers
of the zero-growth, anti-population movement, most notably
the Rockefellers.

In the foreword to his 1972 book, Man and His Envi-
ronment: Food, co-authored with Gail Finsterbusch (New
York: Harper and Row), Brown writes: “Thomas Malthus
was probably the first to detect worldwide population
pressure and to identify world population growth as a
problem. When he published his essay on The Principle of
Population in 1798, he defined the population problem
primarily in terms of food supplies and the threat of fam-
ine. For almost 200 years men have perceived the popula-
tion-food problem in these terms, asking, ‘Can we pro-
duce enough food to feed anticipated human numbers?’. ..
The relevant question is no longer, ‘Can we produce
enough food?” but ‘What are the environmental conse-
quences of attempting to do so?’”

The idea of “Asian overeating” because, as Chancellor
Merkel put it, many people in India now eat two meals a day
and China’s population drinks milk, is imperial, genocidal ly-
ing, and Brown has been its spokeman for 30 years. The Brit-
ish/WTO policy of “feeding markets, not people” and starv-
ing agricultural scientific research, has brought on today’s
famine threat.

—Paul Gallagher and Marcia Merry Baker

Seedstocks: Cartels Gain
Control of Means of Life

The current drive by global “free market” cartels to control
the means of life through control of patented seedstocks
goes back some 40 years. So today’s promising biotechnol-
ogy and genetic engineering breakthroughs are being nipped
in the bud by the imperial cartels, as pliant regulators and
lawmakers codify that control. The World Trade Organiza-
tion was spawned out of the 1994 Uruguay Round of the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) to act as
enforcer. The WTO’s website boasts that it is “the only
global international body dealing with the rules of trade be-
tween nations.”
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The U.S. tradition, under natural law, has been to not
patent plants or livestock. As part of that tradition, in the
1920s and 1930s, Henry A. Wallace, founder of Pioneer Hy
Bred and FDR’s first Secretary of Agriculture, for example,
explicitly stated opposition to any form of patenting of
seeds.

But in the post-war years, with the “free marketeers”
chiseling away at the general welfare protections of the
Roosevelt era, five conglomerates came to dominate world
seedstocks: Cargill, Monsanto, Dow, Bayer, and Syngen-
ta.

The first time any plants were given protection as intel-
lectual property was under the 1930 Plant Patent Act (PPA).
This act was designed to protect nurseries and breeders who
produced mainly ornamental plants, such as asexually re-
produced flowers, and some fruits. The Plant Patent Act did
not offer the more strict protection of an industrial patent,
but it did protect specific varieties that were created and
claimed by the inventor, by restricting others from market-
ing his variety. The 1930 act specifically prohibited the pat-
enting of any food crop plants, recognizing that these pat-
ents could threaten the food supply.

In 1970, the first version of the Plant Variety Protection
Act (PVPA) was introduced, which greatly expanded pro-
tection to all plants that were distinct and new. This was not
a patent, but merely a certificate, which gave protection to
specific varieties of crop seeds for the first time, for periods
of up to 25 years. Under the PVPA of 1970, farmers and
breeders could save and replant protected seed, resell it, and
carry out research using it.

In 1980, the U.S. Supreme Court made a landmark deci-
sion in Diamond v. Chakrabarty, ruling that living organ-
isms could be patented. The decision allowed the patenting
of genetically engineered microbes, which opened the door
to the patenting of any life form.

In 1985, the U.S. Patent Office ruled that plants could
now be protected under the powerful industrial patent. The
industrial patent does not have any exemptions for farmers
or for research, so any use of a patented plant or seed with-
out specific license from the patent holder would be consid-
ered violation of the patent. This patent decision is the basis
for the new weapon to control agricultural production and
research that the cartels have pushed to the limit.

In 1994, the PVPA was amended in accordance with the
regulations under the GATT. The changes to the act made it
illegal for farmers to resell or exchange any seed of protect-
ed crops. The GATT agreement also forces the developing
nations to recognize the patents and protections on plants
and living organisms held by other GATT member coun-
tries. This allows the cartels to deny developing countries’
farmers access to advanced biotechnology, and instead
forces them to pay huge licensing fees to use any patented
seeds.
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Bangladesh

Millions Are in
Fight for Food

by Ramtanu Maitra

On April 12, about 20,000 garment workers in Bangladesh’s
capital city of Dhaka, fought pitched battles with the police,
protesting against the jacked-up price of rice that has led to
starvation diets for millions. Three days later, at least 15,000
Bangladesh garment factory workers went on strike to call for
higher wages, as food prices in the impoverished nation
soared.

What is happening in this 145-million person nation in
South Asia is perhaps the first phase of a world food crisis
brought about by the irresponsible, if not downright genocid-
al, policies formulated through the World Trade Organization
and that “mother of all economic miracles”—globalization.

The present Bangladesh food crisis was exacerbated by
Cyclone Sidr, which swept across the country last December,
destroying 418,000 hectares of the rice crop. Official esti-
mates claim the cyclone destroyed as much as 800,000 metric
tonnes of rice. This is on top of another 600,000 metric tonnes
destroyed by the floods of last Summer’s monsoon. The over-
all shortfall in food products caused by these two calamities
was close to 3.0 million metric tonnes for the year.

Bangladesh was forced to cover the shortfall on the world
market, buying most of it from the cartels at high prices. Be-
cause of the WTO regulations—which should be summarily
set aside by the Bangladeshi authorities—these higher prices
were passed on to the consumers. And because a very large
section of Bangladeshi consumers is extremely poor, and can-
not afford any amount of food price rise, a famine-like situa-
tion has developed in large parts of rural Bangladesh. The
government is selling locally produced rice at a discount but
cannot, under WTO rules, do the same with imported rice,

Make Bangladesh Food Secure

There cannot be any question that meeting the food re-
quirements of the population must remain the key objective of
the government. This is particularly important for Bangla-
desh, where natural disasters, like floods and cyclones, visit
the country with unfailing regularity, destroying significant
amounts of the crops every year.

Over the years, Bangladesh, once described as perpetually
short of food, had succeeded in producing almost all the food
it needs. This highly vulnerable South Asian country—a net
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importer of wheat and some rice—last year produced 30.5
million tonnes of rice, more than half of it during the main
Winter season harvest.

Farmers this season have tilled almost all their land to cul-
tivate rice, in hopes of better prices, and to meet the shortfall
caused by last Summer’s floods and the devastating cyclone.
The latest reports indicate that the farmers have succeeded in
producing almost all the food that the nation will need. And
the government has also begun buying rice from farmers to
build a 1.5-million-tonne buffer stock to tackle future emer-
gencies.

In addition, neighboring India has agreed to ship 400,000
tons of heavily discounted rice to Bangladesh, but it could
take weeks for the rice to arrive, and officials are uncertain
that it will be enough to meet the present crisis.

None of this may ease hunger or food riots, in the short
term or in the long-term future, because the authorities in
Dhaka have shown little understanding, or instinct, to push
back the internationally generated wave of globalization and
the diktats laid down by the WTO. Instead, they have adopted
“practical economics” to virtually starve their own people and
throw the nation into a state of chaos.

Garment Sweatshops: ‘Practical Economics’

In this context, it is important to note that the rioters in
Dhaka were the garment workers. In the wake of the 2001
global recession, when the wave of globalization reached al-
most every nook and cranny of the world, Bangladesh’s lead-
ers were goaded by the example of China’s “‘economic mira-
cle” and the country’s own free-market economists: They
opted for relying on foreign countries as a market for exports
and as a source of remittances. International seminars were
held, and thick papers were presented, pointing out that glo-
balization and free trade have opened up a golden opportunity
for Bangladesh’s millions to earn foreign exchange reserves
and stabilize the Bangladeshi currency, the taka. This was the
“practical economics” which the Bangladeshi political lead-
ers embraced with open arms.

What happened subsequently in Bangladesh is not alto-
gether unlike what happened in India during the same period,
although India is a nation with wide-ranging agro-industrial
capabilities. In India, the selling items were Information Tech-
nology and pharmaceuticals. India had a small, but very well
qualified group of professionals, who made these sectors suc-
cessful and made a dent in the world market. But it did pre-
cious little for the hundreds of millions of Indians living in
rural areas who were eagerly awaiting electrical power, wa-
ter, transportation, communication networks, health care, and
other aspects of the basic physical infrastructure necessary to
utilize the productive power of labor.

In Bangladesh, even worse policies were adopted as
“practical economics.” A garment industry was set up primar-
ily as sweatshops where thousands work to sew and finish tex-
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tiles. The objective was to make money in the quota-free
global trade regime. Export Promotion Zones (EPZs) were set
up around Dhaka (where the trouble now brews), and a wage
structure was set up which kept almost 2 million Bangladeshi
workers on the verge of hunger and poverty. It was said then,
and is still said even now, that this very low wage structure is
necessary in order to keep the product price below that of the
Chinese, to remain competitive.

The garment industry contributes 76% of the country’s
total export earnings. “While garment profits thrived on cheap
labor at the best of times, cheap labor is now seen as the key
to its survival,” pointed out one Bangladeshi economic ana-
lyst.

Because the sweatshops were bringing in foreign ex-
change, Dhaka encouraged investors to set up more and more
sweatshops. In return, the government guaranteed to keep the
wage structure low enough to make the products “competi-
tive” with similar products. From time to time, the garment
workers rebelled, but the rebellions were quelled physically,
as well as by promises of negotiations to implement a higher
wage structure in the future. Investors made clear to the au-
thorities in Dhaka that the proposed higher wage structure
would result in the shutdown of many of the factories. “Profit
these days rarely exceeds 3% of the yearly turnover,” claimed
a representative of the owners to the media.

The basic minimum monthly salary of a garment worker
is only $25, and a kilogram (2.2 pounds) of rice used to cost
35 taka (50 cents), normally enough to feed a family of four
for a day, but not much more. However, prices for rice have
doubled in Bangladesh in the past year. As a result, a majority
of Bangladeshi households spend nearly 70% of their income
on food, despite the government subsidies for locally pro-
duced rice.

Whither Agro-Industrial Infrastructure?

The practical economics implemented by the authorities
in Dhaka not only led to starvation and the potential for un-
controllable chaos in the country; it did much worse. Bangla-
desh has to get out of being a nation where 60% of the work-
force depends on agriculture and move to an agro-industrial
nation. In order to do that, Dhaka will have to adopt real eco-
nomics, and not practical economics.

The key to doing that is to make the nation a foolproof
food-secure nation. To accomplish this, the powers-that-be
will have to do what is necessary: develop the country’s ba-
sic physical infrastructure. This includes self-sufficiency in
power generation; an adequate agricultural and domestic
water supply; water and rail-based transportation; educa-
tion and health care for all; and communication access to
the remotest corners of the nation. All these ingredients,
done right, will lay a solid foundation for an agro-industrial
nation.

Such a policy is a far cry from the rat-trap of the present
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Gore Tells the Hungry,
Let Them Eat Biofuels

by Cynthia R. Rush

There is a backlash growing around the world against British
agent Al Gore’s fascist dictate to starving nations: “Let them
eat biofuels.” As U.S. statesman Lyndon LaRouche has said,
the combination of starvation, food shortages, and hyperinfla-
tion have become the single most important issue in the world
today.

The people of Central America and the Caribbean are en-
raged at rising food prices and scarcity, a situation that Nica-
raguan President Daniel Ortega has termed “explosive.” The
Honduran government has just declared a national emergency
to deal with the food crisis, and Guatemala is preparing to do
the same. Tensions in Haiti, where food riots erupted recently,
continue to run very high. At the just-concluded regional con-
ference of the UN’s Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO)
in Brasilia, one delegate after another got up to denounce the
idea that Brazilian President Lula da Silva is insanely defend-
ing: that biofuels represent the answer to underdevelopment,
poverty, and unemployment.

Echoing statements made by former Cuban President Fi-
del Castro last year, that the push for biofuels is the “interna-
tionalization of genocide,” Cuban representative José Arsenio
Quintero angrily told the FAO delegates that “it is ethically
unacceptable, that areas of food production be converted to
energy production.”

Bolivia’s delegate called for an immediate suspension of
any new biofuels projects in the region, while insisting that
food security must be the top priority of all nations. Numerous
delegates warned that the political stability of their nations
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was at risk, and urged that financial resources be made avail-
able immediately to assist them in producing more basic
grains to guarantee their food supply.

Biofuels, by Any Other Name

It is against this backdrop of hunger, poverty, and intense
human suffering that Gore and his speculator friends are de-
manding that nations give up eating, give up reproducing
themselves, and prepare to die. This is what he means by “sav-
ing the planet.”

He likes to coyly pretend, that biofuels aren’t his thing.
When he attended the First Biofuels Congress of the Americas
in Buenos Aires, Argentina in May of 2007, he piously warned
about the “dangers” of biofuels, urging his audience of finan-
ciers and agri-business magnates to exercise great caution in
producing them, lest they endanger valuable forests unneces-
sarily and further harm the environment. If not pursued care-
fully, he intoned, biofuels could also drive food prices up.

This was just Al Gordo’s usual flatulence speaking. As far
back as December 1998, at the Third Annual Farm Journal
Conference, then-Vice President Gore stated, “The more we
can make this home-grown fuel [ethanol] a successful, widely
used product, the better off our farmers and our government
will be.”

Today, Jello-Head is in league with a network of hedge-
fund managers, speculators, international grain cartels, and
other species of financial predators who, like Gore, share the
British financier oligarchy’s Malthusian worldview. Among
them are mega-speculator George Soros, who’s pouring bil-
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“Gore-gantua” demands
that people give up
eating, while he gets
fatter by the day,
swallowing up the profits
[from his hedge-fund and
grain cartel operations.
Here, Daumier’s cartoon
of the French King
Louis-Philippe, as
Rabelais’ Gargantua.

lions of dollars into Brazilian ethanol, and Royal Dutch Shell,
which sponsored an April 15 conference on “Global Energy
Challenges: Implications for the Americas,” on the potential
for biofuel development in the Western Hemisphere.

This is the same crowd that fueled the growth of the glob-
al speculative derivatives bubble, and now that it’s evaporat-
ing, has focussed their greed on the international biofuels
racket, to create an equally unstable biofuels bubble. No one
should be fooled into thinking that what these vultures pro-
pose has anything remotely to do with a real concept of phys-
ical economy.

The rant that Fat Al gave at the 2007 Buenos Aires confer-
ence, when he said that population growth and economic de-
velopment had “spoiled” nature in some South American
countries, was music to the financiers’ ears. Reflecting the
same racism he shows toward Africa, Gore cited the case of
Bolivia, next to Haiti the poorest country in the hemisphere,
with a largely indigenous population, as an example of “too
much” development!

This is why he keeps getting regular invitations to be the
star speaker at international biofuels conferences, such as the
March 2007 World Biofuels Markets Congress in Brussels,
the May 11, 2007 First Biofuels Congress of the Americas in
Buenos Aires, and the conference in Santiago, Chile the same
day, entitled “Global Warming and Climate Change: The
Time To Act Is Now.” His own hedge fund, the London-based
Generation Investment Management, has had no qualms
about investing in one of Spain’s major biofuels companies,
Abengoa.
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Nazi Bedfellows

In Ibero-America, Gore’s alliances tell a particularly sor-
did tale. On two occasions in 2007, he teamed up with bank-
ing and political interests linked to the Bush family, and to the
late Chilean dictator Augusto Pinochet, both to espouse his
global warming fraud, and provide a platform for the finan-
ciers who are wittingly using biofuels and “defense of the en-
vironment” to impose the plantation and slave-labor economy
their City of London masters demand.

Take the case of the Santiago, Chile conference. Gore’s
invitation to speak there came from multi-billionaire magnate
Sebastian Pifiera, the failed 2005 Presidential candidate, and
the driving force behind the creation, in Chile, of the National
Committee of Support for Al Gore’s Candidacy for the 2007
Nobel Peace Prize. Sebastidn, who with affiliated companies,
paid a whopping $200,000 to bring Gore to Chile, is the broth-
er of fascist José Pifiera, Pinochet’s former Labor Minister,
who, in 1981, privatized Chile’s once excellent state-run so-
cial security system.

Sebastidn Pifiera poses as a touchy-feely humanist and
environmentalist. But he owes his fortune and existence to
the brutal free-market regime that Pinochet’s University of
Chicago-trained economists imposed on the country, after
George Shultz and fascist banker Felix Rohatyn helped over-
throw Salvador Allende in the bloody September 1973
coup.

The other sponsor of the conference was the right-wing
daily EI Mercurio, whose owners, the Edwards family, have
served the British Empire dating back to the 19th Century. In
1973, editor Agustin Edwards was a leading organizers of the
Pinochet coup.

Given these facts, LaRouche asked at the time, whether
Gore weren’t travelling to Chile to help Pifiera overthrew
President Michelle Bachelet. Pifiera was leading a vicious
campaign to force Bachelet out of office, putting himself
forward as the man who could save Chile from the “chaos”
he said she had created. What he meant by that, was that
Bachelet’s efforts—albetit timid ones—to move Chile away
from the brutal economic model imposed by Pinochet’s
“Chicago Boys,” and still largely intact today, would not be
tolerated.

As LaRouche observed on April 9, 2007, “We have not
yet gotten to the bottom of the Nazi connection behind the late
dictator Pinochet from Chile. The Nazi is dead but Nazism is
not. And we see this in the attacks coming from various quar-
ters on President Bachelet, which are obviously coming from
the undead fascists of the Nazi tradition of the late dictator Pi-
nochet.”

Bush’s Gore

After his appearance in Santiago in May 2007, Gore flew
to Buenos Aires, where he jumped into bed with the Inter-
American Ethanol Commission (IEC), the entity founded in
2006 by former Florida Governor Jeb Bush, and the major
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sponsor of the First Biofuels Congress of the Americas. The
IEC is at the center of many of the ethanol ventures now being
promoted around Ibero-America. An ardent defender himself
of free trade, Gore embraces Jeb Bush’s notion of using mul-
tinational ethanol deals to “energize” the debate on hemi-
spheric free trade.

No matter that that debate is effectively dead. It makes a
good talking point for the IEC, which argues that the conti-
nental “integration”—that is, elimination of sovereignty—
that might have been achieved through the Bush Administra-
tion’s failed Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA), is now
possible through ethanol! The IEC is a key driver behind the
newly launched “Bioenergy Alliance,” whose members re-
portedly include “the leading ethanol producers of the Ameri-
cas.”

This apparatus, with heavy Brazilian input, is now em-
barking on a major biofuels offensive in Central America and
the Caribbean, whose populations are starving. Thinking
themselves very clever, these killers plan to use this impover-
ished region as the base from which to significantly increase,
and then export, biofuels to the United States, to get around
the United States’ 54-cent-a-gallon tax on Brazilian ethanol.
If exported to the U.S. from a nation such as Guatemala, which
is particularly targetted, ethanol can enter the U.S. tariff-free,
because of Guatemala’s participation in the Caribbean Basin
Initiative (CBI).

The Brazilian involvement with IEC and the Bush-Gore
lovefest, is—tragically—lawful. In the speech he gave April
16 before the FAO conference in Brasilia, President Lula da
Silva vowed that, despite world starvation, he intends to act as
a spokesman for the British Empire’s genocidal biofuels drive.
He had the nerve to lie that “more people are eating better” in
the world than ever before.

LaRouche responded that it is clinically insane for Lula to
make this assertion, and warned that the Brazilian President
could find himself in mortal danger from his own policy, if he
continues to put himself forward as the British Empire’s agent
on this matter.

In his address, Lula insisted there is no relationship be-
tween biofuels production and food scarcity or high prices.
Repeating the British free-trade mantra, he instead blamed
today’s food crisis on “distortions” in the market, protec-
tionism and farm subsidies in the advanced sector, and high
oil prices. His solution? Expand free trade by ramming
through the Doha Round of the World Trade Organization
(WTO)—whose free-trade policies created the crisis in the
first place.

UN Special Reporteur Jean Ziegler called biofuels a
“crime against humanity.” Lula insanely described them as an
instrument of “social and economic transformation” in poor
countries, generating jobs and income. “This is a project in
which I deposit great hope,” he said, especially for the future
of poor African, Asian, Central American, and Caribbean na-
tions.
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