LaRouche in Ankara

How a Concert of Sovereign Nations
Can End the Global Economic Collapse

Lyndon LaRouche gave a major economics address to th
Chamber of Commerce of Turkey’s capital, Ankara, on June
16. The subject was the world financial-economic crisis, anc
Turkey’s situation within it, as well as LaRouche’s personal
role as Presidential candidate and leader, in solving that
crisis.

Here too, the participants’ questions to LaRouche are
paraphrased, while his answers are given in full.

Thank you all. Thank you, Mr. President, very much. | think
| can assure you, from the reports | have received from Eu
rope, andindirectly from the United States, that partly becaus
of the international connections of some Turkish television,
what | had to say at night, here, on Saturday night, has bee
broadcast into Europe and into the United States. . . . I've ha

reports from Germgny, n p@rtlcular, and from the UnltedB fore a painting of Turkey’s national founder Kemal At&fu
States, among Turkish-speaking people there, who are elatgherican Presidential pre-candidate Lyndon LaRouche speaks to
about my being here. It reassures them, that somebody stifl packed meeting of the Ankara Chamber of Commerce (ATO) on
cares about what they’re concerned about. June 16.
Now, what I shall try to do, is to—in a compact way, not
answering all questions, but I'm prepared to answer those that
come up—what the situation of Turkey is, as | see itnow, in ~ emerge about 1966-68, was consolidated under President
respect to the current crisis with emphasis on the crisis of th&lixon, during the years 1971-1972, with a sweeping change
world economy and the world financial system. in the world monetary system. As a result of that, the United
We're now at the end of the system. That is, as some oStates, Britain, and a few others took over the world monetary
you know, or recall, who are younger—that at the end of the ~ system, and used the world monetary system, the floating-
lastwar, the United States emerged as virtually the only worldexchange-rate system, to loot the world.
power. We had the highest rate of productivity in physical If you go into a country, from London, the London specu-
terms, per capita, of any nation of the world. In the immediatdative market, you organize a speculators’ run against the
period, the first 15-20 years, of the post-war period, the mone-  currency of Argentina, of Mexico, or some other country—
tary system which had been designed by President Roosevettr India, as was done in 1967, against India. Then, you
the so-called “Bretton Woods system,” brought prosperity  threaten to crash the currency of that country. Then someone
and growth to many countries of the world. We continued tosays to that country, “Why don’t you call in the International
be a great nation, despite all the mistakes we made—and we Monetary Fund or World Bank? They will help you out!” The
made some bad ones. International Monetary Fund or World Bank says, to that
country, “Drop the value of your currency. Devalue your cur-
IMF Usury and U.S. Parasitism rency.”
But then, about the time of the assassination of President And the country says, “Fine. That means that we’ll pay
Kennedy, a fundamental change occurred in the Unitedur debts in our currency, as before. Right?”
States. We changed our national character, from having been “Nooo! Yomatiflay your debts in your currency!
the world’s leading producer-society, in terms of per-capitaYou will pay your debts in dollars! We will take your old
physical output, tobecomingincreasinglyansumerigbara-  debts. We'll reclassify them as dollar debts, and you will now
site upon the world. This parasitical role, which began topay in dollars.”
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And thus, you have a situation, for example, in Central
and South America: That, in point of fact, morally, no country
of South America owes any money to anyone on account of
its honest debt: They’ ve more than paid every debt they had,
asof 1972-72. They have only the artificial debt, dictated to
them, by the IMF and World Bank. No money was paid to
them. They received no value for this debt; it was a postal
mark.

In similar ways, they would dictate to countries what the
prices of their exports would be; what their import/export
policieswouldbe. They wouldtell themto sell valuableindus-
tries, to certain preferred companies, which were preferred
by the IMF. The riches of the world were robbed, especially
of the poorer countries, by IMF methods.

Then, we came along to a later point: 1989-1991. The
Soviet system collapsed. And the Anglo-Americans said,
“No! We run the world! There is no other superpower! The
world must do, aswetell them. We are the power to rule the
world forever.” Now, some people thought that was wrong,
even in the United States, until recently. Even Bush—the
father of the present incumbent of the empty chair, in the
White House—was not willing to go along with his Defense
Secretary Cheney and others, the people that are called “ neo-
conservatives,” in continuing thewar in Irag; or going toward
awar policy of nuclear preventive war against nations of the
world, including those without any nuclear weapons! Bush
said, “No.” Scowcroft said, “No.” And Cheney sat there,
grumpily, and saying, “Wait, until | get my chance!”

Then came Clinton. Now, Clinton was probably the most
intelligent President we've had since Roosevelt; or perhaps
Kennedy (wenever really had achanceto really try Kennedy
out; they killed him, too soon). But, Bill—whom | liked, and
still do—whilehe' sgot agreat mind, tendsto compromisetoo
much, tomy liking. And, he was compromised, by somebody
putting something in the basement of the White House. But,
Bill wasafinefellow; | till like him; he' sstill useful. | think
he' s useful for the cause of peace and for some other things.
But, | wouldn't put him up front as a soldier. I'd put him
back there, somewhere else, probably tending the wounded
or something like that he' d be good at; or encouraging them.

But, then what happened is: With an operation in place,
Bill ended two terms as President, and they put two fools up
torunfor President that year, theyear 2000. Onefool wasjust
asignorant and incompetent asthe other one. One could spell,
the other could not. One could read amap, the other could not.
But, they were both fools. And either one becoming President
would leave the country open to a non-leadership, which
would get usinto awar we didn’t want, very soon.

The Sept. 11, 2001 Reichstag Fire

So, when you create avacuum in power, when the parties
are weak and disoriented and corrupted, then, at that time,
you can have what happened to us in the United States: on
Sept. 11, 2001. Through a provocation, like the Reichstag
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Firein Germany in 1933, adictatorshipwasestablishedinthe
United States, on the presumption that someone outside, from
the Mudlim world, a bunch of amateurs had captured planes
and attacked two towers in New York City and the Penta-
gon—none of whichistrue. What happened immediately is:
Cheney, who had been sleeping there, awaiting his chance,
since 1991-1992, when the other Bush, and Scowcroft and
Co. had forbidden his going ahead with this policy, suddenly
marched out in the evening of Sept. 11, 2001, and said, “Here
itisl We'regoing to war!”

Now, President Bushisnot themostintelligentmanwe' ve
ever had in the White House, and that’s a rather ingenuous
statement. But, he was easily managed, and by December of
theyear 2001, hewasgoinginto his State of the Union speech,
talking about an “axis of evil.” An“axisof evil” isaplan for
a war against the world. It's a war of intimidation, using
nuclear weaponsand terrifying theworld to the point, “If you
don’t obey us, we' Il hit you with nuclear weapons, and we'll
destroy you in other ways! We are the Empire! We run the
world! Youdoaswetell you, orwekill you!” That' sCheney’s
policy. And, that was said, specifically.

When you say, you' re going after the Musimworld, asa
target; as you list a few other nations beside it, including,
implicitly China, aswell as North Korea; then you' re talking
about world conquest, using the threat of actually using nu-
clear weaponsin preventive warfare for world empire!

| explained the reasonsfor thisanumber of times; it'sthe
same reason that Hitler was put into power, by acombination
of New York and London bankers, back in 1933: When a
great financial-monetary crisis occurs, that leading bankers
can not control by conventional means, they think of creating
adictatorship, which they control, to do the dirty work which
will ensuretheir power, no matter what el se happensto their
monetary-financial system. And that’ swhat’ s happened.

But, thisis being done by atiny group—you would call
it, for example in some parts of the world, you'd call it a
“junta.” And then, a few names, a couple dozen names, are
key to thisjunta—no more! But, they’ re backed by powerful
financier interests, and they’re backed by a vacuum in the
opposition party, my party, the Democratic Party, where a
bunch of right-wing thieves, organized-crime types, actually
control the Democratic Party machine top-down. And, the
result of that: The party organization, that is, the elected offi-
cias in the party, those who are any good, have tended to
show more cowardice than courage in dealing with theissues
confronting it, up until recently.

We now have a change: that’s the optimistic side. After
the completion of the initial phase of hostilities, in the Irag
War—so-called Irag War, which isreally going on now; it's
getting more intense now than it was before—and will con-
tinueto do so, under present management! There' sno bottom
tothiswar. Thereisno exit. Thisis“Vietnam in the Desert”;
and something worse—as we see also in Afghanistan, where
the situation is becoming worse as time passes.
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So people decided to fight. We had people who were
fighting. We had people inthe U.S. military, as| think many
of youmay know, among your acquai ntances. Army generals,
retired and serving; Marine Corps generals, retired and serv-
ing; large sectionsof thecivilian apparatusinthe U.S. Depart-
ment of Defense, associated with the military; others; diplo-
mats of long standing; members of the intelligence
community, of long standing. That is, influentia layers,
within government, which constitute the power of strategic
policymaking of the United States, within the Executive
branch, had shared essentially the views that | had, on the
question of the Irag War.

But asmall juntafrom the top pre-empted the use of pow-
ers of the President—through a President who probably
doesn’t know which way to the front door or back door—and
thus, through the President’s mouth, imposed these com-
mands, which led to thiswar, which every competent military
figuresaid, “No!” So, we're at war.

Can theU.S. Get Rid of ItsJunta?

The question, therefore, is: Can this problem be over-
come, within the institutions of the United States? Because
every other part of the world is absolutely terrified; maybe
not terrified immediately of what will happen to it—China
still shows a certain amount of independence; not that much,
but a great deal. Countries in Europe are fearful. They're
terrified by the United States. They're afraid to fight, unless
they’re really pushed. Where's the initiative going to come
from, to clean up this mess, inside the U.S. government?

My view hasbeen, it hadtobefrominsidetheU.S. govern-
ment. And for those of us, who understand how our Constitu-
tional government works, the question was, “How do we get
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rid of thisjunta, and prevent thethingsit’ strying todo, within
the framework of our Constitutional institutions?’

Now, the normal procedure would be—the Constitution
of the United Stateswasvery carefully framed: Thefounders
of our republic decided to create a great Executive power.
All essential Executive functions are concentrated in the
Presidency of the United States, a Presidency which is
headed by an elected President. Now, the President himself
does not always control the Presidency. Often the Presidency
will control the President—fortunately, because we' ve had
some dumb Presidents, from time to time. In those cases,
the institutions of the Presidency, which exert a powerful
influence on the President’s decision-making, find ways to
control the President. (As every chief executive knows, the
bureaucrats will try to control him. And the Presidential
bureaucracy of the Presidency, will make a lot of effort,
usualy, to control the President. And most Presidents will
tell you about that.)

But, inthis case, the normal way, in which wewould deal
with this problem, would be to have the opposition, in the
Congress— especidly in the Senate—use their Constitu-
tional powers of “advice and consent” to act as a check on
out-of-control impul ses by an incumbent President. What the
problemwas, isthat the Demacratic Party, which isthe nomi-
nal opposition, is dominated top-down, presently, by organ-
ized crime. We're going to change that. But, it's dominated
by that: right-wing organized crime, typified by Lieberman,
theformer Vice Presidential candidate, till a Senator.

So, nobody would challengethe President onillegal deci-
sions, unconstitutional decisions. The Constitutionisexplicit
in its terms, and the discussions around the Constitution’s
framing, originally, are also very explicit: We knew, that in
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creating a powerful Executive asour form of government (as
opposed to a parliamentary government), there was a danger
that some President would use those powers, the way George
[11 of England used his executive powers against the people
inthe Americas, in that time. And therefore, we provided the
qualification of “adviceand consent” in aprocedurefor going
towar, to prevent aPresident of the United Statesfrom being
arunaway organizer of war. Now, the President has the au-
thority to direct the military, to continue in response to an
attack, under rules of engagement. But to continue a war,
beyond the limits of rules of engagement, isstill unlawful. It
is also unlawful, and specifically specified, by our laws, that
an official of the United States government, who lies to the
institutions; who liesto induce theinstitutionsto go to awar,
premised on lies, has committed a crime, an impeachable
offense, tantamount to high treason. Such aliar, such an of-
fender, in the case of the Irag War, is Vice President Cheney.
Othersaswell.

Therefore, my effort hasbeen, and that of others, hasbeen
to move toward impeachment of those who are responsible
for thelies, specific lies, which induced the Congressto toler-
ate the President’ s push to war. Such action, in conformity
with our Constitution, isthe form of action which could save
our Constitutional institutions, and not result in some mess.
And it hasto be done, immediately.

The processisunder way. | wasinvolvedin prompting it,
with our discussionswith some Senators. But, some Senators
and others have begun to move, and they moved inthe direc-
tion of theimpeachment of some official sof thecrowd around
Cheney, or of Cheney himself, in the government. Or, induc-
ing Cheney to resign, as Nixon resigned, to avoid the embar-
rassment of being impeached. Let him out, if he getsout. But
take his chicken-hawkswith him.

So therefore, there could be achange. | think that change
should be sought. | think it's indispensable, because | don’t
think that other nations of the world, even together, would
have the stamina to force down the President of the United
States, at thistime. They just don’t have the knowledge, they
don’t have the stamina.

Therefore, wein the United States, have one singular re-
sponsibility: That, whilewe know that most partsof theworld
areopposed to that Irag War; most are opposed to thispolicy;
most are opposed to the economic policies that go with it:
That these nations do not have the will, to force those mea-
suresthrough by themselves. Therefore, | takeit astherespon-
sibility of my United States, to take certain actions, which will
encourage the nations of Europe, and others, to do something
about thisinternational financial mess.

Put the Old System in Bankruptcy

| believethefollowing, also: | know that theinternational
monetary-financial system, the present IMF system, is
doomed. It can not survive. Thereisnotrick, that cankeepthis
thing going much longer. We arefacing the greatest financia
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collapse in al history, right now. What day will it happen?
Y ou don’t know, because they’ re continuing to pump infla-
tionary money in, hyperinflationary money, totry to postpone
the crisis, yet one more day. Week by week, day by day, the
money’ s being pumped in; the money’ s being printed, to try
to keep the system alive. So, we don’t know when the bubble
isgoing to pop, but it's abubble, and it's going to pop. You
can not go down, to about 1% or 0% interest rate issued, of
monetary aggregate, or debts related to monetary aggregate,
and not have, under the present conditions, a hyperinflation,
which will be comparable to what happened to Germany,
between July and October of 1923. That'swherewe are.

The system is going to go bankrupt. We can not prevent
the system from going bankrupt; that’s impossible to avoid.
But wecould, usingtheauthority of aconcert of governments,
the same concert of governments, or type of concert of gov-
ernments, which created the initial Bretton Woods monetary
system; or, it changed the monetary system during 1971-72:
The same authority of sovereign nation-states, conspiring to-
gether, can walk in on the IMF and World Bank, and say,
“Gentlemen, you are being put through bankruptcy reorgani-
zation. Y ou arebankrupt!” Because, in point of fact, theinter-
national monetary system, whichisbased onthe central bank-
ing systems of the world, is bankrupt The banks in it, are
bankrupt. Citicorpisbankrupt! J.P. Morgan Chase M anhattan
isbankrupt! Every leading bank of the United States, ishope-
lessly bankrupt! Freddie Mac and Fannie Mae are about to
blow up. Theinternational credit derivatives market is about
to blow up. They’'re bankrupt.

The banks of Europe are generally bankrupt, too. There-
fore, the central banking systems are bankrupt. Don’t worry
about Turkey’ sfinancia problems: They’ ve got bigger ones!
Yoursarejust proportionally more painful, for you!

Therefore, theauthority of governments, assovereign na-
tion-states, as the sovereign nation-states of the world, can
act in concert to say, “We are going to create a new world
monetary-financial system—now! Turning on adime! Weare
going to take the central banking systems of the world, into
receivership, by joint action of sovereigngovernments.” Each
government will take the banking system of its nation into
receivership, for reorganization. And, the system, asawhole,
will do two things: It will take the whole system into bank-
ruptcy, reorganize it, as a fixed-exchange-rate system; that’s
what hasto be done. Because you can not generate long-term
credit—25- to 50-year credit, which we need, as1’ll indicate
toyou—without alow[-interest], fixed-rate monetary system.
It will probably have to be gold-reserve denominated, aswas
done with the original Bretton Woods system. We may be
talking about the equivalent of 1,200 euros per troy ounce, in
order to have enough credit in the gold system, to maintain a
fixed-exchange monetary system.

We're going to have to create vast amounts of credit, and
thisiswhat I’ m going to concentrate on here, where it comes
to the question of what’ s Turkey’ s perspectivein thiskind of
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process—if we get to the point, where governments agree, to
do that.

TheMovesToward a New System

Now, first of al, who isgoing to do that? Who iscommit-
ted to moving in that direction? Well, we have Tremonti,
the super-economics minister of Italy, who has made certain
proposals, in that direction. | have my friends in the Itaian
government, and al soin the Senate and Chamber of Deputies,
who have resolved to support my motion for a New Bretton
Woodssystem—thatis, areturntotheoriginal Bretton Woods
design of aninternational monetary system. Wehavethe pro-
posal for a European Devel opment Bank, outside the limits
of the so-called Maastricht system, which would createlong-
term credit, for large-scale infrastructure projects.

We have some other interesting things: Chinaand India,
whicharethelargest exportsmarketsfor Germany—and Ger-
many, of course, isthekey of the Western European system,; if
Germany goes under, the wholekit and caboodle goes under.
Therefore, if wecan expand theexportsfromWestern Europe,
including Germany, into developing Asian markets, which
are the largest markets in the world—we're talking about
morethan 1.3 billion Chinese; we' re talking about more than
1 billion Indians; we' re talking about hundreds of millions of
people in Southeast Asia, with their large Mekong develop-
ment project now being moved forward.

Wehavelarge-scal eprojectsin Ching, infrastructureproj-
ects, thelargest intheworld. Somein progress, some opening
up. A geographic transformation in the internal territory of
China, isin progress. If we get through—and this week, we
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have some good news: Our friends in South Korea have
pushed through that rail link across the Demilitarized Zone;
it's now open. We have to put some more rail track on it, to
connect the Demilitarized Zone to the rail lines, leading to
Rotterdam, by way of the Siberian route, and by way of the
so-called Silk Road route, which also involves Iran.

So, wehavetheopportunity for oneof thegreatest projects
inhistory, today. Consider theterritory of Eurasia—total Eu-
rasia: Now, look withinit, at Central Asiaand Northern Asia.
Central Asiaand Northern Asia, whicharerelatively undevel -
oped areas of theworld, contain one of the largest sources of
mineral resources, for the future of humanity, sitting to the
north, generally, of the populationsof China, India, Southeast
Asia, and soforth. Thisisoneof thegreatest mineral resources
for al Eurasia, undevel oped, almost unreachable, for lack of
development, for lack of population. We have to move water
from the River Ob, down toward Central Asia, toward Lake
Ard, to bring Lake Aral back, for example. We haveto bring
water from the eastern part of Siberia, near Irkutsk, and bring
that down, too. We have to have the largest water-resource
management projects in history, done within a short period
of time, of 2510 50 years.

We have to build large, mass-transit systems, which can
transport goodsfrom Rotterdam to Pusan, onthetip of Korea,
and into Japan: faster, quicker, and cheaper than by boat.
Becauseevery timeyou’' removing freight through aterritory,
in general, you are stimulating economic growth in that terri-
tory, and therefore, in effect, agood mass-transit system costs
you nothing to transport goods. Because what you generate,
as income, that you would otherwise not receive, along the
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route of such atransportation development corridor, isitself
anet profit. These are the kinds of projects.

Now, we have in Western Europe, we have a concentra-
tion of what usedto becalled engineering capability, scientific
and engineering capability. We have populations which, in
part, are still skilled in skilled manufacture of high-technol-
ogy goods. We have, in China, some people who have skills;
thereis some improvement in that department in China. Y ou
have scientific capabilitiesin India, Japan, and so forth.

Turkey’sRolein the Eurasian Land-Bridge

So, we have, not only amarket for the export of European
finished goodsinto Asia, but weal so haveareciprocal market,
in which technologies being devel oped in Asiacome toward
Europe, and technologies being developed in Europe flow
toward Asia. So, the products of the world begin to show the
reflection of incorporating these various technol ogies, which
are being shared among various countries, as they're
developed.

WEe're talking about long-term projects, at 1-2% crediit,
25-year contracts, 50-year contracts, trade agreementsamong
nations; and through these mechani sms, plusthe mechanisms
of states, through international treaty agreements, we can cre-
ate the mass of credit needed to organize the greatest eco-
nomic recovery the world has ever known.

Inthat process, you know where Turkey lies: Turkey lies
between the Balkans, which Turkey isfamiliar with, histori-
cally, and Irag/Iran. High-speed routes across Anatolia, to-
ward Iran, under peaceful conditions, are Turkey’s route of
self-development internally, and also routes to China, and
routesto India, if we can get the pacification along the way.

We have the greatest potential in the world, in many re-
spects. We have high-temperature gas-cool ed reactors. These
gas-cooled reactors are much better than petroleum, espe-
cialy for inland areas, where you don't want to transport
petroleum over the long distances; it’s costly and difficult to
handle, and unreliable these days. If you have high-tempera-
ture gas-cooled reactors, say in the 120-200 MW range, then
you can generate hydrogen-based fuels locally in areas of
high-temperature gas-cooled reactor operation. Y ou are no
longer dependent upon burning so-called fossil fuels as a
sourceof power. It' satransformation in efficiency of society.
So, under these conditions, these long-term agreements are
possible.

The function of the United States should be, to catalyze,
by its assent, its cooperation: To catalyze what is already in
development with certain circlesin Italy, within the govern-
ment of France, in the government circles of Germany; other
government circles in Europe; in Russia, certain forces in
Russig; in Korea; in Japan; in Ching; in Southeast Asig; in
India. We are now moving toward a Eurasian development
orientation, among sovereign nation-states, which agree on
common interests, common funding programs, and so forth.
The United States' function must be, above al, to give its
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blessing and encouragement, and partici pation to those nego-
tiations, which must establish the new system, that thisim-
plies.

That’ sthere. Why isit goingto happen?Why will it proba-
bly happen? Because the world has no alternative. There's
no way, that you could make limited reforms, in the present
monetary-financial system, and survive. The world is bank-
rupt. Theamount of financial derivatives outstanding—espe-
cially theirregular ones—on the world market today, is such
that the debts which were associated with financial deriva-
tives, and trafficking in them, could never be paid, under the
present conditions. If you try to find away to reorganize the
payment of those kinds of debts, you will ceaseto exist.

And therefore, theworld iscoming at the edge of abreak-
down crisis—not a depression, but a general breakdown cri-
sis, which is going to force theissue, among nations: Are we
willing to take the hard step, of creating a new monetary
system, representing the successful experiencewith theorigi-
nal Bretton Woodssystem, onaworld scale. Except, thistime,
the United States can not sponsor the world system by itself.
The United Statesis bankrupt. It does not have the means, as
it had before, to finance, to back up, and to guarantee aworld
system, aworld monetary system. There must be aconcert of
nations, which plays the role today, which the United States
played in organizing the world recovery of the late 1940s-
1950s. That’' swherewe are.

Not Cheaper Labor, But More Skilled L abor

So, the characteristic of the economy, that is so created,
will be, not the export of finished goods—that will occur,
but that will not be the characteristic of economy. We have
another problem in the world: Go to India. Go to China. Go
to Southeast Asia. Talk about increasing the productive pow-
ers of labor significantly, on this scale, in those parts of the
world. Y ou have parts of Indiathat have high degrees of skill
in science; but, you also have a large population, which is
living on the verge of desperation, uneducated, poor, incapa
ble of defending themselvesin terms of modern technology.
China has a similar problem, which it's addressing. It's a
transformation of China, to move populations from the con-
centrated areas where they live in margina poverty—suc-
cessfully, but marginally—into new cities, new centers, in-
land; by moving water north, by moving water in toward the
interior of Asia, to develop the interior of China with new
cities, and new technologies, to raise the level of production
of the people of China over two generations, which means,
approximately 50 years. Chinathinksin termsof two genera-
tions, and that’ sone good part about China: They don’t think
about next year; they think two generationsahead. And, that’s
the way we should all think.

Now, under those conditions—the basic problem of soci-
ety, under these kind of conditions, is the fact that we have
many poor people, who lack the technology to be productive,
inthedegreewerequire, inthesekindsof large-scal edevel op-
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ments. There aretoo many poor people. Now, the solution is
not to kill them off. The solution is to educate them. The
solution isto give them the opportunities, the conditions, un-
der which the productive powers of labor over two successive
generations can accelerate, as has been donein some parts of
theworld, already.

Therefore, the premium is not on cheap wages. The pre-
mium is on developing a standard of living, which is consis-
tent with a population which is developing high degrees of
skill, technol ogies, and so forth. And al so, motivation: asense
of history. In many parts of the poor among the world, they
have no sense of history! They have a sense of their local
experience. The world, as a whole, befuddles them. They
don’t know their placein theworld. They don’t have a sense
of national mission. If they have a sense of caring for their
children and grandchildren, or the immediate neighbors,
that’ s a sense of mission.

So, we have to change the world. We have to change the
world in away which goes with the continued production of
improved technologies, with higher rates of scientific prog-
ress, and the spill-over of these sciences into new technolog-
ies, being devel oped within the pores of society.

So, what we will be exporting, from one to another, will
not be just finished goods: What we'll be exporting is our
technologies. We'll be sharing and selling our technologies
tooneanother, in order toincorporatethese shared technol og-
iesintheproductsweproduce. Inthat way, weshall bedriving
the productive powers of |abor at the highest rate. Thismeans
alot moreemphasison research and development. Thismeans
a heavy emphasis on changes in the educational system, in
thisdirection.

Man’s Capacity for Discovery

It means we no longer tolerate in the world, the idea that
large masses of humanity shall be sustained in the way a
farmer caresfor cattle. We haveto tap into that characteristic
of man, which distinguishes man from the animal : the ability
of man, to discover those unseen principles, those unseen
physical principles, whichlie outside our sense-perception—
principles like gravity, other principles. And that quality of
manwhich enablesustoincreaseour speciespopulation, from
an original potential, perhaps, of about 3 million individuals
living on the planet at one time—the potential of a higher
ape—to the 6 billion or more, living today. We have to in-
crease man'’s potential; the main object of economy, should
bethe devel opment of man, asman. Man asacreaturedistinct
from the beast.

And, if we do that, I’'m confident we can win. My job, as
aPresidential candidate—and fortunately | have arelatively
leading position now, in aspiration of that office, not because
of my talent, but because of the lack of nerve and will and
guts, among my rivals—my job is to persuade my nation,
aboveal, to do this, to play this part: To create acommunity
of sovereign nation-state republics on this planet, asthe only
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form of organization of humanity on thisplanet. My job isto
orient my people in the United States, toward playing this
kind of role, in the world. My job isto talk with you, to talk
with peoplein each of these countries, to share with you what
my intentions and visions are, and to hear what you have to
say, so that we together, through that kind of dialogue, can
begin to resolve the difficult subjects that we have to debate
among ourselves, in order to bring thisnew kind of order into
being: an order of community of nations, inwhich each nation
is perfectly sovereign; no supra-government, but a commu-
nity of nations, operating on a set of common principles, on
which we must come to agreement. Not autopia, just a set of
principles, based on the simple concept of what isthe differ-
ence between man and an animal.
Thank you.

Questions and Dialogue
with LaRouche

Q: What are the intentions of the United States in Iran?
The questioner has a strong belief that the United States will
attempt to establish amilitary route, to befollowed by apetro-
leum route, between the Basra Gulf and the Caspian area. To
establish this route, Iran must somehow be aligned in the
direction of petroleum politics in the Middle East. Do you
share the above opinion?

LaRouche: No, one hasto understand acentral character
of thisjuntainthe United States. Y ou haveto understand, that
they are clinically insane. People keep trying to find rational
explanations for their behavior. They’re not rational; they’'re
mad. Madder than Hitler. Their one intention is [interrupted
by applause]—Their intention is, to crush al opposition, to
their personal, perpetual world rule. Thisisjust likethe Nazis
at the end phase.

Thisisthe concept—this military policy—these are only
lackeys. These are fools. Wolfowitz is a fool! He was re-
cruited by aTrotskyist, tobecomeafascist. That’ shishistory!
Albert Wohlstetter, a Trotskyist follower of a person who
used to work for the Wall Street Journal, trained Wolfowitz
in the school of a fascist, Leo Strauss, at the University of
Chicago. Thewholekit and caboodle of these guysare apack
of ex-Trotskyistsand other things, who have becomefascists!
These people are not the power; they arethe pawns of power.
And what they represent, as lackeys, is a group of financial
interests, who are not thinking in terms of profit: They're
thinking in terms of stealing! If you can steal well enough,
you don't need a profit! And, they’re out to steal everything
insight, every asset intheworld. But, it isnot aprofit motive.
... Thisisastealingmotive! Y oudon’t haveto earn aprofit—
you stedl it!

So, what are they out to do? They're out to terrify the
world, and to destroy theworld, tothe point, that—aswewere
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talking about this earlier, about this idea of: Why is Alan
Greenspan, of the Federal Reserve System, dropping the in-
terest rate of monetary emission now, the way he is? Green-
spanisgoing toward a0% overnight lending rate of monetary
emission, as Japan waswhen it was printing yen, which were
then being converted overnight to dollars, to flood the U.S.
market. It’ s hyper-inflationary monetary emission!

Now, what would happen, because suckersbelieveinthe
stock market—. | don’t believein the stock market. No think-
ing businessman believes in the stock market. He worries
about it, but he doesn’t believeinit. He knowsit’saswindle
[applause]. What happens: The stock market is a so-called
“shareholder market”; it's a John Law bubble (I think some
of you know what a“ John Law bubble” was, inthe early 18th
Century). So, Greenspan, and Sandy Weill of Citigroup, and
so forth, are out to create a gigantic John Law bubble, in the
short term! What isthe purpose of the John Law bubble?Y ou
have alot of people who are afraid of losing money, losing
financial assets. If you drive the markets up in somethings, if
they’refoolish, simple stock market investors, they will rush
to invest their money in those markets that they think are
going up.

Now, what happens, then, if you turn around—after lend-
ing money at between 0 and 1%, to flood the market with
monetary aggregate—what happens, if you suddenly raise
the interest rate, the discount rate, to 7%, or 10%7? Who goes
bankrupt? This is the greatest sucker-play in world history!
Which isbeing played out of New Y ork City, by placeslike
Citigroup and J.P. Morgan Chase Manhattan—and, by the
head of the Federal Reserve System.

So, thisisthe way they think. What happensin that case?
In that case, if you're successful enough in that, without
exposing it—that’ sthe swindle; if you succeed in doing that,
you will shut down most of the banks and businesses in the
world! Y ou will wipe out most of the insurance companies!
L ook at the credit-insurance risk factor: Thiswould wipe out
virtually every insurance company in the world. Thiswould
wipeout virtualy every bank in theworld; most corporations,
whose stock value depends, to some degree or other, upon
these so-called stock market “shareholder” valuations. The
biggest swindle ever dreamed of: a John Law bubble on a
gigantic scale.

Thisistheway they think! That’stheway, that the people
behind the Wolfowitzes and Cheneys think. Look at Halli-
burton! What is Halliburton? It's not a corporation! It's a
stealing enterprise! What isBechtel ?1t used to bean engineer-
ing firm. It's now athieving operation!

So, that’s the point: They're trying to establish imperia
world power. They will steal everythinginsight. But, they’re
not trying to control shareholding investments: They’re try-
ing to control steal-holding investment! They’ll steal every
asset, every national asset, that they can find, if they think
they can market it. They'll forfeit the future. They'll pay
nothing for it.
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So, thisideathat they have amotivation, to get the oil—.
Yes, they'll stedl it, if they can, but that’s not their motive.
Their motive isto force Russiainto a confrontation on Iran.
Thisis happening right now, on the issue of the International
Atomic Energy Agency’ scertificationsof Iran’ sperformance
with the rules of the game. We now see, from the United
States, operated by the usual types | know very well—the
intelligence types—are orchestrating alimited student revolt
insidelran. Now, | could talk about that, but that wouldn’t go
into thedetails, how that works. But, they’ rerunningit. Why?
It's an operation; it's what we call, in the U.S., a“dog and
pony show”: It's being set up through the media, to try to
create the pretext, for aU.S. interventionin Iran! What' sthe
purpose? It's a showdown with Russia. What' s the purpose?
A showdown with India. What' s the purpose? A showdown
with China

So, you're dealing with someone, who's prepared to use
nuclear warheads for preventive war, to teach you alesson
of obedience! Look, Wolfowitz camehere, and said, “You're
going to learn aterrible lesson, for not going along into the
Iraq War, when we demanded that you do it.” That's their
mentality! And they are only the dogs, reflecting whistling of
their master, who' re these financial interests.

So, that’s my opinion. [loud applause]

‘Will They Kill You?

Q: You tak about the world going bankrupt, and other
aspects of the strategic crisis. Have you received threats for
what you say and do? Do you think you could end up like
Christ?

LaRouche: Look, I've been through this kind of thing
many times. I’'ve been faced with threats, really serious
threats, before. For example, in 1973, the Department of Jus-
ticeof the United States employed the Communi st Party USA
to have me assassinated—and | have the document. In 1986,
friendsof George Bush, Sr. sent 400 peopletotheplacewhere
| lived, and were prepared to assassinate me. And only Presi-
dent Reagan’ s orders, “ Get that thing shut down!” saved my
life. During the same period, Gorbachov ordered my assassi-
nation, publicly, inthe Soviet press. And, he meant it!

I’ ve been there many times.

Y ouknow, you havetothink likeasoldier. Whenyoutalk
about Atatiirk, I understand, because of my own experience—
not only the trivial military experience | had during the last
world war—but, | understood what he went through. That he
was sitting on asituation, first in the Dardanelles war, where
the Australians were climbing the cliffs, afterward, and he
showed a certain quality of command. Then, he was in a
situation after that, with the Sykes-Picot forces about to de-
stroy Turkey, with operations involving the British going
into—aimed at I rag; withthe question of Syria; withthe ques-
tion of the Soviet Union, being formed on the border, in the
Caucasus area. And he made certain decisions.

Now, one can admire these decisions from the outside, as
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a Turkish patriot. | can admire them from the inside of the
kind of person who hasbeen through anal ogous situations, of
historic decisions, when you knew your life was on the line,
because you were saying what you thought had to be said.

Now, my view is a view which | think, that any person
who has a spiritua insight, would understand: We are all
mortal. Wewill all die, sooner or later. Therefore, we haveto
think of our mortal life, asagift given to us, temporarily. The
guestion is: What do we do with that mortal life, for the sake
of our immortality? Therefore, if we put our lifeontheline at
risk, if we think that we have to, because we would defame
our immortality by not making that decision, we will make
that decision.

And, that’ smy view of Atatirk: Isthat, I’ velived through,
because of my own experience, | can see, in studying hislife,
particularly in these crises, and knowing what was going on
with Sykes-Picot, that he made crucial decisions of courage,
which created the modern Turkey as an institution, because
the people associated with him participated in that decision,
that courageous decision; and that gave Turkey the ability to
withstandwhat it’ shad to livethrough, in upsand downsover
theyearssince.

Yes, | cangetkilled. But, my best defense, isto makesure
that it coststhema great deal.

Defense of National Sovereignty

Q: Thank you for your defense of the nation-state. The
Republican Robert Strausz-Hupé, who was Ambassador to
Turkey, wants to divide the nation-state. How can we pre-
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LaRouche' svisit was also
crowded with private
meetings with political and
intellectual figures; though
this one, with former
Turkish Prime Minister
Necmettin Erbakan (seated
at left in photo) was found
and covered by the Turkish
press (below).
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vent this?

LaRouche: Well, | can only share with you the fact that
we—Let’s take the case of Turkey and the United States.
Let's take the case of you and me, Turkey and the United
States—to makeit concrete. All right. Now, why should Tur-
key be sovereign? Why shouldn’'t Turkey join the United
States? For a very simple reason. It's a reason which many
people don’'t understand, or they haven't thought about it.
What' s the importance of Turkey? | know, with my friends,
with whom I’ve been visiting here, we've discussed this
philosophically, and | know some of the history of theregion;
and they have also studied their part of the region. All right,
what do we have?

We have a history of the region, which, in a sense, goes
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back to the Hittites; goes back earlier, to other things of a
similar nature. It goes back to the influence of the culture we
cameinto, in Persia. It hasto do with the Seljuk, in southern
Persia, moving in through the Arab world; moving up and
becoming the Seljuk Turks, and the Persian cultureinfluence.
So, embodied in this, as typified by the influence of Persian
poetry on the language, on the thought of the people. A lan-
guage can not be understood by a dictionary. A language is
the way that’s used to communicate ideas, which lie beyond
sense-perception. If a peopleisto be sovereign, and not ani-
mals, not cattle, they must share that language-culture, with
its embedded connotations, the ironies, as typified by poetic
imagery. Itisthrough that language, that the peoplecan delib-
erate, and decide what they, as a people, redly believe, and
intend to do.

Therefore, we must have nations, which are constituted
on the basis of culture, and think of language, not just as a
language—not a dictionary language—but as embodied in
expressing a culture. And Turkey is an example of one of
many kinds of cultures, which are devel oped out of this com-
plex of influences, which havedefined aculture, called“ Turk-
ish culture” today.

The United States, similarly. We're a melting-pot coun-
try, and therefore I’m very conscious of its principles. There
isno typical American. There are Turkish-Americans; there
are Spanish-Americans from all parts of the world; there are
African-Americans. We're an immigrant nation. We have
no typical American. The typical American is an atypical
American, who is a product of many different kinds of na-
tional influxesinto our country.

But we have developed, in a sense, a core culture, which
is based not only on afixed culture, but on a sense of adapta-
tion to an immigrant population. The idea of assimilating
people from all over the world, into our culture. We some-
times do a bad job of it. But, those of us who understand,
understand it. That’ s our culture.

France hasaculture. | find it difficult to deal with some-
times, but it's a culture | deal with. Italy has a culture. Ger-
many hasaculture. Russiahasaculture. China, India. Weare
dealing with these cultures in various parts of the world—
because | am sort of an international traveller, international
thinker.

Therefore, my concernis, weare different peoples of dif-
ferent cultures, but we ultimately must find a common pur-
pose. But, we must find the common purpose through the
expression of each with the culturewe have. We must present
our ideas, from our culture, to other people, in their own
culture. And, we must cometo an agreement. Thebasic agree-
ment, | think isthe essential one: It isthe conception of man.
Welivein aheathen world, a heathen world in the sense that
theideaof manintheimageof the Creator isnot apopular idea
inmost of the planet—not, at least, aclear idea. Therefore, we
do not value man, as different fromthe animal. The problem
inhumanity, isthat for toolong, most peoplehavebeentreated
asvirtual human cattle, by other people.
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Therefore, we have to fight, if we're going to have peace
and progress on this planet, we have to fight for the rights—
the human quality of theindividual. We can only do that, by
addressing that part of the individual, which is not merely
ideas expressed by dictionary words, but who has a mind,
which is associated with poetic creation of ideas, concerning
things beyond sight, beyond vision. And therefore, we are
going to perfect humanity, and bring it to maturity. When we
establish thiskind of relation among peoples—my function,
as a figure of the United States, is to fight for that kind of
world, in which that is the relation among states.

Q: Wolfowitz wanted Turkey to apol ogizefor itsbehavior
inthe lraq War. What isyour view?

LaRouche: A broadcast, which came from here, at
night—a two- or three-hour broadcast, which was relayed
from here—it’s all over the world. Everyone knows what |
say. Everyonein Washington is having fits about it, or laugh-
ing about it. The military are probably laughing. The Defense
Department higher officials are probably screaming. Cheney
isextremely upset.

Now, my view is, in thismatter: | don't think the Turkish
government hasto say anything to Mr. Wolfowitz. | think, as
an American in Turkey, | have said it, and the Turks can
laugh—I mean, laughto thedegreethat they think they should
laugh. Becauseit’ sheen said: Thiswasacrime. It'sashame
of the United States, what this guy did here. It's shameful!
It's an embarrassment to the United States, and therefore—
[interrupted by applause].

A ‘Satanic’ Motivation

Q: Thank youfor your speech. | am astudent. The Ameri-
can system is based on stealing, but what is the motivation
for the stealing? Is it that, after 9/11, as Bush said, thisis a
new crusade? From our viewpoint we see it thisway.

LaRouche: | could go on at length on this.

Thereisaquality in mankind, whichislegitimately called
“Satanic.” And, I'm referring to Wolfowitz and the people
associated with him—I have used explicitly the term “Sa-
tanic.” For example, thereisacertain nature of man, and some
people fail as human beings. That is, they do things that are
bad, but they still remain human in their orientation. There
are certain people, who act out of hatred of mankind. For
example, an axe-murderer, who goes around slaughtering
children for the pleasure of dlaughtering children. This man
is Satanic.

What you haveinthis crowd—I know them. | know them
psychologically very well, the Wolfowitzes and so forth:
They are explicitly Satanic. They have a professor, who died
in 1973: Leo Strauss, who was a Jew in Germany, who wasa
fascist, aNazi, but he could not join the Nazi Party, because
he was Jewish. Therefore, he went to the United States and
practiced Nazism from the University of Chicago, and he
gave you Wolfowitz; he gave you similar people.

| know their mentality. They’ ve written books about this.
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Thismentality isexplicitly Satanic. Their ideaof stealing, has
nothing to do with the typical American. It's a junta. It's
a small group of people, uncharacteristic of the American
people—bad or good. And, that’s our problem.

The problem s, we as anation—here we are, supposedly
the most powerful nation on the planet in military power; and
we are taken over by afew dozen people, forming a junta,
running the U.S. government with an idiot President! And |
say “idiot President” advisedly: The poor man'sanidiot! I'm
thereto defend and protect him—»because heisthe President.
But, | have to know he's an idiot, in order to protect him
professionally. Y ou have to know what the idiot’s going to
do, in order to protect him.

These people are Satanic. And, once you recognize that,
then you have a clearer image of what we have to do about
it. I’ snot an American problem. It isan American problem,
because somebody stuck him on us! These people came
from Europe. The influences came from Europe. So, it's a
European culture problem—Ilike Nazism. We have to deal
with it. And, | have found myself appointed to deal with it.
It's my job! I've done the best | could. | need help in the
United States; I’'m getting some. I’'m getting help from peo-
ple who used to be my adversaries—Ilike Brent Scowcroft—
used to be my adversary. But, Brent Scowcroft, right now,
isin a sense, alied with me; we don’t happen to have any
formal aliance. He's doing something | approve of; and I'm
doing something he approves of. We're out to get this thing
uprooted from the government. If we do, we'll have differ-
ent roles.

But, then, we will have a new set of problems: Instead of
this mess, the threat of general war, we're going to have the
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threat of dealing with this financial-monetary crisis, which
ultimately, is as dangerous as awar. But | believe that if we
mobilize humanity around the task of solving—with positive
measures, toward solving theworldfinancial crisis, economic
crisis—the positive motivation for good deedsisthe best way
to debate policy. Sometimes, we have to fight about negative
things, in a negative way. We regret that we have to do so,
like going to war. We should always regret having to go to
war. Sometimes we haveto.

What we prefer, isto solve problems, by presenting solu-
tions, and organizing people around solutions, to problems
which, if corrected, may lead to abrighter futurefor humanity
to come.

A Proper Mission for the UN

Q: You talk about establishing a new world order. What
istherole of the UN Security Council in this? Right now, it
isrunning the world.

LaRouche: WEell, the United Nations, recently, has not
been the worst offender. And the United Nations Security
Council didn’t do too badly, if you got Blair out of there, and
if Bush were not pushing the policy he was.

The United Nations, | think, should belimited initsfunc-
tion to aforum; especially on the question of war and peace,
it's extremely useful to avoid war. The more we study war,
the more we understand the importance of trying to avoid it,
by finding solutions, which are not war.

Thebig probleminthe UN, which you explicitly aretalk-
ing about, is it has never been an efficient forum, for the
nations in general. And there should be modifications and
improvements, which make the UN amore efficient forum. |
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think of it, not as a world government, but as a diplomatic
forum; asuper-diplomatic forum, whereany nation can goin,
and have a hearing on its concerns. And, with the support of
other nations, and their support, find some urgent diplomatic
pressure for remedy of that problem.

Otherwise, I'm not too much worried about the UN. |
think thetendency to makeit aworld government, which was
intended by Bertrand Russell, wasevil. That hasn’t happened.
| thought what was done in the Security Council to resist
the proposal by the United States on war, was useful, and |
commend them for it, especially the Foreign Minister of
France, who | thought made a brilliant presentation on that
subject in the Security Council proceedings.

But, | admit the other side.

I'll give you an example of this, concretely, which per-
tains to countries like Turkey. In 1975, | was instrumental,
among a number of people, in pushing a proposed reform
to be adopted at the Non-Aligned Nations meeting in 1976,
in Sri Lanka. That proposal—as presented by a friend of
mine, Fred Wills, who was then the Foreign Minister of
Guyana—was adopted by the entire Colombo conference.
Fred went to [the UN in] New Y ork, and presented a resolu-
tion. Nothing was done about it. Every country which sub-
scribed to that resolution, was violently suppressed by
threats, at that time. That wasthetimewelost the opportunity
for reforms, for more equitable arrangements in response to
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the changes in the monetary system. And the world went
down since then. And every country has suffered, to one
degree or another, from that.

So therefore, | would say, that is a case of the failure
of the United Nations Organization. And | would think that
reformswhich goto that purpose—wherethe United Nations
should have become a forum, on the discussion of the Sri
Lanka resolution, Colombo resolution, on ajust, new world
economic order, it didn’'t. That, in my view, is the crime of
omission of the United Nations. And | think the United Na-
tionsshould be, shall wesay, amuch moredemocraticinstitu-
tion, with that kind of mission-orientation.

Oil IsNot thelssue

Q: | want to express my sincere wishes that you succeed
in gaining the Presidency. My question is: Were the Afghan
and Irag wars petroleum wars?

LaRouche: No, no. Itisnot. Thesepeoplewill steal petro-
leum. To understand that, you’ ve got to go back to the history
of thistendency in European history. It goesback to Napoleon
Bonaparte. Napoleon Bonapartewasabandit and thief. After
1806, in particular, after winning the Jena-Auerstedt battle,
he went through Europe to steal. Now, what he would steal,
things he could cart off from all countriesthat he raided, like
a bandit. He would then sell what he had stolen at discount
prices, to certain banking groups, who would buy what he had
stolen, this stolen property. These bandit groups, which were
associated with Napoleon, at the beginning of the 19th Cen-
tury, arethe core group of bankers, which gave you Napoleon
I11 in France; which gave you Mussalini in Italy; which gave
you Hitler in Germany; Franco in Spain; and the Vichy gov-
ernment in France. These are the same people. They’redoing
the samething.

Yes. And I’'m pressing hard to get to the Cheney—or
Halliburton—stealing. For me, the fact that he's trying to
steal ail (not too successfully right now), is another piece of
evidence against him, to bring about either hisimpeachment
or resignation. But, the purpose of the war was not to steal
oil: It was to stea everything. Because the war is aimed at
every part of Asia.

Look, weweretalking privately, before coming out here;
we were talking about a certain mineral resource in Turkey;
and the plan by some people in the United States to steal
that—that valuable mineral resource, which is of Turkish
rights. They will steal everything! If they can. And we have
to be aert. Don't worry so much about that oil—that is a
problem for Turkey, now, because Turkey was getting oil
from Irag and so forth, and that was a problem—but think
about everything. They're out to steal everything, in every
part of the world.

And, what we have to do is not oppose them for stealing
oil: We have to eliminate them. Because, if you leave them,
it's like putting afox in the chicken coop. Y ou're not going
to haveany chickens. And, they’ |l take anything else, aswell.
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Miniaturk: Tour Through
History, in the Small

by Muriel Mirak-Weissbach

During his June visit to Turkey, Lyndon LaRouche had such
a packed schedule, that visits to the usual tourist sites, were
impossible. All the morefortunate, therefore, that the Demo-
cratic Presidential candidate had thechancetovisit Miniaturk,
abrand-new park in Istanbul, which presentsmost of thegreat
buildings and monuments of Turkey.

As the name denotes, the park has rebuilt these monu-
ments in miniature, on a scale of 1:25. Walking through the
lush landscape, the visitor can retrace the steps of history,
moving from the Maidens' Tower at the mouth of the Bosph-
orus, originally built in the 5th Century B.C., to the Temple
of Artemis, built in 356 B.C. in Ephesus (one of the seven
wonders of the world), to the 2nd-Century Library of Celsus
at Ephsesus, the 2nd-Century amphitheater of Aspendosin
Antalya, the 6th-Century Byzantine church of Hagia Sophia
(later a mosgue and now a museum), the 6th-Century Galat
Tower, the Byzantine church of Chorain Istanbul from 1118,
the Maabadi Bridge from 1147, the Ulu Mosque in Divrigi
dated 1229, Cifte Minareli Medrese in Erzerum from 1291,
the 13th-Century mausoleum of Mevlanabuilt by the Seljuks
in Konya, the Ulu Mosgue in Bursa dated 1400, the 16th-
Century Maglova Aqueduct built by the architect Sinan in
Istanbul, the 16th-Century Muradiye Mosque in Manisa, the
18th-Century Ahmed 111 Fountain, Hidiv Kasir in Istanbul
from the turn of the 20th Century, and the Bosporus Bridge

builtin1973. Thereisa soareplicaof the Atatiirk Mausoleum
in Ankara.

Although most of the buildings arein Turkey, some im-
portant sites outside the country are represented, among them
the al-Agsa Mosgue in Jerusalem and the Mostar Bridge in
Bosnia-Hercegovina. In al, there are 105 famous monu-
ments, spread out over an area of 60,000 sguare meters.

Asthe visitor wanders through the centuries, he can also
listen to recorded explanations of the monuments, offeredin
six languages through a voice information system, with out-
lets at each building. In addition, there are various action
models, including 65 vehicles; miniature trains, including
Atatirk’s train car; airplane models and seagoing vessels,
including the Kalender boat built by the Turkish Maritime
Lines.

The park isaproject of the Istanbul Municipality, and is
located on the northern shore of the Golden Horn, at
Suetluece, where numerous cultural institutions are located.
Istanbul Cultural Council head Cengiz Ozdemir, the mind
behind the project, who hosted Mr. and Mrs. LaRouche on
their tour, aimed at creating apark that would reflect therich,
multicultural history of Turkey. The buildings to be recon-
structed were selected by two leading Turkish historians,
Prof. Dr. Liber Ortayli and Associate Professor Dr. Haluk
Dursun. Theproject wasinspired by the Dutch miniaturetown
Maduram, whose executives worked as consultants for the
effort.

Miniaturk has aready been visited by over 200,000 peo-
ple, from Turkey and abroad, sinceits April 23 opening. Itis
afavorite of children, who delight inthe“little mosques’ and
other miniatures, and a wonderful educational tool alowing
people of all ages to experience some of the greatest monu-
ments in the country’ s history, and, because of their size, to
see them in settings and from perspectives not easily visible
inred life.

The LaRouche' svisited Istanbul’ s new historical and cultural park, Miniaturk, viewing miniature reconstructions of famed churches,
monuments, mosques, bridges, and water worksincluding the “ Golden Horn” harbor and fortifications of old Constantinople.
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