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THIS WEEK YOU NEED TO KNOW

'I Stand at the Bedside of a Doomed Empire'

Here is the keynote address of Lyndon LaRouche, to the annual Presidents' Day conference of the International Caucus of 
Labor Committees and Schiller Institute, Feb. 14, 2004. (unproofed draft) He was introduced by Schiller Institute Vice 
Chairwoman Amelia Boynton Robinson.

This is, as I have promised, a truly momentous occasion. It's a historic occasion, more than historic. Because, we're looking 
at not only the collapse of an empire, which came into being about 250 years ago, between 1755 and 1763, when the 
British victory over the French, in particular, established the British East India Company as an empire, casting itself in the 
image of the Roman Empire, an empire which was constituted by a group of banking interests, essentially of Venetian 
origin, which ran the British East India Company, and ran the Company as, itself, an empire. At that point, in 1763, the 
British Empire, as it then existed, was led by a man who had not quite reached his 30th birthday, known as the Marquess of 
Lansdowne, later, and also more notorious as Lord Shelburne. This man set forth two operations, part of the same thing, in 
place, which have governed the direction of world history--as world history--from that time to the present day. The first 
intent of Shelburne was to destroy the English-speaking colonies of North America. And he assigned a number of people, 
including Adam Smith, as agents, to conduct that policy.

This was a policy which led to the American Revolution, and led to the establishment of the greatest threat, which the 
British Empire has faced, to the present day: the American Revolution, and the establishment in 1789, of the Federal 
Constitution of the United States. The greatest single threat to the empire, on this planet, over the entire past quarter-
century has been that process, which created the United States.

At the same time, Shelburne and Co., through agents including Adam Smith, most notably Jeremy Bentham, and others, 
organized in France, around some of the followers of Voltaire, organized a cult, a freemasonic cult called the Martinists. 
This Martinist cult, which included assets of Shelburne, such as Jacques Necker of Lausanne, Switzerland, Philippe 
Égalite@ee, and others, set into motion on July 14, 1789, the Bastille event, which was intended to bring the danger of the 
spread of the influence of the United States to an end worldwide. Because, at that moment, you had had the attempt by 
Bailly and by Lafayette, to introduce a reform in France, which would have established a constitutional monarchy, which 
would have steered that monarchy along economic-development lines, akin to those policies adopted by the United States, 
with its Constitution.

So again, this is the way history has gone. The two English-speaking foci of the current of world history, the United States, 
which represented the best currents in Europe--typified by the Classical humanists and the influence of Leibniz; typified by 
the tradition of the Treaty of Westphalia; typified by the legacy of the 15th-Century Renaissance: These were the great 
English-speaking forces in the world, which were assembled for a collision, which is now coming to a point of historic 
decision, in the weeks and months immediately ahead of us.

One way or the other, this is the end of the Anglo-Dutch Liberal model of parliamentary government, and its influence in 

 (1 of 15) 

http://www.larouchepub.com/eiw/index.html


the United States--either for better, or for very much worse.

Now, it should be recalled, that the Martinists, who were used by Shelburne, and run largely, directly out of London by 
Bentham, as the head of the secret committee of the British Foreign Office, which had been created by Shelburne: They ran 
the French Revolution. They ran the affair of the Bastille. They ran the Jacobin Terror. Danton and Marat were British 
agents, trained in London, deployed from London, and delivering speeches in France, written in London, under the 
direction of Bentham. The Jacobin Terror was run from London. Napoleon was a creation of the Martinist freemasonic 
lodge, the Napoleonic Empire. And then, when the time came, that Napoleon and his empire had essentially destroyed 
much of Europe, then the British said, "Okay, get rid of Napoleon." It was done by Germans, actually.

And they set up the Vienna Congress--which was a "sexual" Congress of Vienna, where countesses and others diverted the 
count-heads of state for the British, and Castlereagh and Castlereagh's stooge in Austria, ran what became the Vienna 
Congress.

And in good time, as the British had planned well, that Metternich disappeared, over the period from 1830-1832 to 1848. It 
was an operation run by Bentham's successor, Lord Palmerston, who ran Giuseppe Mazzini, the head of Young Europe, an 
organization which included Karl Marx. The entire operation of the Revolution of 1848, was run by British intelligence, 
for the purposes of finishing off the power of the Habsburgs, and making them a subordinate agent, within a British-
controlled empire.

We were almost crushed, repeatedly. The intention of Britain was to destroy us. This was the perpetual policy, of the 
British toward the United States, and the policy of the key traitors within the United States: Such as Gallatin, such as 
Aaron Burr, such as the leadership of many of the political parties. The controllers of agents, such as Andrew Jackson, 
Martin Van Buren, Polk, Pierce, Buchanan, who were agents of the enemy, determined to destroy us.

In the process, the American patriotic tradition had a resurgence, around the tradition of Lafayette, around the personality 
of John Quincy Adams, and with a very significant recruit by John Quincy Adams to his cause, the Whig, Abraham 
Lincoln, who was Quincy Adams' voice in the Congress, in denouncing the Polk Presidency for the war against Mexico, of 
that period. And that President Lincoln, later, led the United States to return to itself, as a nation. And we emerged from 
that Civil War, as the greatest single nation-state power on this planet, in terms of economics. The British had more power, 
as an empire, but, we were the most powerful state, the greatest economy, the most progressive economy, in the world, by 
1876.

This was the work of Lincoln's revolution: We had become ourselves. But, meanwhile, the Anglo-Dutch Liberals were 
already at work, subverting us, with Andrew Johnson, who was a disaster, and others.

And so, we went through these processes. At the beginning of the century, we were destroyed by the assassination of a 
President, McKinley. It was an assassination run by the same interests, for the purpose of putting Teddy Roosevelt in the 
Presidency. Teddy Roosevelt was a member of the Confederacy tradition: His uncle, who trained him, who steered him, 
who crafted his career, Bullock, was the chief of intelligence of the Confederacy, who operated from London during the 
period of the Civil War.

The real successor of Teddy Roosevelt--who destroyed the American System, in the name of "trust-busting"; he destroyed 
the American System, in order to create hegemony for New York-based, British and other bankers, for their system. In 
other words, he transferred the power, from industry and agriculture, to the financiers. He was succeeded, by a passionate 
advocate for the revival of the Ku Klux Klan: Woodrow Wilson. And Woodrow Wilson launched the mass mobilization 
and revival of the Ku Klux Klan, in the United States, during his Presidency, from the White House, publicly and 
personally.
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So, this was the corruption which grabbed us, from the time of the McKinley assassination, until Franklin Roosevelt. And 
Franklin Roosevelt, despite his own party, became President. His party did everything possible--the Democratic Party--to 
prevent him from becoming the Democratic nominee! And, it was also the same filthy bankers, of the Teddy 
Roosevelt/Woodrow Wilson tradition who did it.

But, Franklin Roosevelt saved the United States, in a unique way, by his leadership. But then, he died. And even before he 
died, we were in trouble.

The history of this process in the 20th Century is quite interesting. The British policy, that is, the policy of the British East 
India Company, and its followers, had always been to use war on the continent of Europe, as a way of putting the nations 
of the continental Europe against each other's throat, in such a fashion, there would never be a threat of a challenge to 
British supremacy, from the continent. This was a characteristic of the 19th Century. It was also the continuing 
characteristic, deep into the 20th Century.

So, time came, at the end of the so-called First World War, which had been concocted by the British, especially by a man 
who had been dead--Edward VII, the man who created the Federal Reserve System in the United States through his agents 
here, including Teddy Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson. The British had decided at the end of World War I, to close in, and 
create a new kind of world empire. The empire was the empire of fascism: It was the empire of the Synarchist 
International, which we knew as fascism from 1922 through 1945. The forces behind this fascism, were bankers, including 
Lazard Frères, in France; and others. These bankers conspired to install fascism on the continent of Europe.

Some of these fascists went further, around Hitler. They conceived of creating a world empire, along the following lines, 
which came to a crisis point in 1940, when the remains of the British Expeditionary Force were sitting on the sands at 
Dunkirk, waiting for Hitler's tanks to pounce, and finish them off. Hitler held back his tanks, at that time--very momentous. 
Because, Hitler thought that the British Establishment was going to join the Nazis in a program of world conquest, whose 
included target was the destruction of the United States. Here was the plan. Now, this is Churchill, as Defense Minister of 
Britain, sitting in opposition to these fascists, not because he wasn't a fascist; but because he didn't think it was in British 
interests to play this game. Or, British imperial interests.

The fascist plan, including people in London of very high rank, some of whom were never prosecuted for what they did, 
conceived of taking the British Navy, the German Navy, the French Navy, the Italian Navy, and the Japanese Navy, as one 
force, which, once the Soviet Union had been quickly destroyed by this alliance, would then turn on the United States and 
destroy the power of the United States. The reason that didn't happen, is that the British Navy did not join the Nazis at that 
point, that Hitler was sitting there poised, ready to receive them with open arms, as part of his alliance--which is why he 
didn't crush the British Expeditionary Force, when he could, at Dunkirk.

Churchill said, "No, we will not let someone from the continent of Europe, even if we like his nastiness, such as Hitler, to 
take over control of the British Empah! And therefore, we will even degrade ourselves, to go to our so-called 'American 
cousins'--even to one we hate the most, Franklin Roosevelt--and seek his cooperation in defeating the Nazis." So, a 
German official, Canaris, who was not exactly a Hitler man, prevailed upon Francisco Franco--another nasty fascist, in the 
tradition of the Inquisition--not to occupy Gibraltar: Because, had the alliance gone through, and had Gibraltar been 
occupied by the Nazis, i.e., Franco, then the Mediterranean would have been a closed lake, controlled by this alliance. 
Under those conditions, the existence of civilization would have been in jeopardy. Canaris prevailed upon, and frightened 
Franco, into refusing Hitler's demand that he seize Gibraltar.

So, this combination of decisions: Churchill says, the British fleet will go to Canada, if England is invaded, and will ally 
with the United States. This decision did not prevent the war, but it ended the possibility of Hitler's world conquest.
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Therefore, in 1944, once the Allied forces, led by the United States, had made the breakthrough in Normandy, and the 
Wehrmacht position on the continent of Europe was in terminal jeopardy--and was saved only because the British 
intelligence services informed the Nazis of the plot for peace, and they hanged the generals, in July 1944.

At that point, there was turn in U.S. policy: That those bankers, who had been for Hitler, like Harriman, Morgan, Mellon, 
du Pont--the same types of bankers who had conspired to assassinate the President of the United States in 1933-34, in the 
thing that was testified before the Congress on the Generals' Plot--these guys went back to their old ways. Their policies 
were, at that point: Take a right turn; go to a utopian policy; use weapons of mass destruction, including the nuclear 
weapon which the United States was developing in experimental mode, at the time; and air power, to conduct a new kind 
of warfare. And to use a war against the Soviet Union, or with the Soviet Union, as the pretext for this policy. In other 
words, going back to the same Nazi policy that Hitler and Co., and his allies in France, in Italy and so forth, had had up to 
June 1940: Go for a war against the Soviet Union, as the way of putting this policy into place.

We had, in the United States, we had a reign of terror in the United States which reached a peak, in about 1947. Later, it 
became known as McCarthyism. McCarthy was a joke--Joe McCarthy. Truman was the problem. But, not all of our people 
in this country were fools. There was the plan already, which I, sort of, was party to, in a, sense in 1947: To have 
Eisenhower run for the Democratic nomination, and get Truman out of there. The only way to save the United States. 
Eisenhower turned it down, but did run for President later.

Then, Truman got us into a Korean War, through his own stupidity, his own recklessness, his own fascist qualities. Some 
people may not like that, but that's what he was, don't kid yourself. He's a bankers' man.

And the Korean War became a mess. And, about the same time, it was discovered that the Soviet Union had developed 
priority in a thermonuclear, deployable weapon.

Preventive nuclear warfare, using air power, went off the agenda. Truman was told not to run again. Eisenhower was put in 
place. The Korea mess was put into--not deep freeze--but was put into some kind of management. And we stumbled 
through two Presidencies fairly well.

But then, when Eisenhower left office, warning against the danger, not in a clear way, but in a frank way--some honest 
details--warning against what he called "the military-industrial complex," the military-industrial complex was nothing 
other than the Bertrand Russell policy, the Winston Churchill policy, the policy of what we call the "Utopians" in the 
United States, of using nuclear weapons and air power, as a way of terrorizing the world into submitting to world 
government: a new form of empire; an echo of the Roman Empire; a continuation, in a new form, of the British Empire.

That's what he was warning against, when he said "military-industrial complex." It was not a "military-industrial complex," 
it was actually a commitment, by the same crowd whose policies are expressed by Cheney, today, for world government, 
through nuclear terror. We have lived under different, various phases of nuclear terror, since the close of the war. It was for 
this reason, that Truman dropped two totally unnecessary nuclear weapons on Japan, on the civilian populations of 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki. The last two weapons of the type we had--they were experimental prototypes. It took some time, 
before we got online, producing nuclear weapons in a line sense. So, we went first. Truman's policy was the policy of 
preventive nuclear warfare! The policy designed by Bertrand Russell, the man who's considered a pacifist. I guess killing 
everybody makes you a pacifist: Nobody shoots back.

That was the policy--until the Soviet development of a deployable, thermonuclear instrument was known. At that point, 
Bertrand Russell opened negotiations with Stalin's successor, Khrushchev. This was done in London. And, what happened 
was, that Khrushchev and Russell agreed on negotiating a system, a so-called permanent system of world rule, based on 

(4 of 15) 



what we later called "Mutual and Assured Destruction."

Now, once Eisenhower was out of office, having made his warning speech, the right wing surged forward, in the form of 
Allen Dulles's caper, the Bay of Pigs. It surged forward, in the realization of the plan which Khrushchev and Russell, 
among others, had concocted, in the form of the 1962 Missile Crisis. And after the Kennedy assassination, which cleared 
the way for launching the Indo-China War, we underwent a great change, which leads to the immediate subject we have to 
consider now, in these weeks: We have to decide, as a nation, as nations, whether civilization will survive on this planet. 
That decision will be made, in the course of the coming weeks! And I shall indicate what the problem is. But first, get the 
situation.

What happened was, that we, in the United States, underwent a transformation in our national character, which has 
threatened us with doom, today. The danger comes, not from someone outside our skins. It comes from our own people. It 
comes from those who are large 60 years of age, or slightly younger: the so-called Baby-Boomer generation, which 
occupies the key positions in government, business, and other institutions of the United States, today. This is the source of 
the danger. Not someone from the outside, but a generation from the inside, which did what? They underwent a cultural 
paradigm-shift, as it's called, typified by the rock-drug-sex counterculture, during the middle of the 1960s. This was the 
result of the cumulative effect on their parents' generation--that is, my generation--and on themselves.

Remember, their parents' generation had gone through what? We had gone through a nightmare, the Coolidge-Hoover-
Mellon nightmare. We were being destroyed as a nation. I can tell you, from my memory of the 1920s, we were disgusting! 
And then, we were hit by the Depression. And we became sheepish, frightened, worried.

Roosevelt appealed to the "forgotten man," in a campaign speech delivered in West Virginia. This aroused the nation. He 
was able to defeat the Democratic Party, and become the Presidential nominee. The nation was inspired, with the idea that 
recovery, that hope was possible.

People had been ground down, already. Their character, our character, changed in the beginning of the 20th Century. Look 
at the literature. Look at what was considered popular entertainment. Look at the popular culture, at the beginning of the 
20th Century: It was disgusting! This is the period of Jim Crow! It was disgusting! We were a disgusting people, in our 
behavior. We were humiliated, like the hand of God had humiliated us! We were thrown into a Depression: "I guess we 
weren't so good, huh? We must'a made some mistakes, huh?"

But, not only were we humiliating, in our illusions, in our delusions: We were also given hope. We were given a chance, 
the reality of a recovery that this, too, shall pass. We were inspired. And this degree of inspiration continued in the 
American forces, in the United States and overseas, for example--the military forces--up until about the time the two 
bombs were dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

Things were going bad already. But, this little man--this Truman--. There was an incident I had, when I was in service in 
India, on my way into northern Burma. And, some GIs came to me--Roosevelt had just died; the announcement had just 
come through. They said, "We want to talk to you." (This was during the daytime.) "Can we meet tonight?" So, we had one 
of these improvised meetings at night, with a bunch of GIs and me. And the question was: What does the death of 
Roosevelt mean for us? My answer was simple. I said, "I don't know. But, I'm terribly worried, that such a great President 
should be replaced, in such a time as this, by this terribly little man." And I was right. The right wing took over.

I saw people, who had been battle-hardened, who I though I had understood; and within a year or so, after returning from 
military service into civilian life, I saw people who had been turned into stinking cowards. This was my generation. This 
was 95% of my generation. It was later called "McCarthyism." It was actually better called "Trumanism," because it was 
done under Truman. And it was done under the Harriman crowd, the same Harriman crowd, who had been part of the 
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forces that had put Hitler into power in Germany in the first place! The right wing had taken over America.

There was a reaction, a reaction against the Korean War. The Eisenhower reaction. There was a feeble attempt, around 
President Kennedy, to go back in the direction that we had been, under Roosevelt. That was crushed. Young people, whose 
parents had become prostitutes--i.e., my generation: "Don't say anything, don't do anything, don't think anything, that 
might get our family into trouble. Think of your father's job! Don't say anything. Don't associate with anybody who might 
get you in trouble, and jeopardize your father's job! Or cause you to be ostracized in your school, by a whispering 
campaign." Everybody was afraid of the FBI. The great scarecrow of America.

The children were raised: [whispering] "Be careful!"

"Be bold! Be optimistic! Be bright! Be shiny! Be acceptable! Learn to 'go along to get along!'"

"Go with the crowd. Go with the flow."

And the flow was civil rights. The flow was similar things. And these young people went along with it. They played a 
significant role in this. But then, they were hit by the hammer: The hammer of the Missile Crisis--where people were going 
into bars, looking for God. Atheists were suddenly jumping into a beer-keg--"I found God!" And, for several days, that was 
the characteristic of this country. I was there; I remember; I saw it! Don't tell me it didn't happen; I was there. I was a 
witness to it.

I saw most of entire generations go insane! My generation is, again, insane: Fear! Crumbled before the idea of an Indo-
China War--crumbled! Everything they said they had fought for--no longer!

And their children had gone worse than crazy: the rock-drug-sex counterculture. Remember where it had occurred: The 
rock-drug-sex counterculture, which had existed as the "beatnik culture" of the early of 1950s, emerged where? It emerged 
among young people, in universities, either on state subsidies or families which could afford the tuition, at the leading Ivy 
League and other universities in the United States, presumably studying to master history, to master science, professions, 
and so forth. What are they doing? They're fleeing from their textbooks, into a night with marijuana, and red wine, mixed. 
A night with LSD. A night with sex with anything that crawled, and then figure out what the sex was in the morning. This 
was what happened! The throbbing beat of the drum: to silence thought, to silence all thought. Wild entertainment. The 
Cult of Dionysius, reborn in America.

Where did it start from? It started from the so-called "cream of the crop"--the young generation, entering universities, 
especially leading universities, during the middle of the 1960s. They turned against technology: "Technology's bad! We've 
go to stop technology. We've got to go back to nature." And they took their clothes off, to prove it.

We became that. Therefore, we have undergone what is called a cultural paradigm-shift, over the past 40 years, in which 
the generation which entered universities in the middle of the 1960s, are the worst offenders. And the more high-ranking 
they are today, generally, the worse they are. Because, they represent the leading edge of a cultural trend. It's a great 
cultural transformation: And this is the great source of danger.

See, we've been through depressions, follies, before. But this has something different in it. We, in the United States, never 
before, as almost, virtually, an entire generation, have repudiated the culture of modern Western European civilization. 
And this, of course, spread in Europe the same way. It's spread in other parts of the world. We never repudiated it. We 
sinned against it, we violated it, but we didn't repudiate it! For 40 years, the generation now in leading, controlling 
positions of power in the United State, Europe, and elsewhere, have repudiated civilization.
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We have, in the United States, gone from being, in Kennedy's time, the world's leading producer society--the greatest 
producer of agricultural and industrial goods, the world leader in technology: We went from being that, to becoming a 
relic, a caricature of Rome under the Caesars.

Especially after 1971-72. In 1971-72, what did we do? We shut down the monetary system, the fixed-exchange-rate 
monetary system that Roosevelt had established. The system which had given us the possibility of recovery in the post-war 
period. We shut it down. We went to what is called a floating-exchange-rate system.

And, what did we do, with this floating-exchange-rate system? We went to poor countries of the world, more and more; we 
said, "We will determine the value of your currency, under a floating-rate system." We sent the IMF and the World Bank to 
enforce it. We pushed down the value of their currencies, by speculative runs, organized on the London financial market. 
We then went to the government, and said, "Call in the IMF. Call in the World Bank. Get some advice." The advice was, 
"Drop the value of your currency."

And the frightened governments said, "All right. So, we'll pay in our--"

"No!! You don't pay in your money any more! You pay in dollars!"

"How do we do that?"

"Well, we give you a debt, an additional debt, you didn't incur. We dictate it to you. We create it, and we tell you to take it. 
This debt is based on the estimated difference in value between your currency before we devalued it, and afterward."

That is what the debt of South and Central American countries, today, is. There's no country in South and Central America, 
in general, which owes a nickel to anybody! Including Argentina. The debt is entirely artificial. [applause]

And then, what did we do? And, look at Mexico, after 1982, after what they did to Mexico in 1982, between August and 
October of 1982. What did they do? They destroyed the Mexican economy! What did they do then? They said, "We will 
use your cheap labor."

So, what we have done, as a nation, we have gone to the poorest countries of the world--or those we made poor, by decree; 
we told them, "You will now produce cheap goods, for us! And they're going to be cheap, buddy--even if you die doing it!"

Then, we said: Okay. We're getting our goods, not from our production. We're getting it from cheap labor, in foreign 
countries. Therefore, we can shut down our factories. We can go into globalization. We can let NAFTA go into effect. We 
now suck the blood of the world. We bring slave labor into the United States, and we call it "illegal immigrants." But, we 
bring it in, because we want the cheap labor. We force Mexico to supply cheap labor, even at the cost of the lives, of 
people who are paid so little that they can not survive, or raise a family on that income, not physically. We do the same 
thing throughout South America.

We conduct genocide in Africa, because, in 1974, Kissinger and others devised a policy of genocide against Sub-Saharan 
Africa. The policy, "Those raw materials in the Africa--they belong to us! We can't let the Africans use them up. If we let 
their population grow, they will use them up! If we let Africans have technology, they will use them up more rapidly.

"Therefore, we have to do something about these Africans. And their voracious tendencies to survive.
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"How do we do it? Genocide!"

And genocide is an Anglo-American-Israeli trick, in Africa. It's that simple. It's done through corporate vehicles, it's done 
in other ways; it's done through private armies, organized in the usual, customary way. The same way Iran-Contra was 
organized. That's how it's done.

So, what we've done, is we've now created a world, which is no longer self-sustaining. Europe is bankrupt. It just happens 
that the United States is more bankrupt. And Japan, financially, is the most bankrupt nation in the world. How'd they 
become bankrupt? By subsidizing the United States' dollar.

So, we now come to a world, which, in terms of Europe and the Americas, can not survive on its present levels of 
productivity. Our level of infrastructure collapse, in the United States today, in power generation and distribution, in mass 
transit, and so forth, is poorer, by a large margin, than the time when Franklin Roosevelt was elected President. We are on 
the verge of destruction.

And what's the enemy?

Well, what are the alternatives? As President of the United States, or if it were decided that I was going to be nominated, as 
President of the United States, today, the problem would be under control, as far as the international monetary-financial 
system exists. Because, I know, from our discussions with people in Europe, and elsewhere, that the potential--just like 
what happened yesterday, in Italy, in this discussion there, in the Italian Parliament: That the people in Europe, if the 
United States would make certain proffers of policy, that most of the nations of continental Europe--including many of the 
Brits--would agree to go along with that policy: Which would be essentially, a return to the philosophical standpoint of the 
original Bretton Woods agreement, to put the entire present system into monetary-financial reorganization; to ensure 
stability, and to launch a pattern of growth on this planet.

That, in a sense, echoing what Roosevelt did, philosophically, in 1933-34, that can be done today. It requires the political 
will; it requires an initiative from a President of the United States, or someone who was understood as going to be a 
President of the United States. Under those conditions, leading nations of Europe and other parts of the world, will 
immediately begin to adapt to such a proposal from the United States. That, I can guarantee. My job is to deliver that. 
Because, I'm the only American who knows how to do it, and has the credibility around the world, to be believed, in doing 
that.

That's one side of the problem. But, why isn't that decision made? Why are Americans insane? Why don't Americans pick 
a President, whose role would ensure a solution, for a problem which is crushing the people of the United States, among 
others? Why are they so insane? Because we have gone--in the generation which dominates politics, which dominates life 
in the United States today--we have gone from being a producer society, whose standard of values is to measure things in 
terms of productive output, and producing for the needs of humanity, to a Roman-style pleasure society.

Look at the minds, look at the minds of the generation now in their fifties and early sixties. Look at them! What are their 
attitudes? And what is the conflict, which has emerged, in the United States, in particular, between young people who are 
over 18 years of age into the twenties, and their parents' generation? Studies have been made, by political institutions of the 
United States, over the recent period: Several years ago, there was a change, a fundamental change, in relationships 
between the youth generation and their parents' generation, from a sense of tolerant friction, to one of hostility. Young 
people today, in Europe, as in the United States, are saying to their parents' generation, "You have given us a no-future 
society, in which to live! You are the enemy. Not because you're the enemy, but because, as long as you insist, 
successfully, on imposing this no-future society on us, we don't have a chance to live! And you won't have any children or 
grandchildren, to work for."
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What has happened is, today, you have people who, as a result of the cultural paradigm-shift, who no longer have 
productive values, who no longer think of what they give to humanity--they think of the pleasure, the entertainment they 
get, to get them through the next terrible errors, of unreality. We are a pleasure society! Look at us! Entertainment! Look 
at us! We are a nation of gamblers, not producers. Everybody is looking for money, for nothing, by gambling.

What do people do in states? The state's got a problem: "Bring in the gamblers." The states have a problem: "Legalize 
dope."

We are an entertainment society, an entertainment culture, in the same way, that Rome, with its Colosseum, its Circus 
Maximus, with the slaughter of Romans by Romans, under Emperors like Claudius, Nero, and so forth: We have become 
that kind of sick culture. We have become a culture, in that generation, which has lost the moral fitness to survive. They 
would rather die, than change their way of life. They would rather die, than give up their entertainment.

They will say, as I've written on a number of occasions: "I stole this stateroom, fair and square! And I'm not giving it up, 
even if this whole ship sinks!"

That is the idea: "I want my pleasure! I want my way of life! Don't try to make me rational! Don't ask me to behave 
rationally. I need my entertainment! I've got to get through tonight! And otherwise, if I have to face reality, I know I'm a 
piece of dung." And therefore, the only that keeps me from considering myself a piece of dung, is my pleasure! My 
entertainment, my diversion!

You see these crazy models: If you take a dirty garment, you rip it to pieces, you put it on a naked, skinny girl, it's a high-
fashion garment! This is the society we've become!

This is our problem.

This is the same problem I addressed in Talladega, in pointing to the significance of Martin Luther King. Martin Luther 
King had a sense of immortality, which the people around him, including Jesse Jackson, didn't have. So, when Martin was 
killed (by courtesy of J. Edgar Hoover, or the wish of J. Edgar Hoover), what happened? The Civil Rights movement was 
fragmented. Why? Because leaders did not have the values that Martin had. Martin, as I said, had a sense of immortality: 
That life is a passage, from birth to death. There's nothing in it, that you can hold onto, except what you contribute by 
living. And therefore, it is what you are, immortally, which is what you are in life.

Now, every great leader in society, in a time of crisis, has been a leader precisely because they faced that reality. Not only 
because they had the talent to lead, but because they had the moral commitment, to say, that "I can not be bought. You can 
not buy me, with my fear of death. But, I will lead."

The problem is, the pleasure society is the worst extreme of people, who do not believe in their children's future. The Baby-
Boomers do not believe in their children's future! And that's what the children of the Baby-Boomers are saying! In their 
sense of hostility toward the Baby-Boomer generation: "You have given us deliberately, a society which has no future! 
You're asking us to live in a cage, where the animals aren't fed. And we don't like it. We want you to change." They don't 
say, "We want to kill you." They haven't gotten to that point yet. That may come later. They say, "We want you to change." 
And, that's the conflict.

If we can not change, if we select our choice of President, if we select our policies, now, in these weeks and months, the 
way things are going now, in general, this nation will not long survive. And either way, this system, that was consolidated, 
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first in 1763, at the Treaty of Paris, proclaiming the victory, and establishment in fact, of a worldwide British Empire--
intentionally modelled upon that of ancient Rome, an empire of a financier power, not legions--that empire has now come 
to its end. It will not survive. Either we will put it to a merciful conclusion, by a revival of the world economy, and 
bringing together a confederation of perfectly sovereign nation-states on this planet, around principles and issues of 
construction of the planet, and on promotion of development of the individual, within their national cultures, or we shall 
not survive.

We must do that.

We must not talk about the precedents of former history, as if they were legal precedents we must follow. We must talk 
about the lessons of former history, as I've indicated some of the lessons here, today, in brief. We must make a choice: We 
must say, the time for the way we have put humanity through brutal experiences in the past, must now finally come to an 
end."

We have, in our aspirations, and the founding of our republic, we've established the principle of the sovereign nation-state, 
as the most suitable form of government for a people. We have also understood, that all people have an interest, whether 
they recognize it yet, or not, in having such a form of state for themselves. We should understand, by now, that the 
principles of that sovereign state, are so common to us all, that despite the fact that we are separate and sovereign, we have 
a common interest, in a system of relations among sovereign states, which recognizes that principle reflected in our 
Declaration of Independence and Preamble of our Federal Constitution.

The time has come, when we need to have a new vision of leadership of this planet. A sense, we must now, for the sake of 
humanity, we must now create a global alliance, of respectively sovereign nation-states, committed to recovery, and 
committed to the principle of the immortality of the human individual. That the meaning of the individual lies, not merely 
in what happens between birth and death--which is a very short period of time on which to base a policy--but morality is 
based on a sense of what we, with our lives, with our talent, give to future generations; and to realizing the intentions of the 
generations before us: The kind of intention, which enables us, if lived, to die with a smile on our face, that we have 
performed our mission, and it is good. And we are pleased.

Why do you think someone like Jeanne d'Arc, would, knowing that she was going to be burned alive, if she did not 
compromise, would stick to her mission? If she had not continued her mission, the first modern nation-state, France, would 
not have come into existence. The Papacy would not have been restored, as it was. Modern society would not have come 
into existence, the modern nation-state. We'd be still living in some kind of feudal hell-hole.

She had a sense of mission, as all other great leaders of mankind have. And their sense of their interest in their mission, 
overrode the fears of mortality.

We need to select, and encourage, leadership of that kind. With that kind of leadership, and with insight which should be 
given to us by studying of the history of mankind from the past, we should understand the time has come for a change in 
the planet: The change to a system of sovereign nation-states, united by certain common ecumenical principles. We do not 
need to look forward to war. We will still need to maintain strategic defense. But, the transition to strategic defense, will be 
to a world in which war, as we've known it in the past, is no longer a necessary condition of mankind.

If we can do that, we shall survive. If we can not do that, we shall not survive. And if we can not do that, then we look 
forward in the early period, to a rate of mass death on this planet, from forces already set into motion, where the numbers 
of over 6 billion persons reported living today, will be reduced, fairly rapidly, to something significantly less than 1 billion.

We are looking at the brink of a precipitation into a New Dark Age, beyond anything that recorded history has given us 
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before.

We have the option, the alternative, of moving upward again. And learning this lesson of the mistakes we've made, by 
taking steps to ensure these mistakes are not made again, then we can recover from the present situation.

That's the message of today. And we have to make the choice, in the immediate days and weeks ahead. If we don't change, 
we are finished. We better start changing, now.

Strategic Economics: 

The End of the Dollar System Is On the Agenda
by EIR Staff

Any severe shock can now crash the floating-exchange-rate monetary system. The response by the international bankers has been to demand that 
they, not governments, will control an attempt to reorganize and salvage the dying dollar system, and will reject any move for its bankruptcy 
reorganization into a "New Bretton Woods" proposed by Lyndon LaRouche.

Asia Ponders 'Exit Strategy' From The Dollar
by Kathy Wolfe

Presidential Candidate Glazyev: Time For New Financial Architecture
by Rachel Douglas

●     DOCUMENTATION: From Sergei Glazyev's Feb. 5 press conference (see bottom of pdf). 

Argentina vs. IMF: 'Test Issue' for U.S. Leaders
by Cynthia R. Rush

Brazil's Congressman Dr. Enéas Speaks Out
by Dennis Small

●     INTERVIEW WITH ENÉAS CARNEIRO: LaRouche's New Bretton Woods Is 
'Sensational' (see bottom of pdf). 
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by Mary Burdman and Lothar Komp
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●     Avian Flu: A Global Pandemic Threatening? (see bottom of pdf). 

'Rebel' Stiglitz: IMF's Last Line of Defense?
by Mike Billington

Science & Technology:

Russia, Iran, and Peaceful Nuclear Power

U.S. accusations that the nuclear power plant that Russia is building in Iran will lead to a nuclear bomb, are without scientific foundation. An 
interview with Russian expert V.I. Ryabchenkov.

Feature:

Election or Coup? Will HAVA Bring In a U.S. Dictatorship
by Edward Spannaus

The Help America Vote Act of 2002 has brought in a nightmare of computerized voting, which constitutes a threat to the Constitution.

Why Congress Must Repeal the HAVA Act
by Art Ticknor

●     Fair Elections Means Ability To Recount
An Interview with Don Eret
(see bottom of pdf). 
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Case Studies from a new book by Bev Harris, Black Box Voting.
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Gaza Evacuation Will Expand the Conflict
by Dean Andromidas

The Wehrkunde Conference:
Only `Outsiders' Introduce Reality
by Rainer Apel

National:

LaRouche Drive Has Created Potential for Cheney To Be Out Soon
by Jeffrey Steinberg

Why Does Cheney Ally Co-Chair Bush WMD Probe?
by Edward Spannaus

Campaign 2004: Where They Stand
"The Middle East Crisis: What the President Must Do.''
The sixth in a series. Democratic Presidential candidates compared on this policy.

This Week in History

February 9-15, 1847
Lincoln on the Presidential Power to Make War

When Abraham Lincoln took his seat in the House of Representatives on Dec. 6, 1847, as a new Congressman from 
Illinois, the Mexican War was almost over. But the issues raised by that conflict were anything but settled, and some of 
them are still of critical importance today. The United States had annexed Texas in December of 1845, and the Mexican 
government subsequently broke off diplomatic relations. The boundary between Mexico and Texas was under dispute, 
especially the area between the Nueces and Rio Grande Rivers, and Congress passed a series of joint resolutions when 
Texas was admitted to the Union, leaving all questions of boundary to future adjustment. The next year, President James 
K. Polk sent John Slidell to Mexico to offer U.S. government assumption of any American monetary claims against 
Mexico, in return for boundary adjustments in the Southwest. Slidell was also instructed to purchase California and New 
Mexico, part of which was claimed by Texas.

The Mexican government, rightly feeling threatened, declined to negotiate. Slidell, Polk and most of his cabinet belonged 
to the faction which wanted to extend slavery as far south and west as possible, even all the way to the southern tip of 
South America. The British, who manipulated and supported this faction, settled the dispute over America's Oregon 
boundary in June of 1846, consciously freeing a large group of American military on the northwest border for action 
further south.

After the failure of Slidell's mission, Gen. Zachary Taylor was ordered to advance to the Rio Grande, where he occupied 
Point Isabel at the mouth of the river. The Mexicans considered this an act of aggression, as Taylor's troops had scared 
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away the Mexican residents of the town, and occupied their fields. On May 3, 1846, the guns of Matamoros, Mexico began 
to shell the advanced American position near the present Brownsville, Texas. President Polk, having obtained his desired 
result, claimed that Mexico had invaded U.S. soil, and on May 12, 1846, Congress declared war on Mexico.

By the time Lincoln entered the House of Representatives, the conflict was winding down, but Lincoln was convinced that 
the illegal nature of the war had to be revealed, and that there must be a concrete plan for concluding the peace. First, on 
Dec. 22, Lincoln introduced a series of resolutions which sharply questioned whether the spot on which the first blood of 
the war had been shed had been United States territory. these came to be known as the "Spot Resolutions." Secondly, in a 
major speech on the war, delivered on Jan. 12, 1848, he questioned President Polk's intention to bring about a peace: "As to 
the mode of terminating the war, and securing peace, the President is equally wandering and indefinite. First, it is to be 
done by a more vigorous prosecution of the war in the vital parts of the enemy's country; and, after apparently, talking 
himself tired, on this point, the President drops down into a half despairing tone, and tells us that 'with a people distracted 
and divided by contending factions, and a government subject to constant changes, by successive revolutions, the 
continued success of our arms may fail to secure a satisfactory peace.'

"Then he suggests the propriety of wheedling the Mexican people to desert the counsels of their own leaders, and trusting 
in our protection, to set up a government from which we can secure a satisfactory peace; telling us, that 'this may become 
the only mode of obtaining such a peace.' But soon he falls into doubt of this too; and then drops back on to the already 
half-abandoned ground of 'more vigorous prosecution.' All this shows that the President is, in no wise, satisfied with his 
own positions. First he takes up one, and in attempting to argue us into it, he argues himself out of it; then seizes another, 
and goes through the same process; and then, confused at being able to think of nothing new, he snatches up the old one 
again, which he has some time before cast off. His mind, tasked beyond its power, is running hither and thither, like some 
tortured creature, on a burning surface, finding no position, on which it can settle down, and be at ease."

"Again, it is a singular omission in this message, that it no where intimates when the President expects this war to 
terminate. At its beginning, General [Winfield] Scott was, by this same President, driven into disfavor, if not disgrace, for 
intimating that peace could not be conquered in less than three or four months. But now, at the end of about twenty 
months, during which time our arms have given us the most splendid successes, ... after all this, this same President gives 
us a long message, without showing us, that, as to the end, he himself, has, even an imaginary conception. As I have before 
said, he knows not where he is. He is a bewildered, confounded, and miserably perplexed man. God grant he may be able 
to show, there is not something about his conscience, more painful than all his mental perplexity!"

When word of Lincoln's speeches got back to Illinois, he was strongly attacked by the Democrats, who had enthusiastically 
supported the war. Even Lincoln's law partner, William Herndon, sent him a series of letters questioning Lincoln's stand. 
Lincoln's reply of Feb. 15 dealt with the question of Presidential war powers: "Your letter of the 29th January was received 
last night. Being exclusively a constitutional argument, I wish to submit some reflections upon it in the same spirit of 
kindness that I know actuates you. Let me first state what I understand to be your position. It is, that if it shall become 
necessary, to repel invasion, the President may, without violation of the Constitution, cross the line, and invade the 
territory of another country; and that whether such necessity exists in any given case, the President is to be the sole judge.

"Before going further, consider well whether this is, or is not your position. If it is, it is a position that neither the President 
himself, nor any friend of his, so far as I know, has ever taken. Their only positions are first, that the soil was ours where 
hostilities commenced, and second, that whether it was rightfully ours or not, Congress had annexed it, and the President, 
for that reason was bound to defend it, both of which are as clearly proved to be false in fact, as you can prove that your 
house is not mine. That soil was not ours; and Congress did not annex or attempt to annex it. But to return to your position: 
Allow the President to invade a neighboring nation, whenever he shall deem it necessary to repel an invasion, and you 
allow him to do so, whenever he may choose to say he deems it necessary for such purpose--and you allow him to make 
war at pleasure. Study to see if you can fix any limit to his power in this respect, after you have given him so much as you 
propose. If, today, he should choose to say he thinks it necessary to invade Canada, to prevent the British from invading us, 
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how could you stop him? You may say to him, 'I see no probability of the British invading us,' but he will say to you 'Be 
silent; I see it, if you don't.

"The provision of the Constitution giving the war-making power to Congress, was dictated, as I understand it by the 
following reasons. Kings had always been involving and impoverishing their people in wars, pretending generally, if not 
always, that the good of the people was the object. This, our Convention understood to be the most oppressive of all Kingly 
oppressions; and they resolved to so frame the Constitution that no one man should hold the power of bringing this 
oppression upon us. But your view destroys the whole matter, and places our President where kings have always stood." 
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