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LaRouche: Rohatyn 
Crimes ‘Tantamount 
To High Treason’
Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr., delivered this international webcast on March 12, 
2008, sponsored by the LaRouche Political Action Committee, in Washington, 
D.C. The webcast was moderated by LaRouche’s national spokeswoman, Debra 
Freeman.

What I’m going to present today, in order to be an effective presentation of what’s 
important to be heard, is far-ranging in some respects. And therefore, with some 
precalculation, I have sorted out how much I will say here, pending the question 
period, to a number of topics which are essential. That leaves out many things, that 
many people do not know, which are pertinent to these subjects. However, much of 
what is needed to be known, which I will not introduce here in the opening remarks, 
is already available in several public sources, largely through the Internet; through 
EIR itself, a magazine, weekly; and also through the LPAC website, particularly the 
research features of it, more even than the current breaking developments. And my 
own work in these areas, in EIR, published on the website, as longer feature articles, 
do cover, in depth, the principal considerations which everyone must know, in order 
to competently address the subject before me.

Now, to indicate the nature of this, I start by saying something I shall qualify 
in the course of these remarks. First of all, Felix Rohatyn is guilty of something 
tantamount to high treason against the United States, in the fact that he is suppos-
edly a citizen of the United States, but is working, to my knowledge, with sources 
which are intent on destroying the United States. And therefore, the man is a trai-
tor, and should be regarded as such by any honest citizen who is not absolutely 
stupid. But to understand that, to call him a traitor—which I’m not calling him; I 
say what he’s doing is tantamount to treason, because the conviction of treason 
requires the evidence of his actually being in cahoots with somebody. I have the 
evidence, but it’s not in the form that the ordinary citizen would immediately un-
derstand without a lot of explanation. But the man is guilty of a crime of implicit 
treason, by virtue of the intention, which he has expressed, and by virtue of the 
international forces which he’s operating with, in the attempt to destroy the United 
States, by his program.

With that, I shall proceed.
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The FDR Legacy
In 1932, particularly in March 1933, on the day that Pres-

ident Franklin Roosevelt first entered his office, he found nary 
a pencil in the office with which to begin governing. And on 
that day, according to the historians’ records, he called the two 
secretaries in from the outer office, and began to dictate the 
outlines of action which saved the United States. What he did, 
was, he worked against a party, whose leadership, then, as to-
day, was working for fascism. That is, the Democratic Party 
leadership, of  the period 1929 to 1932, despite Roosevelt’s 
candidacy, was actually working to install a fascist program 
of government, in the United States, comparable to that which 
was then installed in Germany. Remember, just a few days be-
fore Franklin Roosevelt was inaugurated as President of the 
United States, Adolf Hitler, who had been put into power in 
Germany by the British, had been installed as the dictator, not 
just the Chancellor, but the dictator of Germany, given consti-
tutional dictatorial powers, by an overthrow of the German 
constitution.

And under these conditions, Roosevelt entered office, on 
the day he actually occupied that office, when World War II 
had been made inevitable! And in response to that challenge, 
Franklin Roosevelt led not only in the recovery of the United 
States, but mobilized the United States as it never had been 
mobilized before,  to become  the greatest power  this planet 
had  ever  known,  in  economics  and  in  military  power,  and 
through that mobilization, he saved the nation, and he saved 
civilization from the virtually eternal persistence of fascism 
from abroad, which had been set up by the British.

Before the end of the war, when Roosevelt had died, he 

had a successor, Harry Truman, who came in. Harry Truman 
was working for the other side—not as a traitor, but actually 
working with the ideas of Winston Churchill. President Roos-
evelt’s intentions for the post-war period had been expressed 
in  several  forms:  number  1,  the  Bretton  Woods  fixed-
 exchange-rate system. The world economy was destroyed, as 
an economy. Only the United States represented power then, 
real economic power, as well as military power. Therefore, 
Roosevelt was committed to eliminate empire, including the 
British  Empire,  especially.  And  he  said  many  times  to 
Churchill and others during the course of the war [adopting 
FDR’s tone of voice], “Winston! When this war has ended, 
your imperialist system is going to end. The colonies will be 
freed—we will free them! We will help them develop as inde-
pendent states. We will organize a United Nations Organiza-
tion, as a vehicle for bringing nations back together in coop-
eration, according to the Treaty of Westphalia, the Westphalian 
principle; and in order to eliminate imperialism entirely from 
this planet, and to have instead a planet which is composed of 
sovereign nation-states, each working in sovereignty, for com-
mon aims of mankind!”

When Roosevelt died, that ended.
No Truman, or  no one  else  could  suddenly  reverse  the 

 effect of Roosevelt, even though the conservative tendency 
inside  the  United  States  had  gone  back  to  virtual  fascism. 
 Because after  the breaking of  the wall  in Normandy, when  
U.S.-led troops had broken into France, then the British knew 
the game was up. And they mobilized the people who had put 
Hitler  into power  initially—Americans! Like  the Harriman 
family! Leading Democrats, who had played a part in putting 

Lyndon LaRouche began 
the webcast with the 
blunt statement that 
“Felix Rohatyn is guilty 
of something tantamount 
to high treason against 
the United States . . . by 
virtue of the intention 
which he has expressed, 
and by virtue of the 
international forces 
which he’s operating 
with, in the attempt to 
destroy the United States 
by his program.”

EIRNS/Stuart Lewis



�  Feature  EIR  March 21, 2008

Hitler into power in Germany, 
directly  from  here;  and  the 
grandfather  of  the  present 
President of the United States, 
who was a fascist: the guy who 
wrote the letter to the German 
bank which financed the Nazi 
Party to come into power! Har-
riman, the great Democrat, an-
other fascist! And these people 
came back into power, over the 
corpse of Franklin Roosevelt.

But  they  couldn’t  change 
everything!  Because  what 
Roosevelt  had  evoked  in my 
generation, among the Ameri-
can people, was a force which 
was  not  easily  overcome—
 despite Truman, despite every-
thing  else—not  easily  over-
come. They counted to have 
a  generation  pass,  and  then 
they  would  make  their  big 
move.

And  so,  beginning  with 
the inauguration of a Kenne-
dy, a real Kennedy, who was 
committed to the policies of 
Roosevelt,  and  avowed  this 
from the time he campaigned, 
and throughout his period in 
office—John  F.  Kennedy—
the world was faced with at-
tempted  coups  against  the 
peace. Adenauer in Germany 
was  pushed  out  of  govern-
ment,  under  British  orders. 
De  Gaulle  was  subjected  to 
about  100  different  assas-
sination  attacks,  organized 
by Britain, and organized  in  
part  from the  fascist base  in 
 Franco’s  Spain.  Similarly, 
coups,  deaths,  everything, 
happened. But even in that period, there was still strength.

Shock After Shock
Then: John F. Kennedy was assassinated. And if you re-

call—some of you are old enough to recall  this—recall  the 
shock waves that went through the American population when 
John F. Kennedy was assassinated—and  it wasn’t by some 
lone  gunman! There  were  three  other  guys,  and  others  in-
volved, to kill the President of the United States—what did it 
do? First of all,  it  shocked  the people, as 9/11 shocked  the 

American people.  It was a 
shock effect. Without 9/11, 
the  Bush  Administration 
would have disintegrated in 
its early years. It was only 
9/11  that  enabled  Bush  to 
stay  in  power. And  it  was 
done  for  his  benefit—not 
his personal benefit, but for 
the  benefit  of  the  Presi-
dency which he was going 
to  assume  nominal  leader-
ship of. Hmm?

Shocks of that type, as-
sassinations  of  Presidents. 
The  shock  of  killing  of 
Bobby  Kennedy  was  also 
crucial,  like  the  killing  of 
Martin  Luther  King  was 
also crucial, in shaping the 
cowardice which took over 
our  population,  during  the 

generation of the so-called Baby Boomers. This did a great 
deal to craft the attitudes of the Baby Boomers, why they’re so 
impotent and useless today. They have never recovered from 
this effect of their young adulthood and late childhood.

And so it was with Kennedy. The killing of John F. Ken-
nedy  made  possible  the  Vietnam  War,  which  would  never 
have happened, had he not been killed. He would have stopped 
it. He had the support and the advice of Douglas MacArthur, 
who was still alive  then. He had  the support and advice of 
Dwight Eisenhower, who was still very much alive then. It 

National Archives

The Vietnam War was a fraud, just like the fraudulent Iraq War which 
the Britain of Tony Blair foisted on the United States. Shown, Marines 
evacuate a wounded soldier in Vietnam, in 1967.
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China, to 
eradicate the FDR 
policies in the 
United States. 
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1961.
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wouldn’t have happened. And the Vietnam War was a fraud! 
Just like the fraud which Tony Blair of Britain foisted on the 
United States, the Iraq War, the same kind of thing. And these 
things happened.

Now,  after  the  killing  of  Kennedy,  and  the  attritional 
 effects of the War in Indo-China, and the �8er phenomenon, 
the United States of the Franklin Roosevelt system, was essen-
tially destroyed. And we began to destroy the economy.

Now, the �8er phenomenon split the social forces which 
had been the base of the Democratic Party, such that the �8ers, 
the youth—young �8ers—were against Roosevelt. They were 
against  industry,  they  were  against  nuclear  power,  and  I’ll 
come to the significance of that a bit later. And therefore, the 
division of the Democratic Party, of blue collar against no-
collar, or blue collar against no shirt—this division corrupted 
the Democratic Party  and enabled Nixon  to become Presi-
dent.

Now, Nixon was not important; that is, he was not a his-
torical factor. He was a reflection of a historical factor, but he 
was not a historical  factor. What  the Nixon Administration 
did—which  was  controlled  by  certain  outside  forces—was 
the  Nixon Administration  proceeded  to  destroy  the  United 
States.

Destruction of the U.S. Economy
Now, there are  three key steps  in  the destruction of  the 

United States, between 19�9 and 1981: The first was Aug. 1�, 
19�1, the fixed-exchange-rate system of the world was taken 
down. By Nixon, nominally, under the direction of a fascist 
who’s known as George Shultz, who orchestrated this as part 
of a process. The second phase was, once the U.S. dollar was 
no longer a Bretton Woods dollar, but was condemned to float 
on the international market, the second shoe was dropped, un-
der Nixon. And this is the reason why, when the Saudis today, 
pay $3 to produce a barrel of crude, loaded it onto tankers in 
the Gulf, you pay $� a gallon for gasoline in the United States. 
We don’t have a U.S. dollar any more! We have a Eurodollar, 
which is controlled by the oil spot market, based in Amster-
dam. It’s a part of the British system.

There is an empire, an empire based on this use of petro-
leum as a controlling device, to control the world economy. 
The United States dollar is not owned by the United States, it 
is controlled by this combination—the same thing as the BAE, 
the British BAE Systems. There is an empire, an empire which 
is  not  controlled  by  oil,  but  is  pivoted  on  oil  speculation, 
which was  launched with  the great petroleum hoax,  the oil 
shortage hoax of the 19�0s. There was never a shortage of pe-
troleum at that time. Tankers were kept away from ports! Or 
stuck in harbors, moored off the coast, at that time. The world 
was flooded with petroleum—“We had an oil shortage.”

The effect of the oil shortage was to create the spot mar-
ket, and under the spot market, the U.S. dollar became a crea-
ture of petroleum: of European petroleum, of Anglo-Dutch 
Liberal petroleum! And the British enemy became openly the 

enemy of the United States. Not all at once, because they work 
from stabbing you in the back, not the front—that’s British 
methods, backstabbing; or, getting somebody else to do it for 
them. Hmm? They orchestrate the politics.

So as a result of that, we lost control of our economy. And 
what did they do?

The second phase was  the Brzezinski phase,  the Carter 
Administration. Now, they had wrecked the U.S. dollar. They 
had  wrecked  the  position  of  the  United  States  in  terms  of 
world affairs. They had done that within the period, especially 
from the assassination of Kennedy, through 19�1 and the oil-
price crisis.

Now, what was their second move? The Trilateral Com-
mission, under Carter, under Brzezinski, and the whole crowd 
from Wall Street—this crowd, the Council on Foreign Rela-
tions crowd. They put through a program, the Trilateral Com-
mission program, which systematically destroyed the United 
States. It destroyed every element of the Franklin Roosevelt 
structure  of  the  U.S.  economy,  with  massive  deregulation. 
Not only the destruction, the purging and halting of nuclear 
power—remember, with nuclear power, we would not have 
been prisoner to the spot market. And think of all the idiots 
who are against nuclear power! They don’t intend to be trai-
tors to the United States, but they are, in effect. Because only 
by not breaking the power of this oil monopoly in controlling 
the dollar on the world market, could these things have hap-
pened. They destroyed our physical economy! They destroyed 
our farmers! They destroyed our farms. They destroyed our 
industries.  They  destroyed  our  protected,  mortgage-based 
 security power—they destroyed the right of people to have 
homes. They  destroyed  those  parts  of  the  banking  system. 
They drove the prime interest rate up to above 20%, under 
Carter.

And they made a cultural change in the United States. No 
longer were we the world’s leading agro-industrial power. No 
longer were we the leading power in technology. Suddenly we 
were half-destroyed—not fully destroyed, but half-destroyed. 
And the measures which would have corrected this were pre-
vented. We went into a recession, a deep one, in 198�, Octo-
ber of ’8�. That so-called “recession” was a depression! It was 
comparable in its immediate effects to what Hoover experi-
enced! It was a Hoover depression!

And what happened then? Alan Greenspan came in! And 
what did Alan Greenspan do? Hmm? Alan Greenspan used 
fake money. In other words, we had a system before, under 
Roosevelt, which was consistent with the American tradition 
from the time of Alexander Hamilton, and even earlier. Our 
system was based on governmental control of our own cur-
rency, and a defense of that control, to give us a stable cur-
rency, and to give us an accountable one. What they did, by 
destroying the Bretton Woods system in the way they did, and 
going to a funny-money system, and then going to a hyperin-
flationary system, like that under Alan Greenspan—we now 
have obligations in the world in order of magnitude of hun-
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dreds of quadrillions of dollars of nominal claims.  These 
claims will never be repaid! They could never be repaid.

Under  the  Alan  Greenspan  system,  we  destroyed  the 
 United States and destroyed the morals of people. You have 
whole parts of the labor force, who don’t know what work is! 
They may have jobs, but they don’t know what actual produc-
tive work is. They couldn’t farm; they’re no good in industry; 
they have no skills, no knowledge. People graduating with 
scientific degrees from universities who don’t know what sci-
ence is—but they get a degree in it, even an advanced degree 
in it. Such is the nature of things.

We have been destroyed.
So what has happened is, looking from the death of Roos-

evelt to the present, we’ve gone through a process, in which 
the greatest economic power for Good which ever existed on 
this planet, has been virtually destroyed by foreign influences 
on its domestic behavior.

Our problem is, to get the American people to realize: They 
have been screwed! But they did it, to themselves. But under 
influence. They had advisors. Like Booz Allen Hamilton, and 
so forth, their advisors. And that’s how they were induced to 
screw themselves; they were told, “This is the smart thing to 
do.” And they broke their back trying to screw themselves.

A Conspiracy for Fascism
So now, the time has come, we’re now at the end of the 

rope. Probably by April or May of this year, it’s as early as 
that, the decision on what’s going to happen to the world as a 
whole  will  be  made.  This  is  not  merely  inside  the  United 
States, it’s also inside Europe. You have now a great conspir-
acy, by the same people, on both sides of the Atlantic: one de-
stroying the United States, with help of the election campaign-
orchestration now; the other in Europe, by the introduction of 
what’s called “a new European system.” It’s called the Lisbon 
Treaty  system—wild-eyed  globalization,  and  pure fascism. 
The  policy  of  the  British,  who  created  this  agreement,  the 
 Lisbon Treaty agreement, is fascism throughout Europe. Not 
only fascism, but war throughout the Eurasian continent. War 
against Russia! War against China! Destruction against Asia, 
generally! That is the policy. It’s British policy.

And the complement is the British policy for the United 
States,  which  is  expressed  typically—only  typically—by 
 Felix Rohatyn. And Felix Rohatyn is a thorough fascist, in the 
same sense that Adolf Hitler was a fascist, and the same sense 
that Mussolini, before Hitler, was a fascist.

And the folly, the stupidity, of Americans in the Senate, in 
the  House  of  Representatives,  being  controlled  by  Felix 
 Rohatyn and others like him: This is stupidity beyond belief! 
You get the impression, that there’s not a single committee in 
the House of Representatives, which is able—even those who 
want to—who is able to get anything through, which resem-
bles a defense of U.S. interests. The Congress now is hope-
lessly corrupt, under the influence of Pelosi, who’s under the 
influence of Rohatyn, the fascist. And she either is a fascist 

herself—or probably too dumb to be one, but she is at least 
intelligent enough to be his puppet. And the minute anybody 
tries to do anything useful in this Congress, she steps in on 
 behalf of Felix Rohatyn to stamp it out.

We, for example—beginning at the end of 200�, I was a 
leading part of a process to try to defend Social Security against 
the Bush Administration. That policy was generally adopted, 
during the early part of 200�, by the leadership of the Demo-
cratic Party, with whom I cooperated, significantly, in the Con-
gress and elsewhere. We saved Social Security. But! By about 
March to May of that same year, Felix Rohatyn had stepped in 
to prevent the next step. What I had recognized, was we were 
about to lose our automobile industry, so we would no longer 
have an American automobile industry; we might have a Japa-
nese automobile industry inside the United States, but not a 
U.S. automobile industry. So, through this operation that was 
run  internationally,  the  automobile  industry  was  destroyed. 
Yes, the management was somewhat stupid, but they were stu-
pid under British  influence. And other  influence which was 
radiated from Britain, under stupid policies.

We could have saved it. What I had proposed would have 
saved it. Simply by dividing the auto industry between pro-
ducing  autos  on  the  one  hand—which  you  could  produce 
more than enough of—and on the other hand, taking the auto 
machine-tool  capability  and  its  associated  employees  for 
large-scale infrastructure, Federal infrastructure programs, to 
rebuild our highways—not the highways so much, as our rail-
way systems,  to have modern  railway systems, power  sys-
tems,  river  systems,  and  so  forth;  things  we  needed. And 
 employ the labor force and the management, which was the 
most skilled management in the world, formerly, to producing 
this new infrastructure, under Federal credit, which is the only 
way it would ever get built.

You will never get any significant infrastructure program, 
in the United States, under the present system. Only with a 
change  in  the  system  will  you  get  it.  Anybody  who  says 
they’re going to give you infrastructure, they’re lying to you. 
And if you believe them, you’re stupid. But that’s Rohatyn’s 
program: Take your street, put a “poll  tax” on  the street or 
something,  and  then  collect  taxes  on  it. You  don’t buy  the 
street, you lease it. And the people pay to make the lessees 
happy! And the people are screwed. Some people call this an 
“infrastructure program.” It’s a pocket-picking program! And 
when you’re traveling from, say, West Virginia to the Wash-
ington area, as a daily commuting operation, you’re traveling 
at least two hours each way in traffic; you’re paying about $8 
on tolls on the way, and all these other things. And on top of 
this, this kind of life means that family life, in the people who 
are living out there, is ruined. If you’re spending four hours a 
day in commuting, and you’re paying more than you can af-
ford, say up to $8 a toll, and $� a gallon for gas, what’s hap-
pened to your life?

People are being screwed.
Why has this happened? Well, we used to have a policy of 
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balanced management. We used  to  say, we would  take  the 
whole territory of the United States—which is something we 
began to do on a design made by John Quincy Adams, when 
he was Secretary of State, when the idea of the unification of 
the United States between the Atlantic and Pacific, and the 
Canadian and Mexican border, was established as our policy: 
to take this entire territory of the United States, so defined, and 
develop it, in each part! And to settle it, in each part. So that 
you lived in communities, where you could get to work, or to 
school, within 1� minutes to a half an hour a day commuting. 
That was the idea. So you would have a distribution of places 
to work, which would provide opportunities for employment 
for all the members of the community. You would have the 
community  specialize  in  things  which  were  appropriately 
 located in that area, with enough diversification so the com-
munity was not dependent upon any single industry.

We were against giant corporations. We were for coopera-
tion  among  more  closely  held,  community-related,  high-

 technology  industries,  high-technology  agriculture;  locally 
controlled. Because, in this way, by decentralizing much of 
production, and life, you enable people to have a better life, 
more economically, and so forth.

Now, we have destroyed whole sections of the country, 
like Michigan, like Ohio, like whole sections of Pennsylva-
nia, which was once the big industrial center of the United 
States. The Western farmlands are essentially destroyed. Oh, 
they grow things there, but it’s still destroyed, essentially. The 
water systems of the United States—the Ogallala aquifer sys-
tem is essentially destroyed. We’re being destroyed totally, all 
by this system.

And thus, did Winston Churchill’s heirs destroy the United 
States,  over  this  period.  We,  who  represented  the  greatest 
power on this planet, at the close of World War II. We, who 
were prepared and committed to free the people of colonized 
nations; we, who were committed for justice, a system of sov-
ereign nation-states on this planet. An end of these managed 
imperialist wars, which is Roosevelt. We went from that! And 
we were corrupted—step, by step, by step, by step, as I have 
outlined this here today—until we’re at the point, now, where, 
as early as May of this year, the United States may be doomed. 
And most people don’t have the knowledge or guts to do any-
thing about it.

What the Oligarchy Is Planning
What’s the plan, now? Well, the plan is, they use Obama, 

the way  they used Giuliani  in New York. Remember what 
happened to Giuliani, the mayor of New York (maybe the stal-
lion, I don’t know)? They built him up as a Presidential candi-
date. At the same time, they took his organized-crime record, 
which was rather generously equipped, and they ran the two 
things together: Run him as a putative Republican Presiden-
tial shoo-in, and then build up an organized-crime story, ex-
posing what his activities are, and destroy him.

They did the same with the Democratic Party. They came 
over; Hillary was the front runner. They took Obama, who was 
the next Giuliani, who was intended to be brought down by an 
organized-crime  scandal,  coming  out  of  Britain  with  a  guy 
called Auchi, who is the financial backing for a guy out in Chi-
cago who is now on trial, Rezko. And the British have orches-
trated this. First of all, they built up Obama, and then, they set 
into motion the trials and the scandals which are going to bring 
him down. And he was kept in there, to destroy Hillary Clin-
ton. The idea, the minute that Hillary Clinton was destroyed, 
presumably, by  the Obama operation,  then  they would  turn 
around  and  destroy  Obama!  Which  they’re  also  doing.  So 
they’re still engaged in this game of trying to destroy both Hill-
ary and Obama. And they prefer Obama, because they could 
destroy him more easily than they can Hillary. Hillary is a front 
runner, who’d be tougher to destroy. Obama’s very vulnerable, 
they could destroy him very easily.

It would have the additional benefit of discouraging the 
American population. If you build up a candidate as a populist 

The oil speculation today that has the Saudis paying $3 to produce 
a barrel of crude, while we pay $4 a gallon at U.S. pumps, began in 
the 1970s, after George Shultz floated the dollar. “We don’t have a 
U.S. dollar any more! We have a Eurodollar, which is controlled byt 
he oil spot market, based in Amsterdam. It’s a part of the British 
system,” LaRouche said. Here, a Saudi natural gas plant.
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candidate, as Obama’s been built up, 
then you bring him down, you demor-
alize  a  whole  section  of  the  voting 
population. And we have the greatest 
participation  in  campaigns,  now,  we 
ever had, in terms of the primary cam-
paigns!  You  destroy  the  American 
people,  just  when  they  think  they’re 
going to get something good. And you 
give them a promise—tease them with 
a promise: Sex all night, you know? In 
the Obama campaign. Then you take it 
away  from  them.  You  demoralize 
them—and then you can do something 
else with them.

In  the  meantime,  if  you  can  use 
Obama  to  destroy  Hillary,  then  you 
have  no  candidate,  except  McCain. 
Now,  McCain  has  some  interesting 
pedigree,  in  the  fact  that  he  comes 
from the Pacific-oriented Naval tradi-
tion of the United States military. And 
to the extent that we’re operating, and that he listens to that 
influence, he’s likely to do a number of good things, like junk 
the George Bush policies and so forth. Because only a traitor 
could support George Bush—you’d have to be stupid or be a 
traitor, one of the two. So therefore, that’s interesting, but the 
point is, the guy has problems, and therefore he’s vulnerable 
in various ways.

So, we are at a point where you would say, wait a minute! 
We don’t have any Presidential  candidates  that’re going  to 
survive!  If  Hillary  goes,  we  don’t  have  anything!  Oh-h-h! 
They have something! The mayor of New York—not the stal-
lion, but the mayor—Bloomberg. Bloomberg is a pig; that’s 
the kindest thing you can say about him. He is a complete fas-
cist. He’s controlled by people like Rohatyn, who is an abso-
lute fascist, a Hitler/Mussolini type fascist.

Fascism, Bloomberg-Style
All right, what’s  this fascism,  thing,  then? Fascism is a 

medieval conception. It came into prominence as a system, 
after the Fourth Crusade, when the looting of the remains of 
the Byzantine Empire had occurred. There was still Constan-
tinople,  which  called  itself  the  Byzantine  Empire,  but  that 
didn’t really exist. The Byzantine Empire was destroyed. It 
was destroyed by the Fourth Crusade, organized by the Vene-
tian bankers. As a result of this, what they did is they set up a 
system, where they based government, not on a central gov-
ernment, but on a league of cities. The league of cities, which 
in the middle of the 1�th Century collapsed, when one of the 
cities, Lucca—the bank of  that  city,  the Bardi bank—went 
bankrupt on its loans to England and to France, certain coun-
ties in France. These bankers had been engaged in financing 
wars and backing operations which were related to wars. They 

destroyed society, and the destruction that occurred, immedi-
ately triggered by the bankruptcy of the House of Bardi, re-
sulted in a collapse of the European population by one-third, 
in a short period of time; and resulted in the elimination of half 
of the parishes of Europe. This is the great dark age, of that 
period.

Now, what they’re proposing now—as Bloomberg is, as 
part of it, and all the people associated with him, all the people 
behind him, all the people behind Rohatyn, associated with 
this—is to set up the elimination of the sovereign nation-state 
as an  institution,  and  its  replacement by a  league of  cities. 
Which means, you take  the entire  territory of  the countries 
 involved, you just write off a whole part of the area, and con-
centrate on cities, or city areas, which become governments of 
themselves and the area around them. They’re not really gov-
ernments, because they’re vulnerable. And you control them 
that way, as in the Middle Ages, as in what led into the great 
dark ages, of the 1�th Century.

That is Bloomberg’s policy! That is the policy of Rohatyn! 
He says so explicitly, but people don’t understand it. They’re 
not thinking clearly! Even leading politicians are not thinking 
clearly. What does this mean? Are we going to have to learn 
this after the fact, as people learned this after the fact in the 
case of the Middle Ages? Aren’t we capable of seeing that this 
is now, this is coming now? That this is the end of civilization, 
if we allow it to happen?

This is not just happening in the United States, it is hap-
pening also in Europe: In Europe, the form of this action is 
called the Lisbon Treaty. Now, the Lisbon Treaty is a compli-
cated mechanism. It is both fascism; it is the elimination of the 
sovereignty of every nation-state, Presidency, and Parliament 
in Europe. They haven’t gotten to Russia yet, or Belarus, but 

The policy of Rohatyn, Bloomberg, Schwarzenegger, et al. is to eliminate the sovereign nation-
state and central government, and replace it with a medieval-style league of cities under their 
control. Carcassonne, pictured here, is a French city whose walls survived the dark ages of the 
14th Century.
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they’ll get there, if they can.
It also aims to be a permanent war organization, of a feu-

dal type, where the power now resides in cities, and in the fi-
nancial organization, the bankers who control these city op-
erations. The purpose  is  then  to use  the power of  a  united 
imperial Europe, under British control, to destroy Russia, to 
destroy China, India, and so forth. And to destroy the world, 
and make the world malleable for the kind of things that Felix 
Rohatyn represents.

Felix Rohatyn is an enemy of the United States. He’s a 
traitor to the United States. He’s an agent of the British mon-
archy, those British monarchy interests which are behind this 
operation, which are running the same operation in Britain, 
under the name of the Lisbon Treaty organization, which is 
not yet official, but it’s threatened. And at the same time in the 
United States, it’s called the Bloomberg operation, which is 
run by not only Rohatyn, but George Shultz, etc., etc.—the 
known characters.

Wherever you hear this idea of “infrastructure,” from that 
son of a Nazi, Schwarzenegger—his  father was not only  a 
Nazi, he was a killer! He was a police chief in a local region of 
Austria, who, when the Anschluss occurred, that is,  the ab-
sorption of Austria into Germany occurred, under Hitler, be-
came immediately appointed as a Nazi Party official, and dur-
ing the war became part of a special police unit, which cleaned 
up the occupied territories of Eastern Europe. Not the SS, but 
a special police force.

It’s the same mentality that’s expressed by Schwarzeneg-
ger  himself,  in  his  public  appearances.  And  therefore,  he 
comes by the fascist policy which he adopted in California, in 
the embrace of Bloomberg, as his father’s masters, the Nazis. 
He is, effectively, a Nazi. He comes by it by heredity, or by 
culture.

We have mayors who are stupid! We have governors who 
are stupid! Who think that turning your infrastructure over to 
private financiers, who then can set arbitrary prices on leases, 
that is, in fees you have to pay, to drive from one neighborhood 
to the next, or something similar; all public services taken over 
by private interests, under citywide organizations in a national 
network! Which  is  exactly what  these guys have proposed. 
That is exactly what Bloomberg represents in New York City, 
already. That’s what he’s trying to do—that’s why he has so 
many enemies on the elected Council. He’s a fascist!

When they put this into effect in Italy, it was called corpo-
ratism. Exactly this policy. This was the policy of Mussolini! 
When Schacht consolidated Hitler’s power  in Germany,  the 
same operation was done. The same kind of operation. The in-
tention of the Nazi system, for its post-war policy, was the oc-
cupation of all Europe, under this kind of policy. Elimination 
of the nation-state for what was called “universal fascism.”

So what we have, then, is we have the United States is be-
ing destroyed, from inside, by fools who don’t recognize this 
threat to the United States; and by the instruction of people 
from London, such as Tony Blair, who set this policy into mo-

tion,  when  he  was  prime  minister.  This  means  the  United 
States  and Europe  are  both destroyed. And  are  turned  into 
 vehicles for destroying other parts of the world, as in South 
America, Central America, Eastern Europe, Asia generally. 
That’s the policy. Do you want it? I can guarantee you, that I 
don’t exaggerate in the least that that’s what the policy is, and 
that’s exactly what’s in motion.

That’s  exactly what’s  behind  the way  the Obama cam-
paign is being orchestrated, from London. London put Obama 
into his position. His money to support him, came in large part 
from Britain,  from Auchi, who’s  an  Iraqi-born asset of  the 
British system. Auchi is the funder of the guy who’s on trial in 
Chicago  now,  the  guy  whose  funding  went—Rezko  didn’t 
have the money! Auchi gave it to him. Auchi was the key seed 
money for this operation. That’s what made Obama! That’s 
why he behaves so peculiarly. He has no policy. He has no 
program.  He  says,  “I’m  going  to  do  everything,”  but  he 
doesn’t say anything. “I’m going to make everything good.”

“What is this good you’re going to do?”
Well, that’s not specified.
He’s a tool they intend to bring down! And if they can get 

a lot of people to believe in him, they’re going to bring them 
down, too. Because the suckers will just be demoralized, they 
won’t fight any more. The stuffing will be taken out of them.

So that’s the key question that faces us.

Defend the Nation-State
Now, this is not necessary. If we go back to the Constitu-

tion, which very few people in the Congress understand today, 
or  in  the Supreme Court either,  for example—but  if we go 
back to our constitutional foundations and look at the history 
of  Europe,  in  which  these  constitutional  foundations  were 
laid. That is, European civilization was started somewhere be-
tween �00 and �00 B.C. It was started actually by an alliance 
among  the Etruscans,  together with  the Egyptians, particu-
larly in Northern Africa, who were a maritime part of Egypt; 
and the Ionians. And the collaboration against Tyre, by these 
three forces—in other words, the maritime power of these lo-
calities, against the maritime power controlled by Tyre. And 
this created a unification process, out of which you had the 
emergence of a united kind of European civilization.

That  is,  there  is no such  thing as a “European people.” 
There are many people who have European historical charac-
teristics biologically, but there’s no such thing as “European 
people.” There’s a European culture. And, as we see in the 
United States, or as we see in some cases in Europe, or we see 
in Germany, for example—many Germans are not of German 
origin, in terms of ethnic origin. They’re a product of a cul-
tural process, into which their ancestors became assimilated, 
and they represent a certain cultural history which they share. 
As a matter of fact, the whole thing is composed of various 
cultural histories, among various kinds of European cultures.

In order to have a representative form of government, you 
must have nations, which are sovereign, which represent the 
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culture of  that people. Not globaliza-
tion. Because you do not have repre-
sentative government, unless the peo-
ple  are  fully,  consciously  capable  of 
recognizing their own interests in their 
own  government.  Therefore,  you  do 
not want globalization; you want sov-
ereign  government,  of  a  sovereign 
people, which is governed by its cul-
ture, and that these cultures agree on a 
common purpose  for humanity. They 
don’t make war, because they have dif-
ferences; they cooperate, because they 
have differences. And that was the in-
tention.

The United States as a melting pot 
nation, is a perfect example of this. We 
were a melting pot nation! And apart 
from  some  racists  and  other  damned 
fools among us, we are that, today. We 
don’t care what the color of the skin is 
or  anything  else.  Doesn’t  mean  any-
thing to us. Do they represent, are they 
part of this culture? Are they a contri-
bution to this culture, making this culture or building it? If so, 
they’re part of our people. And that’s our sovereign system of 
government. Better than Europe, because we have a represen-
tative  system  of  government  here;  we  don’t  have  that  in 
 Europe. We have parliamentary systems there, which come 
down easily any time they get into conflict with the financial 
powers that be.

But in our case, we have this, and this is what we should 
defend.

The Unique Advantage of the United States
Now, what’s the solution? The power of the United States, 

under Franklin Roosevelt, as exhibited earlier, is this specific 
cultural factor. Europeans did not come here in a flight from 
poverty in Europe. Yes, some of them may have; but the set-
tlements themselves did not come in that way. The settlements 
came, as a result of Europeans knowing that as long as the 
oligarchy’s running Europe, this place is no place to be. So 
therefore, they said, we must go across the ocean, to this terri-
tory which had been discovered, and set up republics in this 
area, where the ideas of European culture can be freely ex-
pressed, without this damned oligarchy sitting on our necks! 
That was what the United States is. And therefore, we are a 
truly representative system of government, at least in our con-
stitutional roots, with this intention: to bring the best of Euro-
pean culture here, away from Europe, away from the oligar-
chy, away from the nobility, the aristocracy! Away from the 
looters. Away from the predatory bankers. And to be able to 
express the values of European culture, in a land of opportu-
nity for developing that expression.

That has always been our secret power as a nation, when-
ever we’ve accomplished something. We are a part of Euro-
pean  civilization,  with  an  affectionate  feeling  about  other 
parts of world civilization; and believe that we must cooperate 
with other nations, by arguing and developing common inter-
ests for common purposes. And that we must deliberate on 
that process.

Now, this is what Roosevelt intended to do. Roosevelt is 
not an accident: He’s more American than any other President 
since, because he understood this, and practiced this. His in-
tention was to eliminate all imperialism, in the post-war peri-
od. To use the power of the United States to help nations which 
had been colonized, to build up, and become true nations, ex-
pressing their own culture, freely. And to bring these nations 
together as sovereign nations, in a unit, which he intended by 
his proposal for the United Nations Organization: to create a 
receptacle, in which you could take nations and build nations 
up, and bring them into an institution, where they would be-
come  sovereign  powers,  together  with  the  other  sovereign 
powers. And to eliminate all colonies, all empires, from this 
planet, forever! That was the purpose. And that’s the natural, 
constitutional expression of what the intention of the United 
States’ existence is, and always was, and should be now.

The Collapse of the World System
So therefore, the remedy for anything which we do, we’re 

required to do, from the United States, must be an expression 
of that historical view of who we are, and what we are, and 
what our constitutional structure means. That means, how do 
we  intervene  in  this present situation? Money  is worthless. 

Library of Congress

European immigrants on the steerage deck of an ocean steamer passing the Statue of Liberty 
in a 19th-Century sketch. The Europeans fled to get away from the oligarchy and live in a true 
republic.
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Money has no intrinsic value. What happened with the Car-
lyle Group and what the Carlyle Group’s collapse triggered 
with other groups today, is a new acceleration of the crisis: 
The system is coming down.

We are not in a depression; we’re in a general breakdown 
crisis. We are in a process of financial collapse, which is com-
parable in form, to what happened in Europe in the 1�th Cen-
tury, when the general dark age hit. We are in the middle of an 
onrushing dark age! The nearest comparison to what’s hap-
pening to us now, inside the United States and worldwide, is 
seen in Germany in 1923. Germany was isolated, because it 
was under these conditions set by the Versailles Treaty orga-
nization. It had no power, and no ability to resist the Versailles 
Treaty forces. Therefore, it was compelled to inflate! And un-
der these constrained conditions,  it went through a form of 
hyperinflation, which led to the collapse of the German mark 
in 1923, in October-November 1923.

We are now going through a process of hyperinflation, 
which  is  very  much  like  that  which  occurred  to  Germany 
 under confined condition, especially between 1921 and the 
end of 1923. That’s where we are now. There’s no way that 
we can manage—the stimulus package. A “stimulus pack-
age”! That’s what they did in Germany! In 1923, especially, 
’21  through  ’23, but  especially  ’23. The  stimulus package 

coined a phrase: hyperinflation!
What do we have now? We have a collapse of that nature; 

in this case, a collapse of the world system. We don’t have 
some outside power that’s controlling this, as such; the world 
just  can not  take  this  system any more. So  therefore, what 
happened in a localized situation in Germany in 1923, is now 
happening globally, but hitting primarily in Europe and the 
United States, the transatlantic powers. But if the transatlantic 
powers go under, China will go down, India will go down, 
 everything will go down! The world will go down in a dark 
age.

Now therefore, money, as defined by the Federal Reserve 
System, is no good! No damned good!

Use Constitutional Powers  
To Get Moving Again

So what do you do? Well, we have, under our Constitu-
tion, the constitutional powers of the U.S. government, which 
are unique in the history of constitutional law. These are the 
constitutional  powers  which  were  used  by  Franklin  Roos-
evelt: to take the United States out of a deep depression, and 
make  it,  once  again,  a  great  power,  the greatest  power  the 
world had ever seen, in terms of economic power. How’d we 
do  that?  We  reformed  the  currency.  We  took  measures  of 
bankruptcy,  and  similar  kinds  of  measures.  We  got  things 
moving again. And by the end of the war, we had created the 
greatest economic power the world had ever seen—with the 
American Constitution.

Well, how can we do that again?
All  right,  now,  the  immediate  thing:  We  don’t  have  a 

“housing” crisis. We have a housing crisis in the sense that 
people may not find houses to live in, that they’re allowed to 
live in. But the housing crisis, or the so-called subprime crisis, 
is merely the tail end of the real crisis. It’s the weakest point in 
the system. It is not the source of the crisis. The source of the 
crisis begins at the highest level: It begins with the financial 
institutions. The bankruptcy is occurring in the leading finan-
cial institutions of the world, in every financial institution of 
the  world—that  is,  especially  in  Europe,  the  transatlantic 
ones, immediately—are in the process of disintegrating. So 
the disintegration is coming from the top, but is reflected at 
the bottom. It’s reflected in the impact on the weakest section 
of the people, in the economy.

So  therefore,  what  do  we  do?  We  have  to  protect  the 
household. We have to keep people in their homes and their 
communities. Number 1. We can do that: How? Well, the Fed-
eral government has the power of bankruptcy! We bankrupt 
the  system! And we put  the homeowners under protection. 
And we negotiate an arrangement under which they will con-
tinue to be homeowners, until we can sort this mess out, and 
then we’ll sort it out for the final solution.

But  you  can’t  save  the  homeowners,  if  don’t  save  the 
banks! You have to save the local banks—not the filthy banks, 
but  the  local  ones,  the  ones  that  are  real  banks:  that  take 
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The Prince of Wales surveying part of the Empire in 1875. 
Roosevelt intended to eliminate all such imperialism in the post-
war period, and “to use the power of the United States to help 
nations which had been colonized, to build up and become true 
nations,” LaRouche said. But after Roosevelt’s death, the British 
faction gained control of U.S. policy. 
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 deposits and loan money, and are vehicles for the Federal gov-
ernment  and  state  governments  to  conduit  funds  through 
them, for local purposes or state purposes, and thus you stimu-
late the growth of the economy.

Now you put  the banks  into  the business, with Federal 
help, of building up again, to make up for what they lost with 
all  this  foolishness,  and now you have, without  skipping a 
step, you have a continuity of the bank, yesterday, and today. 
No difference. On the outside, no difference. For the ordinary 
citizen, no difference. You go in, you make your deposits, you 
make withdrawals, it’s your business. You get loans for your 
local business. You get  loans for community purposes. But 
you also conduit Federal credit, created by the Federal gov-
ernment, which you put through, through various programs, 
through the private banks of these types, in order to rebuild 
the economy. You put people back to work—exactly the way 
Roosevelt did.

Then you have to set up another system. Second thing: 
You have to set up a two-level system, where you have one 
rate, 1-2% for loans, that’s the Federal rate. And for programs 
that are authorized, they will get, through the banks—their lo-
cal banks—or through the government directly, but preferably 
through  the  local banks—the Federal program will  then be 
authorized  to  conduit  money  of  this  type,  Federal  created 
credit, through the local banks, the state banks and the nation-
al banks, in order to provide this credit for specified purposes 
for investments in the economy. And for employment, what-
ever the Federal government authorizes.

And so, now what you’ve done, is you’ve protected the 
banks,  by  putting  them  into  bankruptcy  protection,  you’ve 
protected  the people. So you now have protected  the  local 
communities. And that’s your base of operation—that’s what 
Roosevelt was allowed to do. The problem we have today is 
greater than Roosevelt faced, much more serious. But none-
theless, the same method will work—and it’s the only method 
that’ll work.

Then, you have to have a driver program, which is large 
projects. We need to free ourselves from this petroleum crisis. 
We need nuclear power. We have, in the third and fourth gen-
eration, so-called, with certain types, like the pebble bed reac-
tor types, we can not only produce power, of greater power 
and  cheaper,  than you  can get with  any other means—and 
there is no cheaper power available than nuclear power, that’s 
a matter of physical principle, not some economist gibbering. 
But not only  is  that  true, but nuclear power, not merely  in 
quantity is better, but it’s better in quality. Why? Because it 
enables you to go to the higher levels of physical principles.

For example: With an 800 megawatt or a 900 MW fission 
reactor  of  the  pebble  bed  type,  you  can  not  only  produce 
many  things,  you  can  generate  synthetic,  hydrogen-based 
 fuels, locally, from water! And the waste of the consumption 
of  this  fuel  is—water!  Not  a  bad  investment.  You  create 
 water; you use water for hydrogen-based fuel power. When 
the  hydrogen-based  fuel  is  consumed,  it  gives  you  back 

 water! Not a bad deal, huh?
So by going to high-technology programs which shift the 

economy and its technology to a higher state, we can raise the 
level of productivity of nations, and solve problems we can’t 
solve in this system.

The other thing we have to do, is we have to break the 
world  free  of  petroleum  slavery. We  still  would  use  petro-
leum, but basically we should be shifting away from using 
petroleum as a fuel, to using petroleum as a chemical feed-
stock for production, and there are many things that you can 
use petroleum for in that way. So then, you would, instead of 
shipping oil, as crude oil, from Saudi Arabia into the ocean, 
where it sits parked, while people bid it up to your $�-a-gallon 
rate for gas—instead of doing that, you take  the petroleum 
where it’s extracted, and you set up a chemical industry, which 
is based on the use of petroleum as a feedstock for producing 
various kinds of things. Then, when you ship something, the 
value of what you ship is, per pound, worth much more as a 
product, per pound, than petroleum. And therefore, the weight 
being about the same, the cost of production, the cost of ship-
ping is now lower. So therefore, it’s a better way to run the 
economy. And by those kinds of measures, we can make it.

What we have to essentially do, is to have the world awak-
en to the reality of these alternatives. We have only two ways 
to go: the way I’ve indicated, a Roosevelt kind of orientation 
toward dealing with a general breakdown crisis, as I’ve indi-
cated; the other way to go, is to go to Hell. There is no other 
way. There is no middle ground, there is no compromise.

A Revolt of the Patriots
What we need is a revolt of the patriots: people who see 

what patriotism really means.  It’s not “I  love my country.” 
What’re you going to do for your country? What’re you going 
to do for the world? That’s patriotism. Are you committed to 
some practical benefit for your nation, and the world? Are you 
committed to some necessary action, on behalf of the world or 
the nation? That’s patriotism: The idea of acting in unity, for a 
nation  to  accomplish  something  to  that  purpose,  is  patrio-
tism.

What we have to create is a world system, and a world 
system of nation-states, not a world system of globalization. 
We don’t need the Tower of Babel: The Tower of Babel was a 
bad idea. We don’t want it back again. It had a bad reputation 
in the Bible, that’s a good reason.

What we need, therefore, is to have the United States do 
what  it  can do under  its Constitution, which other nations, 
generally, can not do. They don’t have the Constitution to do 
it with, and they don’t have the tradition that goes with the 
Constitution needed. We, as the United States, must go to cer-
tain principal nations of the world, to create a nucleus of alli-
ances of nations, which will do what? They will create a fixed-
exchange-rate world monetary system, the equivalent in that 
sense, and functional sense, to the Bretton Woods system, as 
Roosevelt intended. And what we will do then—the United 
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States, of course, has the Constitutional power to utter money, 
which is a unique authority of the U.S. government. But other 
nations don’t have that kind of system. But when we enter into 
agreements, treaty agreements, with China, with Russia, with 
India, and with other countries, we now can enter into what 
are called “long-term trade agreements”—trade and  invest-
ment agreements, at  low interest  rates, 1-2% again, and by 
this means, we’re looking at 20-year, �0-year, 100-year kinds 
of advances of credit—which is what we need now; then, you 
now have a basis for organizing, by revitalizing international 
trade, by introducing a new factor of vitalization of productiv-
ity in international trade, you now have a way of getting out of 
the present debt structure, and similar kinds of things.

So therefore, these purposes, which are fairly elementary 
in history, to the historian, represent an understanding of the 
problem,  and  a  solution  to  the  problem—if  only  as  I’ve 
sketched it. This is what we must do.

We must overcome the stupidity which seems to control 
the Congress, or most of the members of the Congress, and to 
control many citizens who prefer to be ignorant, because they 
like desperation better than solutions, in order to accept these 
three simple steps:

One: HBPA [Homeowners and Bank Protection Act]. We 
must provide for an indefinite period, until we can solve the 
problem, we must provide bankruptcy protection for the hom-
eowner and for the banks, that is, for the legitimate banks for 
legitimate banking operations, not speculation.

Secondly, we must establish a two-tier credit system, be-
tween 1 and 2% for government-authorized credit, and let the 
interest rate float, to �, or 8, or 9% for other things. No stimu-
lation package. A stimulation package is called a “hyperinfla-
tionary package.” Anybody who is for stimulation—like these 
sex freaks, like Paulson and Bernanke—they want “stimula-
tion” all the time! Stimulation! Get ’em some Viagra, or what-
ever! But don’t give them money. And don’t float money out 

there. You’ve got to have a conservative view, to defeat infla-
tion. You must have a regulated view, an expansive view, for 
construction, for the security of people, the security of com-
munities, and for the normal functioning of the country, as it 
used to function. That these habits are built into our system! 
Normal banking, no more of this hyperinflationary stuff, no 
more  golden  parachutes.  One  to  two  percent  basic  rate. 
 Rebuild the economy! People can understand that.

So,  have  a  system  of  credit  which  is  anti-inflationary: 
1-2%  for  authorized  use  of  the  Federal  government,  as  a 
means of generating credit. For distribution, primarily—when 
not by  the government  itself—primarily  through state- and 
national-chartered banks, functioning in a normal way, pre-
inflationary. Shall we say, pre-Volcker, pre-Greenspan ways. 
We need that.

We also need a factor of world expansion and cooperation, 
which means we have to go to create a partnership among a 
number of leading powers, which include Russia, China, and 
India. China is one of the biggest markets for the United States, 
and we’re one of the biggest markets for China. If China goes 
down, we’re  in  trouble. Therefore, we have  to worry about 
China. And China has to worry about itself, and has to worry 
about us—as  it  does! The Chinese government now under-
stands that this is a problem. India may be not quite as quick on 
this one, but they’ll pick up on it. They understand it, too.

If we bring together an alliance of the United States, Rus-
sia, China, and India, and bring other countries into the same 
alliance, on economic policy, we can create a new internation-
al  monetary-financial  system—like  the  Franklin  Roosevelt 
system. Under  those conditions, with  these three measures, 
and measures which are required to facilitate their implemen-
tation, we can mobilize most of the world to get the Hell out 
of this thing! And come back to a system where human beings 
can decently live again.

Thank you.

Courtesy of PBMR

We need nuclear 
power! This is an 
artist’s illustration of 
the Pebble Bed 
Modular Reactor 
(PBMR), now being 
developed in South 
Africa. This fourth-
generation nuclear 
plant is highly efficient 
and virtually 
meltdown-proof. It 
provides electricity, at 
the same time that it 
provides high heat for 
industrial processing.
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Dialogue with LaRouche
Debra Freeman: Thank you, Lyn. . . . The first question 

actually comes from somebody who is associated with writ-
ing  policy  for  one  of  the  Presidential  campaigns. And  the 
question is as follows:

“Mr. LaRouche, as you may be aware, Senator Clinton 
has refined her housing proposal to adopt policies that forci-
bly reduce the amounts of money owed by homeowners in the 
following ways: 1) She wants to change the treatment of pri-
mary residences in bankruptcy proceedings. 2) She has called 
for a blocking of any interest-rate resets. 3) The blocking of 
foreclosures for a specified period of time: Initially she had 
said 90 days; she’s extended that to 120 days. �) She is calling 
for legislation of mortgage write-downs, and finally, to allow 
current homeowners to stay on as renters.

“My question to you is this: Can this be done without the 
establishment of  a  separate  and new Federal  institution?  It 
would seem very difficult for us to implement this within the 
framework of the current banking system.”

Hillary Clinton and the HBPA
Lyndon LaRouche: Well, what she has proposed on these 

accounts, is all friendly to what is needed, that’s clear; but, it 
won’t work by itself. And therefore, what it omits is where the 
problem lies. You’ve got to realize—what is not mentioned in 
this  thing  is  banks. You’ve got  to  realize, with  the Carlyle 
Group collapse, and what that’s going to mean for other insti-
tutions:  We’re  going  through  a  new  ratchet,  an  expanded 
ratchet of a hyperinflationary collapse of the U.S. economy, 
and whole sectors and whole chunks of its institutions. I don’t 
think the loss of the Carlyle Group is a great loss, in and of it-
self. It is not an essential institution of government. But, none-
theless, the losses of these institutions in a disorderly way is a 
threat. And  therefore,  postponing  certain  questions  for  the 
sake of compromise, is foolish. That’s what politicians tend to 
do: They compromise. And they become compromised in the 
process of compromising altogether too much.

Without my measure, it won’t work. Otherwise, the obvi-
ous  intent,  the  specific  intent  of  her  other  proposals,  is  a 
friendly one. I have no difference with those objectives, but 
it’s not enough. And not enough is failure. We must, on the 
one hand, have blanket protection of the householder from be-
ing evicted. We must keep people in their homes. There may 
be exceptions here and there, but let’s forget the exceptions 
for the moment. Let’s look at the main job that we have to do. 
Because,  if  you  collapse  the  industry,  you  collapse  whole 
communities.

Now, on the other side, if you don’t protect the banks, it’s 
all worthless! You shut down the communities! Without the 
banking institutions in the communities, you’re going to shut 
down entire communities. They can’t produce. You have to 
protect  the banks,  as  long as  they’re engaged  in  legitimate 
banking business, pre-Volcker and pre-Greenspan especially. 

So. therefore, you have to have bankruptcy protection for the 
banker at the same time, and in the same way, that you have 
bankruptcy protection for the householder. Therefore,  now 
you have stabilized the community.

You don’t put a time limit on it. What she says is fine in a 
sense, “Well, let’s see if we can do it in 120 days.” Well, it 
won’t be enough, I can tell you. You’ll never make it. You’re 
talking about years. Look back at some of the experiences we 
had with Roosevelt in the 1930s.

Look, when I was in consulting, back in the 19�0s and 
19�0s, I was running into cases of banks that were just then 
cleaning out some of their banking problems from the 1930s. 
That was long term. So therefore, you have to have a flexible 
view  which  is  based  on  keeping the economy functioning, 
keeping  it  functioning  structurally  in  all  essential  features. 
And whatever it takes, however long it takes, you’re going to 
do it. That is, you don’t like to fight long wars, but sometimes 
you have to fight one, sometimes on certain fronts, and this 
may be one of them.

Put the Federal Reserve into Bankruptcy
So, that’s that. The Federal Reserve System is bankrupt. 

They don’t like to say that, but it is. The Greenspan Federal 
Reserve System is hopelessly bankrupt. Now, what do we do 
about that? Well, the Federal Reserve System is a corporation 
created by the government. It is not a part of government; it is 
a corporation created by government. It’s not a Constitutional 
institution—and it shouldn’t be. It’s simply a vehicle, a pri-
vate  interest, a private organization, created by  the Federal 
government,  by  various  acts  called  the  Federal  Reserve 
Acts—which  are  sometimes  sexual  acts—and  this  thing  is 
bankrupt. What do we do? We put the Federal Reserve System 
into bankruptcy! And the government runs it, so there is no 
conflict. When the slave is working for the master, there’s no 
conflict. The Federal Reserve System has to become the slave 
of the Federal government.

It is implicit law of our Constitution. The Federal curren-
cy is the property of the government. It is created by the con-
sent of the House of Representatives, and created by the Fed-
eral  government. The  President  of  the  United  States  is  the 
President of the banking system, but the Secretary of the Trea-
sury  actually  carries  out  the  function. The  House  Banking 
Committee—not with the present incumbent leader in it—is 
responsible for sponsoring legislation to assist in defining the 
programs and purposes of utterance of currency. That’s all we 
have to do.

But you have to have the guts. The problem here is, trying 
to make a reform of the kind that is required can not be done 
sneakily. Don’t try to do some little sneaky thing which you 
think will do something good. You have to tell the American 
people what you’re doing, what the reform is, why it is, how 
it’s going to work, what their role is, and where they go and 
what they do about this thing. You have to get the participa-
tion of the population with consent in this policy. Therefore, 
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putting  the  Federal  Reserve  System  where  it  belongs,  into 
bankruptcy receiver control of the Federal government, under 
the Treasury Department, is what’s required, along with the 
other measures. But, you can not take halfway measures in a 
case like this. The whole system is coming down. You can not 
reform part  of  a  broken-down car. You have  to  reform  the 
whole thing.

LaRouche’s Role in the SDI—vs. Cheney
Freeman: The next question comes from a Democratic 

member of the Senate, who has close ties—historic ties—to 
the military. His question is:

“Mr. LaRouche, I don’t know if you are aware of it, but 
today Vice President Cheney has taken the occasion of the 2�-
year anniversary of the SDI to call for an anti-missile defense 
system. You are repeatedly identified as the intellectual author 
of the SDI. Is it the case that Cheney has finally come around 

to your point of view? Or, has your ad-
vocacy of an SDI changed?”

LaRouche:  Brother  Cheney  has 
come around to the point of my spear! 
What  he  proposes  has  nothing  to  do 
with SDI. He’s a  liar! He  lies all  the 
time. Don’t be surprised if he does it 
once  again.  He’s  also  a  degenerate, 
and  he  gets  most  of  his  degeneracy 
from his wife, who is the expert. She’s 
the boss; he’s the ugly dog out there, 
tethered on the front lawn. She owns 
him! She’s a British intelligence asset; 
he’s actually a British agent. In a sense, 
you could call him, in principle, a trai-
tor  to  the  United  States. And  he’s  a 
agent  of  Blair,  has  been  most  of  the 
time.

Anyway,  the SDI was a proposal 
concocted  by  me,  devised  between 
19�� and 19�9. It was a key feature of 
my Presidential nomination campaign, 
at that time.

Before Reagan was elected, I had 
met him briefly at one event  in New 
Hampshire, and we had some fun to-
gether,  by  remote  control  and  other-
wise on certain things. See, he belongs 
to  my  generation,  and  when  we  got 
into  people  like  George  Bush,  Sr., 
we’d  say  “Well,  this  clown.”  And  I 
think, President Reagan always knew 
that George H.W. Bush was a clown. 
He’s not as psychotic as his son is, but 
he was a clown nonetheless. He’s not a 
very serious thinker.

So, what happened was, at  that  time—and  it was stated 
later, in a famous trial testimony of a member of the National 
Security Council of an earlier time—that what I did is, I ran an 
operation: Something came through the intelligence commu-
nity to me, certain questions on how to try to deal with Soviet 
relations. So, I responded to this on the assumption that I was 
simply delivering a recommendation to those people in the in-
telligence community, as to what I thought they should do with 
the Soviet Union. They came back to me and said, “Well, will 
you undertake doing this probe?” And I said, “yes,” so I was 
sort of sworn in, and became somebody doing that. Then, when 
Reagan became President, my function in doing this was taken 
over, under the supervision of the head of the National Secu-
rity Council. So, I ran an operation from that period, especially 
1982 through 1983, on behalf of the Reagan Administration. 
And what the President proposed on March 23, 1983, was ex-
actly what I had proposed. What he was doing, and the reason 

National Archives

President Reagan addresses the nation on March 23, 1983, announcing the Strategic Defense 
Initiative (SDI). LaRouche had proposed such a plan since the late 1970s, and conducted 
back-channel discussions with the Soviet government on the U.S. government’s behalf, prior to 
the President’s announcement.

Lyndon LaRouche and 
Ronald Reagan at a 
Presidential candidates 
debate in New 
Hampshire, in 1980. 
“We had some fun 
together by remote 
control and otherwise 
on certain things,” 
LaRouche said, 
pointing out that they 
were of the same 
generation, and thus 
had certain things in 
common. 
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he did it that way, was confirming to the Soviet government 
publicly, what I had told the Soviet government through the 
back-channel organization that I was doing for the U.S. gov-
ernment, at that time. And that was the SDI.

The purpose was—as in my address of Oct. 12, 1988, in 
Berlin, when I forecast the immediate collapse of the Come-
con sector, beginning with Poland—for the immediate future, 
and what I recommended for the U.S. dealing with the Soviet 
Union under a chain-reaction collapse of the type I had antici-
pated (which happened). So, the purpose of this, was never a 
system for fighting war. It was a system for preventing war. 
And what you do is: Sometimes, you get in a situation where 
you have an adversarial relationship between states in history, 
and you don’t want a war. Well, you can’t  settle  the peace 
questions all at once. You sometimes have to take concrete 
steps  toward coming to a cooperation on certain secondary 
things, which will  lead toward cooperation on more funda-
mental things, by experience. Sometimes it’s called building 
trust; sometimes I would call it building new habits.

Now,  the way  this  thing started, was:  the advent of  the 
Carter  Administration,  whose  policies  I  denounced  before 
Carter was elected, as  leading  toward a  threatened  thermo-
nuclear confrontation, accelerating the threat. My view was, 
let’s get this under control. Because thermonuclear weapons 
are not the infallible weapons of all future. They have a certain 
power, now, as long as you give them that power. But we have 
technologies we could develop, or which we have the tech-
nologies to develop, by which we could outclass significantly 
any  ballistic  missile  attack.  We  were  not  at  that  time,  and 
we’re not now, able to eliminate all attacking missiles. But, 
we could insure the survival of a nation under an attack, which 
would mean that this would be just another big problem no-
body would want.

So, the idea that you can not have a complete victory by a 
preventive or preemptive thermonuclear attack, was the ob-
jective we were working against. And the idea was, we would 
work for two purposes: One, to take these technologies which 
we knew from a scientific standpoint existed, and to develop 
them. Number two, to use this vehicle as a way of promoting 
technologies which would increase the productive powers of 
labor in each of these countries. And I was involved in a num-
ber of technologies to be developed for this purpose. And the 
idea was, the Soviet Union would cooperate with us, in giving 
us what they knew, or were doing, on certain technologies. We 
would share that with them. We would jointly develop things 
that neither of us could develop alone. And by this, we would 
create a system to outflank the threat. Because once we enter 
into cooperation, and get away from this ultimatistic confron-
tation, we had a chance of negotiating something out of this.

See, the point is: The idea of war being fought permanent-
ly, for the annihilation of some designated enemy, is the great-
est piece of stupidity you can imagine. You have to live on this 
planet with other people. You can never declare a war of an-
nihilation, or virtual annihilation against another people or a 

nation. That is not moral, and it will not work; it will backfire. 
You must find a way of bringing about cooperation among na-
tions, and making it more attractive than killing each other. 
You have to do that sometimes with the willingness to defend 
yourself in the process of trying to effect that result. But you’re 
looking for peace, not for war! If you fight war, it’s to try to 
preserve the possibility of peace; it is not to perpetuate war.

Now Reagan, in a sense, with all his fluctuations, up to the 
time of 198�, agreed with that, and probably agreed with that 
beyond that time. Gorbachov hated my guts on this question, 
and I had a lot of problems with Gorbachov, and still do—he 
still hates my guts on this issue. But, that was the issue.

So, there’s nothing in Cheney, for whom I have absolute 
contempt. He’s just an evil thug; he’s not really a human being 
in any functional sense. And he’s trying to get us into another 
war, again: an Iran war right now. That’s what the Admiral 
Fallon resignation imports. So, therefore, there is no connec-
tion,  no  similarity  whatsoever  between  me  and  Cheney. 
Cheney—I would like to lock him up with his wife, and let the 
two make each other suffer.

Defend the Dollar with Real Infrastructure
Freeman:  I  think  the  good  Senator  knew  that,  but  he 

wanted you to go on record. Before I ask the next question, 
someone has submitted a quote that they thought might be fit-
ting for  today’s situation.  It’s a quote by John Milton. And 
since  before  I  became  the  world’s  leading  expert  on  bed-
 wetting, I actually did my thesis on John Milton, I thought I’d 

Bundesbildstelle Bonn

Then-Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachov in 1989. Gorbachov 
“hated my guts” on the question of the SDI, said LaRouche. “I had 
a lot of problems with Gorbachov, and still do—who still hates my 
guts on this issue.”
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read it. The quote is: “You, therefore, who wish 
to  remain  free,  either  instantly  be  wise  or  as 
soon as possible, cease to be fools. If you think 
slavery an intolerable evil, then learn obedience 
to right reason, and the rule of yourselves.” So, 
whoever dug that up, I think did a good job.

The next question comes from a group over 
at the Hamilton Group, which is apparently lis-
tening to the webcast. And they say, “Mr. La-
Rouche, as you speak, we are grappling with 
the  issue  of  economic  stimulus  versus  fiscal 
stimulus. In this context, could you please ad-
dress the question of a strong dollar? How would 
you defend the dollar in this framework?”

LaRouche: Well, I would defend it by the 
means I’ve already indicated, but there are some 
other specific things we’d do. For example, we 
do need some real infrastructure. You won’t get 
it  from that  traitor; you’ll get  it  from me, and 
you’ll get it from other people who agree with 
me. We do need to replace the automobile—our 
dependency on it, and our dependency on heavy 
trucks,  on  highways  they  destroy—by  mass 
transit, which is largely, improved forms of rail 
or magnetic levitation. We do need large-scale 
operations of fresh water. We do need an opera-
tion to rebuild the Ogallala Aquifer, which I’ve 
been pushing for for some years [Figure 1]. We 
do need a massive program of high-energy-flux 
density production of power and its application 
through nuclear power. We need that now.

We need other things. For example, we do 
need a new health-care system. The present one 
is  a  mass-murderous,  evil  system,  and  most 
people know it, who deal with health care. This 
means institutions have to be rebuilt; it means 
other things of that sort. We have to have a Fed-
eral system of guaranteed health care produc-
tion,  not  this  collection  of  thieving,  which  is 
called  private  health-care  programs.  We  can 
have private health care, but it has to be protect-
ed  by  the  Federal  government,  so  that  every-
body is guaranteed access to health care. And 
keep  it  simple:  Don’t  make  it  complicated! 
Keep it simple, with good administrators work-
ing within institutions, which are constantly im-
proved  to  make  the  thing  work.  Flexible.  No 
more of these long-term contracts, which are largely fraudu-
lent because they got reinterpreted anyway.

The main thing is these kinds of things.
I could also talk about education. Our education system 

stinks!  We  never  have  had  such  a  bad  educational  system 
probably in U.S. history. We have teaching at people, not ac-
tually the development of the mental powers. We’re running 

with the youth group, an expanding program of fundamental 
science research. And I’m telling you, our people are doing it. 
They’re doing work on a graduate level, which is superior to 
what’s being taught in universities today.

We have some cases of that, in a case of a scandal involv-
ing NASA. Our work on Kepler was good, sound. As a matter 
of fact, it contained work that had never been done before in 

FIGURE 1

Water-Level Changes in the Ogallala (High Plains) 
Aquifer, 1980-99

Source: V.L. McGuire, March 2001, United States Geological Survey. Fact Sheet 029091

To defend the dollar, build real infrastructure! The vast Ogallala aquifer, which 
spans 111 million acres, is drying up, as a result of extensive ground-water pumping. 
LaRouche has been calling for an operation to rebuild the aquifer, and develop other 
water projects, for years.
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that way; the best educational program in that, that ever ex-
isted. And some guys up at Harvard produced an attempt to 
fraudulently copy that, and failed. They produced a piece of 
crap. They could not do the calculations. And therefore what 
they did was, they took our work, and by pencil drawing, tried 
to copy our findings on how this worked. And in the end, they 
had no understanding of what Kepler discovered. They don’t 
know what gravitation is. They wrote a whole book about this 
thing, apparently, which is fraudulent, about the principle of 
gravitation, and how it works. They laid everything out there, 
about as well as anybody could, and they don’t even know 
what gravitation is.

So, that’s typical of what goes on in educational institu-
tions today. We do have to think about educating, not on per-
formance—we’re not training seals to perform and bark in a 
certain way. We’re trying to develop human beings who will 
have independent capability of creative thinking. We want to 
stimulate  that  creativity;  you  don’t  want  to  program  them. 
You want  to  eliminate programmed  learning,  and anything 
like that. You want to eliminate achievement scores and edu-
cation based on that.

So, there are plenty of things that are needed: Mass trans-
portation,  health  care,  water  management,  power  develop-
ment. These are the primary drivers of an economy. These are 
areas which you can generate rapidly.

For example, we want to recapture as soon as possible, 
the lost engineering potential of the automobile industry. We 
want to get these guys back to work. We want to use these 
cadres as a way of assembling people  for  large-scale con-
struction types of work, like building railway systems, build-
ing canal  systems, building water management  systems  in 
general, building power systems. And these guys could do it. 
We could have done it in 200�. Take this whole chunk of the 
auto  industry we’ve shut down, and  instead of  throwing  it 
away, employ the same people in the same places to do con-
tracts on this kind of work. And they could have done it. They 
did it in World War II! That’s how we won World War II. Just 
put these guys back to doing that kind of work. We have to 
recapture the skills we have as rapidly as possible, for high-
technology,  capital-intensive  results  in  infrastructure. And 
that will be a driver, and it will work just the way Franklin 
Roosevelt’s program worked. It will be a different program—
the same thing, same purpose.

Is Obama Being Used?
Freeman:  A  number  of  people  who  are  supporters  of 

Barack Obama have submitted very upset questions, and in 
some  cases,  not  questions  but  comments,  which  I  will  not 
read. But just to let you know, I got the message.

There was a question that was submitted by a member of 
the Black Congressional Caucus, who says, “Mr. LaRouche, 
do you actually believe that Barack Obama is a fascist, or is he 
just being used? Isn’t it possible that he’s smarter than those 
who think they’re using him, and that he’s really using them?”

LaRouche: Unfortunately, he’s not smarter. I don’t think 
he’s a fascist, I think he’s a bit of a dummy. He’s a guy who 
has his own particular slick way of getting around in life, but 
he has not made one single, substantive proposal on program, 
in a nation which is breaking down, not a single, substantive 
proposal that’s a workable proposal. Now, Hillary has. I don’t 
think she’s done enough. I don’t think anybody’s done enough. 
But the point was, Obama is being used. He was being built 
up, by people I know who built him up. They deployed him, 
and they plan to destroy him. They’re using him like a piece 
of toilet paper, attractive to the man sitting there, who’s in des-
peration and in need of some service. Then they plan to flush 
him after that.

That’s the fact. And these guys have got to realize that. 
Obama is a fake, not because he’s a concocter of evil, but be-
cause he’s being used. And he hasn’t got a damned idea at all 
about what’s happening to him! Every sign is he’s completely 
confused. He knows something  is going wrong. He has no 
idea what it is, because he refuses to realize that what he’s run-
ning is a nothing campaign. He could not qualify as President 
of the United States in performance. He’s done nothing to es-
tablish any indication that he has competence in that. He has 
not mentioned one single step of program, which would actu-
ally work, which is relevant to what the people of the United 
States need! That’s lousy: He’s saying “Wait for me! I’m the 
miracle man. Superman! I’ll come flying in! And I’ll do mira-
cles. I’m the man of Krypton!”

This is a great sucker game. And if you look at the history 
of the United States, the political history of the United States, 
this is typical of the butter-and-eggs campaign, in the time of 
the  Depression.  This  is  a  Ponzi  scheme.  Similar  kinds  of 
schemes. The guy has not got a single conception of how the 
U.S. economy works. He has a sophist conception of what law 
is, by using law in a way, in which everybody can interpret the 
words, but nobody agrees on the meaning.

On Governor Spitzer:  
‘Check Everybody’s Closet’

Freeman: This particular question comes from someone 
who holds statewide office in New York, but it’s similar to a 
number of questions that have come in: “Mr. LaRouche, can 
you please comment on the targetting of New York Gov. Eliot 
Spitzer?”

LaRouche: I think, as I know politics, and I know people, 
and I know business: I don’t think that there are many politi-
cians in this country, who have achieved relatively high of-
fice, who aren’t keeping herds of pigs in their closets. I don’t 
think that organized-crime allows anybody to become their 
boy, without getting them to commit something they can use 
against them when they want to in the future. That’s the way 
it works. I think that some people don’t trust anybody, to pro-
mote  them, unless  they’ve got  something on  them, before-
hand, to control them, to threaten them. I would say, “check 
everybody’s closet.”
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Now, when you look at it that 
way, as I look at it because I have 
some  experience  in  these  mat-
ters—I’ve experienced some very 
nasty frauds and know how they’re 
struck,  when  the  Federal  Depart-
ment  of  Justice  and  others  create 
them, in the name of justice. When 
you  look  at  that,  you  say,  “Why 
would  they  come  up  with  some-
thing  out  of  the  Hell-box,  at  this 
time, and  to what end?” Well, he 
had just confirmed an endorsement 
of  Hillary  Clinton,  which  he  had 
made  in  a  sense  earlier,  but  he’d 
been  pressured  to  withdraw  that 
and  change  it.  And  when  he  re-
fused to, a couple of days later—
Boom!—what  happened?  Gee 
whiz! They had something on him, 
in the Hell-box, and they brought it 
forward,  and  said,  “Git,  git! And 
the  next  guy  who  refuses  to  take 
our orders better learn the lesson.”

You should ask, who’s the next 
target?

I  don’t  think Spitzer  has  any 
particular  claim  on  anything  of 
that sort. I think the number of sex 
freaks  in  the  Congress  probably 
vastly  outnumbers—I  mean,  this 
is not  real! When people  fall  for 
this thing, say, “Okay, when did these guys know about this? 
They got this woman in the closet, huh? They got a number 
for her, Number something or other. How long did they have 
that number? Was it somebody in the Department of Justice, 
of the Bush Department of Justice? Was it somebody else? 
Why would they have this? Why did they rush to get this into 
the press now? Why didn’t they report it when they had the 
information? Why did they wait?” So therefore, maybe the 
people you ought to convict, are the people who sprang this 
scandal.

Not that I recommend doing that kind of thing. It’s not a 
nice thing to do, particularly if you’re on the public till, be-
cause it impinges on your reputation. But! I know politics. I 
don’t know how many other politicians in this country could 
escape some similar kind of problem. Why? Because that’s 
the system. Not only organized crime, but intelligence ser-
vices and others, as I know first hand: Before they promote 
somebody, they make them “trustworthy,” by compiling evi-
dence which could hang them any time they get out of line. 
That’s the way politics works. So, I would say, let’s open all 
the  closets!  Say:  “If  you’ve  got  something  you  think  you 
ought  to  confess,  confess now! Let’s  all  get  out  there  and 

have  this  confessional.  A  good 
old-time revival meeting, let’s ev-
erybody  confess!  Let’s  have  an 
official agency to register confes-
sions!”

Therefore,  when  you  get  a 
scandal  like  this,  you  can  assess 
the situation based on what’s go-
ing  on  in  society.  Well,  what  I 
know,  this  society  is  immensely 
corrupt,  and people  in power are 
the  most  likely  targets  to  be  en-
trapped into something which can 
be  interpreted  as  corruption.  We 
don’t  have  the  kind  of  system 
that’s  an  honest  system,  and  we 
have  to  think  about  things  that 
way.

The first thing I would say is, I 
want an inquiry. Okay, Spitzer was 
called forward. I want to know, on 
what date did you have this infor-
mation? Who did you get it from, 
and on what date? Then ask him: 
Okay, you passed this information 
on? Yes.  When  did  you  have  it? 
Or, why did you all come forward 
now,  at  this  particular  moment, 
when he had just confirmed an en-
dorsement of Hillary Clinton? You 
got the New York Times, and all of 
these people are out there saying, 

“Ooohh! He’s a terrible man, a terrible man.” I don’t  think 
he’s a terrible man. I think he’s a typical politician. There are 
very few exceptions to that, I tell you.

Corporatism: A Self-Destructive  
Policy Sold to Sophists

Freeman:  Another  question  from  someone  associated 
with a Presidential campaign: “Mr. LaRouche, on the threat of 
fascism, you’ve identified corporativism as the framework by 
which modern fascism was first introduced to Europe by Mus-
solini. In its early stages, it seems that this was a seductive 
idea, so much so that history books report that even FDR flirt-
ed with it. And, on the face of it, for many today, the policies 
that  are  being  proposed  seem  reasonable.  I  know  you  ad-
dressed this in the main body of your remarks, but could you 
please talk a little bit more about what specifically corporativ-
ism is, and how it differs from what we know as the American 
System. Because I am well aware of the fact that many of my 
well-meaning colleagues are being sucked into what are es-
sentially corporativist models.”

LaRouche: Well, first of all, let’s take the case of Ed Ren-
dell in Pennsylvania, the Governor. I don’t think Ed Rendell 
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New York Gov. Eliot Spitzer, who left office under a cloud 
of scandal. LaRouche emphasized that almost nobody is 
allowed to achieve high office today without “herds of 
pigs in their closets.” That’s the way people are 
controlled. LaRouche called for an investigation of who 
in the Justice Department knew about Spitzer’s 
shenanigans, when did they know it, and why did they 
wait until now to get it into the press?
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has  the brains  to know what’s happening  to him, frankly.  I 
don’t think he’s a stupid person, but I think on economics and 
politics, this guy is really not very much there. I don’t think 
Schwarzenegger—or “Schwezenezzer,” or whatever—really 
has any intelligence. He knows he’s “coming,” but that’s all.

But, Mayor Bloomberg: Now, Mayor Bloomberg, on his 
own performance and record, is one of the most massive piec-
es of corruption  I know of  today, as any  individual. A guy 
asked, challenged him, “Well, you have $11 billion.” “No, I 
have $�0 billion!” Nobody in this country or this world has 
earned  $�0  billion  in  their  lifetime!  It’s  impossible. And  I 
want to know what this great achievement is? What did he do? 
Did he invent God, or something?

So, the point is, a lot of these guys are dummies, and they 
wish  to  be  dummies. The American  people—especially  the 
age-group between about �0-��, active age-group, of the white-
collar variety—have become sophists in the sense of Ancient 
Greece under Pericles that went down to Hell, in the Pelopon-
nesian  War.  They’re  stupid!  Why  are  they  stupid?  Because 
they’re  opportunist. They  don’t  think  about  the  truth: They 
think  about  their  appearance.  They’re  Baby  Boomers,  they 
think about getting ahead. They’re the people who spit upon, 
who rejected  the blue-collar worker,  rejected  the farmer,  re-
jected science, physical science. They rejected nuclear power.

They rejected technologies which are necessary. And they 
said, “Well, you’ve got to be practical. You got to be practical! 
Look,  people  need  jobs,  right?  Well,  this  will  give  people 
some  jobs.”  “Doing what? Collecting?” Collecting  fees on 
property  which  was  created  by  the  government—Federal, 
state, or local—which is now leased to some corporate shark, 
who is given the power to set any rate they wish to on the tar-

iff,  on  the  price  of  walking  down  that 
street, that the government created.

Now, anyone who doesn’t understand 
that,  is  not  qualified  to  govern!  Of  if 
they’re going to be qualified, you’ve got 
to take them back to a school quickly, and 
teach  them  how  to  govern.  They  don’t 
know what they’re doing.

See, we’ve gone from science to soci-
ology,  and  very  bad  sociology  at  that. 
You’re looking for consent. You are a na-
tion of sophists. Our politicians are elect-
ed for their powers of sophistry, or to per-
ceive what the current sophistry is. They 
don’t  really  think  about  reality.  They 
don’t think about this. I mean, they don’t 
think about what it is to take a highway, 
which was built by public  funds, which 
people have to travel on to get to and from 
work, to do their job. Now you put a tariff 
on there. You put a toll gate on either end 
of this section of highway, and you collect 
the  toll. What  the  Hell  have  you  done? 

What have you invested in? You’ve invested in creating a toll-
gate! And maybe you will make a few repairs, from time to 
time along the way. But the basic thing is, you’re in to make a 
profit! And a profit is what you didn’t earn, in these cases. So 
you say, “Yes, but that gives jobs!” But it robs jobs! It robs the 
lives of people!

And the problem is, as long as people get the idea of this 
fragmented, Cartesian way of thinking, and don’t think of the 
consequences, don’t look for the global consequences of the 
decision they’re supporting, and don’t see the real consequenc-
es—just say, “Well, this would be good, wouldn’t it? How can 
you argue against that? It’d do some good, wouldn’t it?”

But the policy will destroy the country. “I’m just a practi-
cal man. Don’t ask me about that! I don’t know about the good 
of the country. I do know this will do some good.” Idiot! And 
if you elect such people, you deserve what you get.

Keynes’s British Empire vs. FDR
Freeman: I’m going to start grouping questions together, 

because we’re getting a lot of questions, especially from insti-
tutions, that are very similar. We’ve gotten several questions 
on the subject of Rohatyn, FDR, and John Maynard Keynes. 
Let’s put it this way: “Felix Rohatyn openly refers to himself 
as a follower of John Maynard Keynes. He recently tried to 
reverse his previous public hostility to FDR, by saying that he 
supported the New Deal. However, there are obviously issues 
at hand here. One can not have it both ways. But there are 
many ill-informed or, in some cases, lying authorities, who 
would insist that FDR and his Bretton Woods system were es-
sentially Keynesian. Could you please address this?”

LaRouche: That’s because people don’t know their his-

LYM/Chance McGee

Michael Bloomberg, “still running.” He is “one of the most massive pieces of corruption I 
know of today,” LaRouche said.
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tory. And there are some people  in Europe who, of course, 
came into adult life after World War II, who don’t know their 
history on  this  thing, even people  I  respect as economists, 
otherwise.

What happened is, Roosevelt convened the Bretton Woods 
session under his authority in 19��. In the course of the pro-
ceedings, John Maynard Keynes made a proposal. Keynes—
and leading British economists—had also endorsed fascism 
in 1938—in a book he wrote, part of the first edition of his 
General Theory.  And  so,  Keynes  made  a  proposal.  Now, 
Roosevelt had not  intended what Keynes meant. Roosevelt 
himself  had  not  supported  Keynes.  Roosevelt  was  explicit 
during the war that, “When the war is over, Winston”—speak-
ing to Churchill—“the British Empire is going to end.”

Now, Keynes’s system is based upon the British Empire, 
in  terms of  system. Keynes was  a  fascist. That’s his back-
ground, as he said in the German edition, which is the first edi-
tion of his General Theory, published in 1938 in Berlin. He 
said he preferred to have his book published in Germany, at 
that  time,  because  it  would  have  a  better  reception  and  be 
more applicable in Nazi Germany, than it would be in a demo-
cratic country. And he was right.

Well, what happened is this: When Roosevelt died, Tru-
man came in and Truman was a pig. Now the crucial issue was 
this: Roosevelt’s policy was: “Winston, when this war ends, 
we’re not going to have a British Empire. We’re going to free 
these people, and we’re going to help them develop and have 
their  own  independent  governments.”  And  Roosevelt  had 
some very specific proposals he made, as at Morocco, on this 

particular question, and all through the war.
Now, I come out of this tradition, by various 

channels of the pro-Roosevelt period, who, like 
General Donovan, the head of OSS, and others, 
were devoted to this intention of a post-war pe-
riod, as Roosevelt defined it. And when Roos-
evelt was dying, while in office, shortly after his 
Fourth Inauguration, Donovan went into the of-
fice  to meet with  the President, and came out 
gray-faced, saying to a friend of mine, who was 
with him at the time: “It’s over. It’s over.” Which 
meant  that  Roosevelt’s  program  for  the  post-
war period, which had been the central driving 
force of all the real patriots of the United States, 
who  understood  this  at  that  time,  was  ended, 
and the British were taking over.

Truman Re-established Colonialism
What happened is that Truman adopted the 

British policy of not encouraging liberation of 
the colonies, but of re-establishing colonialism. 
And that’s exactly what Truman did. Now, under 
these conditions, the intention of the formation 
of the United Nations and the intention of the 
Bretton  Woods  System,  were  subverted,  be-

cause the intention had been to free colonial nations, by large-
scale infrastructure projects and other things of development 
of these nations, and to protect them while they emerged from 
colonial  status  into  sovereign nation-state  status. Once  that 
was done—remember the policy was, at the end of the war, 
Roosevelt’s  intention was  to convert  the greatest economic 
machine ever developed for war, and convert that into a large-
scale infrastructure and development program for the includ-
ed purpose of freeing colonized nations and peoples, for inde-
pendent nation-state status. Under these conditions, therefore, 
the purpose of the Bretton Woods System was subverted un-
der Truman. No longer was it freedom, but if you recall from 
the period—at least from studying the period, since most of 
you are younger—you’ll remember all the pro-colonial wars 
which the United States supported, as in Indo-China, as in In-
donesia, and elsewhere, as in Africa, where they ran a dirty 
policy which is still running today. U.S. policy toward Africa 
stinks! It’s murderous, deliberately so! Under Nixon,  it got 
worse. It’s colonialist. So therefore, Roosevelt’s purpose for 
the Bretton Woods System was not carried out.

Under  these  conditions,  where  the  British  were  taking 
more and more of a controlling role over the Anglo-American 
policy in the post-war period, the policies tended to go in the 
direction of Keynes’s speech in 19��. So Roosevelt’s inten-
tion was not Keynesian. But  the British  intention and Tru-
man’s intention, was. And that’s what we’ve inherited.

Have we done anything, really done anything, to elimi-
nate  colonialism,  except  to  found neo-colonialism? What’s 
our policy  toward Africa? What’s our  alignment, when we 

World Bank

John Maynard Keynes addresses the Bretton Woods conference, July 4, 1944. 
Franklin Roosevelt’s conception of the new world monetary system had nothing to 
do with Keynes, contrary to widespread belief. Keynes was a fascist, who supported 
the British Empire; FDR was committed to ending the imperial system after the war.
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come up against the British on the question of Africa? 
What’s the policy of the United States, respecting Brit-
ish policy toward Zimbabwe, for example? Or other na-
tions? What is the policy of the United States with re-
spect to what happened at the Lisbon Conference on the 
question of Africa? The United States is the enemy of 
black Africa. The United States is the enemy of anti-co-
lonialism,  because  we  believe  in  the  free-trade, free 
market system, free to steal and free to trade in people. 
Free to trade in governments. So what’s the standard for 
government?  “We  don’t  approve  of  you  because  the 
British don’t like you. We don’t approve of your gov-
ernment because it doesn’t support our policies.” This 
is our problem.

That’s what’s really involved with the Keynes issue. 
Keynes’s policy was based on a feature of central bank-
ing, which he explained generally in all his works on 
this. It’s no mystery. He’s a central banker, in a central 
banking system which is opposite in purpose and effect 
to  what  even  the  Federal  Reserve  System  was  con-
ceived to be, and certainly what the U.S. Constitution 
conceived  to be as an economic policy. So  that’s  the 
 issue.

Africa Needs Technology and 
Infrastructure

Freeman: After  this  question,  I’m  going  to  start 
mixing up some of the institutional questions with some ques-
tions of people, who are here in our live audience, so if you 
have questions, this is the time to identify yourself.

The next question comes from someone from Zimbabwe. 
Before I ask this question, though, I’d like to extend greetings 
to groups that are gathered on the continent, in both South Af-
rica  and  Tanzania,  who  are  listening  to  this  webcast.  This 
question, as I said, is from someone in Zimbabwe, who’s not 
in Zimbabwe at this time. The question is: “Dear sir, I write to 
you as a Zimbabwean living abroad, who due to circumstanc-
es beyond my control, will be unable to take part in the up-
coming Presidential elections in my country, which I would 
otherwise do. I would greatly appreciate your view on the cur-
rent situation in Zimbabwe, and the upcoming elections, with-
in  the  international political  and economic  sphere.  I would 
also appreciate your views with regard to Africa as a whole, 
and how the current perilous state of the world political and 
economic system will impact my already extremely vulnera-
ble continent.”

LaRouche: Well, first of all, you’ve got to get a change in 
the  world  system,  because  otherwise,  nothing  you  propose 
will work; nothing you’d want to propose would work. The 
problem with Africa—take sub-Saharan Africa as a specific, 
but it’s not limited to there. Take sub-Saharan Africa as such: 
What’s the problem? Well, on the best side, the indigenous 
African population has a very large component of relatively 
skilled agricultural workers, farmers, and so forth. The prob-

lem is that because we’re working in a country which is large-
ly a tropical or semi-tropical region, if you grow crops, you 
have to protect  them, because the things that could destroy 
those crops are running very wildly around these areas. There-
fore,  first  of  all,  you  have  to  develop  the  crop,  protect  the 
seeds, protect the conditions under which the crop is grown. 
You also have to protect the crop, when it’s growing. You have 
to protect the crop when it’s harvested, because the bugs and 
other things will get it. You have to transport the thing so it 
doesn’t rot in the course of transportation.

So what happens is: Africa has the largest single agricul-
tural area—it’s a garden, virtually—but a very small portion 
of its growth potential, product potential, actually is delivered 
to be consumed by Africans, or others. And then when you 
take what it is shipped out of Africa: You know, British-run 
Zimbabwe is run still as “northern Rhodesia,” in which Eng-
lish and related farmers are given all kinds of protection, to 
grow crops which are shipped to feed the people in London. 
The useless parasites in London, why do they feed them? And 
the African farmer in Zimbabwe is prevented from access to 
those  measures,  which  are  necessary  to  make  the African 
farmer  in  Zimbabwe  comparable,  in  terms  of  what  he  can 
do—because he can do it too, there.

So, then the basic problem comes down to technology—
technology and infrastructure. Well, first of all, you need com-
munities in the agricultural areas which are going to supply 
the technology to the farmers, like what we used to do with the 

USAID

Africa has good farmers, and its potential for food production is vast, but it 
needs technology, infrastructure, and the inputs to protect crops grown in a 
tropical or semi-tropical region, from pests and other problems. Here, a 
farmer in Senegal.



March 21, 2008   EIR  Feature   2�

agricultural extension programs in the United States. You’re 
going to have to do things about developing special treatment 
for  the specific conditions of Africa  to protect  the growing 
crops. You have to protect the harvested crops. You have to 
have stations in which you can package, let’s say, grains—
package it in such a way that you use radioactivity as a way of 
neutralizing the diseases which get into a crop. Now, by that 
measure, you can increase the amount of food, net produced 
for consumption in Africa. To do this, means you’ve got to de-
velop  a  high-speed  railway  system,  a  network  that  works. 
You’ve got to improve water works. You’ve got to control the 
pollution of various kinds in the streams. They’ve got streams 
that are full of very active and aggressive forms of life, and 
therefore you have to protect it.

The basic thing is, Africa needs the infrastructure to en-
able it to produce enough food for its own people. The policy 
of  the  United  States,  since  the  19�0s—the  middle  of  the 
19�0s—has been, don’t let it happen. Because, they say, the 
natural materials of Africa belong to us! The present popula-
tion of Africa is already consuming too much of  those raw 
materials, which we want to save for the future, for us. Be-
sides, the population is already too large. We have to reduce it! 
How?  By  “natural  methods.”  Natural  methods:  disruption, 
wars, other means.

It needs power. The  ideal power  for Africa  is basically 
nuclear power. South Africa, if supported, has some nuclear 
reactors and nuclear reactor programs which are quite ade-
quate for much of Africa. This is needed for Africa. It gives 
you the cheap power and the capability, flexibility, for doing 
many things. So therefore, if we wished to help the African, 
we could do it; the programs exist. But it is specifically those 
measures which will be needed to meet the needs of the Afri-
can, which are prohibited under present U.S. policy. The U.S. 
taking its orders from the British Empire, better called the 
Brutish Empire.

Bankruptcy: To Protect the Human Being
Freeman: I said I was going to start mixing things up, and 

I am, because I need time to organize all these questions. From 
the audience here, John Ascher had a question.

John Ascher: Lyn, your discussion of the petrodollar and 
the Eurodollar reminded me, brought up the question to me, 
of the transition in the period of getting a New Bretton Woods: 
which is that, when Roosevelt first came to power, he had to 
deal with the collapse of the gold standard, the fact that the 
dollar was under massive attack. He took steps, actually went 
really to war against the speculators. And I’m just wondering, 
what’s going to have to be the transition here, out away from 
this Eurodollar/petrodollar system, in terms of bringing in the 
HBPA  and  New  Bretton Woods. What  are  we  going  to  do 
about this monstrosity that exists around the planet in terms of 
these  dollars  sloshing  around?  I  remember  what  you  said 
years ago about all the drug money out there, and what would 
be done to kind of force people to account for a lot of those 

dollars. So, I’m curious if there’s anything beyond the two-
tier  proposal  and  the  other  things  you’ve  outlined  that  are 
 going to have to be done in the kind of transitional period?

LaRouche: Well, see, John, I used to be a consultant, and 
I lived in an environment of consultants, and was involved not 
only in the things I was involved in directly, but involved in 
looking at what other people in consulting were up against. 
And naturally, if you’re a consultant, you tend to be called in 
when you’re dealing with a potential bankruptcy, or an actual 
bankruptcy. So, a lot of my best experiences, or most enlight-
ening experiences—outside of technology—have been how 
to  deal  with  bankruptcies.  And  very  few  people  have  the 
trained guts to deal with an actual bankruptcy. It doesn’t both-
er me. It confuses other people.

What you do is, exactly as I have proposed. You look at 
the situation, as you would look at a company that has gone 
into bankruptcy, and you say, “Well, this thing has got to sur-
vive; we’ve got to keep this thing alive. It’s needed for the 
community, it’s useful, it has a lot of potential. Mistakes were 
made, oversights occurred. We’ve got to rebuild this thing.” 
So, you’re going to negotiate, hardball, with the creditors and 
others, and I’m used to that. I used to enjoy that. So, what you 
do then, is you simply get the creditors hardball, say: “Well, if 
you guys try to move in on this, you’re going to get nothing on 
the dollar.” That’s my first point. They growl and snarl a bit, 
and so forth. And I say, “I don’t care how much you snarl and 
growl, that’s the situation. You’re not going to get anything 
out of this, unless you go along with this. This thing can be 
rebuilt; you can  salvage  something out of  the whole mess. 
Isn’t that better than nothing?” And you start from there.

Now, we’re in that kind of situation for the U.S. economy. 
And, for example, you’ve got these golden parachutes. Ha-
ha-ha! There’s no honor in that piece of thievery, and so forth. 
So therefore, what you start with, what you should start with, 
is the people. And you start with ordinary people, human be-
ings, because the individual human being is the most impor-
tant thing. Because the human being is sovereign: That is, the 
human being has creative powers which exist only in the sov-
ereign human being. It’s what makes him  a human being, as 
opposed to being an animal.

So, the first thing you’re out to do, is to defend the human 
being as a human being. You know, he’s in a community, or 
he’s in a firm in a community. You want to defend that, if you 
can. So you protect that, number one. In order to make that 
work, you’ve got to think about the community in which this 
is going to happen. Then, you’ve got to think about the enter-
prise you’re dealing with, and what is actually required. What 
are the elements that are actually required to make this thing 
successful again? And  that’s what you do. What about  the 
things that don’t fit those categories? Well, let me tell you—
we’ve got to talk about this. And that’s exactly the way you 
do it. Most of the claims against the dollar will never be hon-
ored. If they try to get them honored now, they will get noth-
ing in the end. If they’re willing to go along with a settlement, 
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which lets everybody live, they can do quite nicely. 
They may not like it, but it’s the only real option they 
have.

Now this is why government comes in. Who’s the 
best arguer on these things? Who’s the best litigant on 
these  kinds  of  things?  Government!  The  power  of 
sovereign government is the only instrument that can 
sort out a mess like this. So therefore, we’re going to 
put these guys through bankruptcy. And most of these 
guys—like Mayor Bloomberg! Never earned a nickel 
in his life, and he’s got $�0 billion! And he wants to 
steal more. He’s got no case with me. He’s going to 
give; he’s not going to take, as far as I’m concerned.

So that’s  the point.  It  is harsh, a national bank-
ruptcy, when you know you’ve got out there, implic-
itly, claims in the order of magnitude of hundreds of 
trillions of dollars, and you look at the actual national 
product of each and all combined nations of the world 
today,  in  terms  of  physical  product.  How  are  you 
 going to pay off those quadrillions? You’re not going 
to pay those quadrillions off. How did you pay off the 
reichsmarks,  or  the  marks  in  1923?  You’re  never 
 going to pay them off! We are now in a hyperinfla-
tionary explosion. The U.S. dollar, if you have it on a 
free market,  is  implicitly worth almost nothing.  It’s essen-
tially wiped out. You’re just waiting for the executioner to 
come along, and do the job of taking the head off.

So therefore, before that happens, you have to organize 
the thing and say, “Okay, nobody’s going to take an average 
cut on this thing. We’re going to decide what will survive, and 
what will not.” First of all, people must survive; that’s your 
first standard. Secondly, the most productive features of soci-
ety, which are essential to society, must survive. Everything 
else is up for grabs.

Hillary Is Not a Fascist
Freeman: We got a note from one of the writers from over 

at Truthout, which is a website, saying that they just posted a 
piece on the fact that Governor Spitzer was in the process of 
launching  a  significant  initiative  against  predatory  lending. 
And the author suggests that this may, in fact, also be involved 
in the targetting of him. So, we will in fact take a look at that, 
and we thank you for calling that to our attention.

The next question is from a Democratic staffer on a House 
Committee. And he says: “Mr. LaRouche, do you think that if 
Hillary Clinton were elected, that this would mean that fas-
cism could not be imposed?”

LaRouche: Well, in a case like that, if she were elected, 
she would have my full support and assistance in dealing with 
just that problem. She’s not a fascist. Hillary’s not that. She 
doesn’t fit the profile. Other people do, they fit the profile of 
people who would go along with it, like many Germans did. 
They weren’t fascists, they just went along with it. They pre-
tended they couldn’t see the smokestacks, that’s all. So, you 

have people who don’t want to see the smokestacks of fas-
cism.

But Hillary is not a fascist. I, at this stage, can read her 
from a distance very well—not in every respect, but I have 
clear sense of what her character is, including the things that I 
have found are not the best or most useful in her, and things 
that are the most useful. She is essentially an honest person. 
She also is an honest person who is trying to adapt to a society, 
which puts a premium on opportunism. And that is a problem 
these days. I think there are very few people in society, espe-
cially in politics, who are not victims of a large dose of oppor-
tunism, which they think is the only way to get ahead in this 
operation. She has shown that in a sense; her whole campaign 
at one point, on the emphasis on feminism, was opportunism. 
She was not thinking about the country as such, even though 
she was, in one sense. She was thinking about the cause of 
having a woman President, and the changes in society that im-
plied. But that’s running away from the real issue. If you want 
women to have a better status in life, why not think of them as 
human beings? And there are still a lot of people who are not 
capable of doing that, even women, in terms of practice.

So then you start to think about what is needed. What is 
the action by government, which  is going  to set a standard 
which raises the level of the condition of people, including 
women? What’s your mission for the future of humanity? We 
live in a society, that pretends it’s very religious, and I think 
sometimes stupidity is mistaken for a religion. But, they don’t 
believe  in  the  immortality  of  man,  not  in  any  meaningful 
sense. You go to some kind of a magic place, you go to some 
other department and get treated nicely, or you get cured of 

HillaryClinton.com

Hillary Clinton has a sense that people’s immortality is achieved by what they 
have done with their life, for the future of humanity. “Parents used to think 
about their daughters like that,” as Hillary and Bill look at their daughter 
Chelsea: “as an expression of the outgrowth of their own lives and mission in 
life.”
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your old age, or something. But the human being, as I keep 
emphasizing to people, is essentially immortal, as no animal 
is. And a human being who is qualified to lead human beings, 
is one who has a sense of immortality, in that sense.

The sense is, what do you do for humanity? What does 
your life mean for humanity in times to come? What will be 
immortal about what you have done with your life, in terms of 
the future of humanity? And it’s only the people who think 
like that who are capable of responding to a crisis of the type, 
now. I think Hillary’s capable of that; I think Bill in a sense, is 
also capable of that. I think that’s his underlying, bottom-line 
morality. I think in the short term, he’s very capable of being 
an opportunist, as Hillary was. But I think they would reject 
the idea of becoming anything other than that. They would 
object to the idea of not looking at what your life is doing for 
humanity after you’re dead. They would reject anything like 
that.

I  mean,  for  example:  Parents  used  to  think  about  their 
daughters like that. Chelsea is probably treated that way by 
Hillary and by Bill. That’s their future, and they will look at 
their daughter, and look at what their daughter’s life is before 
her, and look at that as an expression of the future of humani-
ty, an expression of the outgrowth of their own lives and mis-
sion in life. That’s the way it has to be looked at. And I think 
she does have that quality. I don’t think it’s perfected, but so 
what? I can’t find many people in whom it is.

The Dangerous Miseducation of Youth
Freeman: Another question that’s been submitted by one 

of the directors of one of the Presidential campaigns: “Mr. La-
Rouche, you repeatedly refer to your Youth Movement, and 
the  role  that  they’re  playing  in  forwarding  your  political 
 agenda. And I think we are all very famil-
iar with them here in Washington. Yet, in 
what would seem to be something of an 
anomaly, those under the age of 22 or 23, 
are  voting  overwhelmingly  for  Barack 
Obama.  Please  explain  this,  because  it 
would seem to me to be a contradiction in 
terms, and it disturbs me.”

LaRouche:  Well,  this  is  like  the 
question of education. Don’t blame  the 
young  people  for  their  own  mistakes. 
Blame  the  people  who  are  educating 
them, or influencing the way they think. 
For example,  in the age-group between 
2� and 3�,  I find  the highest degree of 
relative  achievement  in  morality  and 
otherwise.  In  the generation,  for exam-
ple, 1� to 18, I find the greatest propen-
sity for creating terrorists in the United 
States today, from among those who play 
too  much  on  video  games. They’re  the 
most  susceptible.  Around  the  world,  it 

seems to be that 1� to 18 is the age interval which is most 
likely  to  produce  the  greatest  number  of  usable  terrorists, 
who  can  be  deployed  by  the  companies  which  run  the 
games—which is how it works.

You’re on the games, you’re 1� to 18, you’re an adoles-
cent—you’re not  a young adult,  you’re  an adolescent. The 
company who creates the game is running the game, while 
you’re playing it. The company that runs the game is keeping 
a record of your play, and your identity every time you play it. 
The company that runs the game, is orchestrating the game to 
affect you, to give you frustrations and to read your reactions. 
The company that runs the game now has a tally, through the 
aid of psychologists and sociologists, to determine which kid 
is likely to be ready to be sent out to commit a shoot-and-die 
operation.

Look at the attention span of the young people between 1� 
and 18, and 18 and 20, and 22, 23. Look at them. What’s their 
concentration span? How long is the sentence they can keep 
their attention on? Is it ten words? Is it five words? Or two: “I 
want”?

Therefore, we have built up a terrorist potential inside the 
United States, which is comparable to what people experience 
in the Islamic-centered and related parts of the world. There, 
it’s done one way. Here, it’s done with video games. Here and 
in Europe, it’s done largely with video games. The video game 
players are the greatest source of mass terrorist action, com-
parable  to mass  terrorist action you’re seeing  in Southwest 
Asia. Their attention span is very short.

Now, you get a little older, and you think about what does 
this mean? What about somebody who is between 2� and 3� 
years of age? What’s different? Well, they became adult, in 
the course of the period between two terms of office of George 

Counterstrike

A terrorist potential has been built up inside the United States, by the mass-marketing of 
violent video games to youth, especially those between 14 and 18 years of age. Here, the 
game “Counterstrike,” a favorite of Cho Seung Hui, the Virginia Tech killer.
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W. Bush. What happened in that period? What happened to 
life opportunity? Think of the economic circumstances of life. 
Think of the expectation; think of what happens in universi-
ties; think of what’s happening in high schools.

Do you realize that while you’re sitting there, thinking of 
the way  that society  is going, society  is going  to Hell, and 
you’re not doing a damn thing about  it? Then you want  to 
blame the 1�- to 18-year old kid who’s the prospective mass 
killer, who will go out and kill 22 people and then shoot him-
self, at the sign “Game Over.” You’re producing him! Why? 
Because you’re tolerating George W. Bush, and what he rep-
resents! So, you’re allowing—with your mass education, with 
your mass entertainment, with your programs—you’re taking 
the younger part of the youth generation, the adolescent, and 
the younger adults, and you’re destroying them by the kind of 
cultural  environment  you’re  creating  around  them. And  to 
some degree, you’re deliberately orchestrating it.

And the other thing is, you have insulated them against 
any sensitivity of reality. The basic character of these kids, is 
they’re not in the real universe!  The  basic  character  of 
MySpace and Facebook, is that people who are conditioned to 
that, are no longer in the real universe! They’re in an artificial 
universe!  They’re  not  in  real  space,  they’re  in  electronic 
space. They’re making up identities; they’re telling lies, and 
sharing their lies. They’re arguing in a way that has no cogni-
tive content. They’re acting like mice in a cage, an experimen-
tal cage; of course they are.

What we’re depending upon in this organization, in the 
LYM: We are depending on a certain selection of young peo-
ple, especially concentrated in the 2�- to 3�-year age bracket. 
Young people who have problems which they experience—
social, cultural problems, psychological problems, which are 
produced by their society. But, within that age group, we find 
a scientific capability among these people, which exceeds that 
of the typical university graduate today. And we program it, in 
the sense that we have these task orientations. We have the 
task orientation on the fundamentals of science, from the an-
cient Greek Pythagoreans on, through the work of people like 
Riemann, Einstein, Vernadsky, and so forth. Because if you 
have  that  orientation  and  seriously—you  really  understand 
that, you’re really able to get the concepts (as opposed to a 
blab response that passes the test or something, a smart an-
swer on the test), but really know it—then you have the intel-
lectual character and confidence and sense of identity which is 
needed to get some of the sophistry out of the older generation 
of this society.

You will find that young people in this category, this spe-
cial category, have two qualifications: age group, which is an 
advantage, and being a part of that age group which is orient-
ed toward science in a real sense; not how to pass a course, but 
how  to  make  discoveries—the  discoveries  like  the  historic 
ones. Then you have a factor, which is the only factor we have, 
the best factor we have, of leading the society out of the gar-
bage pail in which it is now dwelling.

An Alliance to Rebuild the World
Freeman: This next question  is  from the audience.  It’s 

from Alli Perebikovsky, regarding the proposed Four Power 
Agreement  between  Russia,  China,  India,  and  the  United 
States.  The  question  is:  “What  is  the  historic  and  cultural 
background of these nations? Specifically, what is it that al-
lows them to be the best combination to change the current 
world system?”

LaRouche: Simple—it’s me! What do  I  represent,  and 
what  do  these  nations  see  in  what  I  represent?  I  found  in 
China,  that  the  current  government  of  China  is  concerned 
about issues which I’m concerned about for China, and for us. 
I’m  concerned  about  the  long-term  cooperation  between 
China and the United States in particular. I’m a long-standing 
advocate of India, since I had served in military service over 
there for a while, at the end of the last war. And Russia I also 
know very well, in my way, and I have relations with leading 
Russians, not everyone, but a number of them, enough—and 
they know me, at least fairly well. And they also, combined 
with the United States, represent the dominant power on this 
planet today.

The combination of the United States, Russia, China, and 
India, are the major nations who, with neighbors who want to 
work with them, are the dominant power on the planet today. 
Therefore, if you can assemble an alliance of this type, among 
such a group of nations, the rest of the world knows that we 
have the power. And  people  being  as  they  are,  will  come 
knocking at our door and say “Can we get in?” And we will 
say, “Yes, you can get in, as equals.” And that’s the way to re-
build the world.

Be Human: Give Up Malthusian Conceptions
Freeman: Lyn, the next question has been submitted by 

Carlos Cano, who is the president of the Conseno world orga-
nization: “Mr. LaRouche, why do you persist in restructuring 
the  old  neo-liberal  model,  when  those  tendencies  keep  us 
from a new world order, to be able to save the Earth from cli-
matic changes through responsible consumption?”

LaRouche: Well, first of all, I stand for the principle, in 
answer  to  this question—which of course will  come up  for 
many people in many forms, but it will all be essentially the 
same question—first of all, we are human beings. There is no 
such thing in my work as the neo-liberal or liberal model. I 
don’t want it. I want no part of it! I’m against liberalism, against 
neo-liberalism. They are afflictions of humanity. I have noth-
ing to do with either of them, so don’t worry about that.

On the other hand, I think people are unwilling to under-
stand that the essential nature of humanity requires an empha-
sis  on  what  is  essentially  scientific progress,  revolutionary 
scientific progress. Which means: Increase in what is called 
by some former Soviet scientists, and now Russian scientists 
still, an increase of the energy-flux density of applied sources 
of power. That means nuclear power. If you’re not for nuclear 
power, you’re not in the real universe: Because the nature of 
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humanity is: Compare the size of the population of the planet, 
with that of the gorilla or the orangutan, the swinging orang-
utan. (That’s why he has so many broken bones, he swings too 
much—people should take a lesson from that.) Or the chim-
panzee.

These beasts  and man, you would  think, would have a 
similar potential population-density on the planet. And if we 

were environmentalists, we would be  like baboons, maybe 
nicer, not as violent as baboons. You have a baboon coming, 
with three baobab nuts under his armpits, and one in his teeth; 
that’s a good picture of that. But we are immortal in the sense 
that no animal is, because we are able to increase the potential 
population-density of the human species, increase its life ex-
pectancy as well as individuals, in such a way that the indi-

Left: LaRouche’s first visit to Moscow was 
in 1994. Here, he talks with participants 
in P.G. Kuznetsov’s “President” program, 
held at the Russian Academy of Sciences 
in Moscow, April 28, 1994. That trip 
began a long and fruitful collaboration 
with Russian scientific circles.

EIRNS/Rachel Douglas

Office of the Indian President

Above: Lyndon and Helga LaRouche 
meet India’s President in New Delhi 
on Dec. 5, 2001. Left to right: EIR’s 
Ramtanu Maitra, Indian President 
Shri Kocheril Raman Narayanan, Mr. 
and Mrs. LaRouche. LaRouche’s love 
for India dates back to his wartime 
service in Calcutta.
   Left:LaRouche addresses the 
“Global Summit for China’s Peaceful 
Unification,” held in Rockville, 
Maryland on Nov. 17, 2007. Many 
Chinese influentials who were once 
dubious about his economic-financial 
forecasts, now see that he was right.

EIRNS/William Jones
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vidual who lives, who participates in this process, has 
the immortality of effect on coming generations. He’s 
not just a thing that comes and dies; he’s not a dead 
dog in the passing.

And the human being has a creative power which 
exists in no animal species: the ability to make funda-
mental discoveries of natural principle. No animal can 
do that. Every animal has a relatively determined and 
pre-determined potential population-density.

Mankind is not so limited. Mankind is capable of 
increasing the population of the planet from a few mil-
lions to today’s �.� billion—and we can go further—
and of living longer. Mankind can do that, and if man-
kind stops doing that, man turns back into an animal.

The  problem  with  the  environmentalist,  or  the 
neo-Malthusian, is that by intention, he’s an animal, 
not a human being. Because on the one hand, he op-
poses doing what human beings do. On the other hand, 
he becomes an obstacle to other people trying to do 
what human beings do. So, he passes rules  that say 
that high technology shall not be introduced into soci-
ety; we shall go back to a simple-minded society, like 
that of a monkey, or baboon, or something. And that’s 
the problem.

Give up this idea of this Malthusian conception. 
It’s an enemy doctrine. It’s been an enemy of human-
ity for as far back as we know. It’s the doctrine of the 
Olympian Zeus, of  the Prometheus Bound. Prohibit 
man from discovering the principle of fire, and thus reduce 
man to an animal.  I’m all  for  technological progress, espe-
cially scientific progress.

To Avoid War, Get Rid of Pelosi
Freeman: This question is submitted by several EIR read-

ers and others: “Lyn, Dick Cheney is going to five to six coun-
tries in Southwest Asia, and many people fear the Iran war, or 
other preventive war is being set up. This is especially the case 
after the resignation of Admiral Fallon. What is your assess-
ment of this region, and how do you think the U.S. can avoid 
war before the Presidential elections?”

LaRouche: Well,  get  rid  of  Nancy  Pelosi,  then  maybe 
you’ll get rid of Cheney. Nancy Pelosi has protected Cheney. 
The Congress was ready to impeach Cheney, and if Bush ob-
jected, to impeach him, too—up to the most recent midterm 
election. If you want to stop Cheney, impeach him! But to im-
peach him, you’ve got to get rid of Nancy Pelosi. And Nancy 
Pelosi is the trained puppy dog of a fascist, called Felix Ro-
hatyn.

So Cheney is not your problem. Cheney is Mrs. Cheney’s 
dog, and it’s poor specimen of a dog at that. And she’s owned 
by the British Establishment. Maybe you should impeach the 
Queen of England! That’s the problem. Don’t try to say, “Why 
can’t we pick a little thing and fix it?” The engine is not there. 
Don’t try to fix the transmission.

An Education System Based on  
Morality and Creativity

Freeman:  I’m going  to  take  a question  from  the  audi-
ence.

Q:  Hi, Lyn. As you and those who have listened to you 
now, have a  sign  that  this  is Hell on Earth we  live  in,  and 
there’s reasons for that within our educational system, it’s the 
nature of our educational system: It’s nothing different than a 
living habitat policy. Therefore, what is your idea of our future 
educational system based on morality and creativity?

LaRouche: Well, first of all, there are two aspects of cre-
ativity. They’re really the same thing, but they take a different 
target. One is the discovery of universal physical principles, 
by which man is able to change the universe, to make the uni-
verse  better  for  man’s  life.  The  same  power  of  creativity, 
which is expressed by fundamental discoveries such as those, 
for example, of Kepler, or Leibniz, or Riemann, and so forth—
these are merely a reflection of  the same kind of creativity 
which occurs in great classical art, and also in questions of so-
cial relations as such.

In physical science, you’re looking at dynamics, because 
you’re looking at the universe, actually. Because the universe 
means  universal  principles;  and  universal  principles  mean 
your point of reference is the universe, as we define it. But the 
principle of creativity, which is different than that of the ani-
mal, is based on the same mental powers applied to social re-

Graphic by Mark Samet

Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi may not be qualified to be a fascist, but 
has been recruited to Rohatyn’s fascist movement. Everything useful that 
Congress tries to do, she blocks.



March 21, 2008   EIR  Feature   31

lations. Social relations means music, and so forth. The two 
should combine to the effect of seeing oneself as immortal—
that is, to seeing oneself as a living being, who is going to die, 
but doing something now, which is going to be a fruit—which 
the  people  who  lived  before  you  will  respect  and  benefit 
from—and to contribute something for future generations to 
come.

 Therefore, great Classical art is of that form. It’s to com-
municate the idea of what it is to be a human being, from a 
lower state or condition of life, to a better condition of life, in 
which you have more ability to think about the future of hu-
manity, and to do things for the future of humanity. So, one is 
love of humanity as such, the latter, art; the first, is a love of 
the universe, in its physical capacity. The two things are the 
same kind of creativity, which exists  in man but not  in  the 
apes. Therefore, that’s the policy.

Love of mankind, as such, and love of mankind’s mastery 
of the universe, as such, is the basis of a healthy culture. Be-
cause, if we don’t advance scientifically, then what happens 
is, by using up the kind of resources which are on the surface, 
we go to a lower state of existence, and humanity degenerates, 
because we have not improved our technologies. If we’ve im-
proved our technologies, then the attrition caused by using up 
this or that resource, or depleting it, is defeated. And the sense 
of triumph, in saying, “We have today done something which 
means that our children can live, and can live a better life than 
we had,” and to think about the ways we organize our rela-
tions to accomplish that: That’s culture.

But  today,  we  teach  people  to  behave.  To  behave!  By 
somebody’s standard! My problem is, how to  teach people 
who set the standards how to behave. I mean it: Take the big, 

pompous asses who want 
to set the standard for the 
rest  of  us  to  behave—I 
want  to  teach  them,  for a 
turn, how to behave!

Tell the Truth: 
Rohatyn Is a Fascist

Freeman:  Okay,  the 
next  question  is  from  a 
well-known  Democratic 
consultant. He says, “Lyn, 
I like to think of myself as 
an  optimistic  guy,  but 
frankly I’m very worried. 
[He’s  worried!]  The  cur-
rent  race  for  the  Demo-
cratic nomination is being 
orchestrated in such a way 
as to cause bitter divisions 
among  Democrats,  and 
my fear is that those divi-
sions  may  be  too  bitter 

and too deep to be mended. It’s ironic: Barack Obama is por-
trayed as the candidate who brings new layers into the pro-
cess, and who can unify the party. But it has been people be-
hind the Obama candidacy that have taken actions that have 
been the most divisive.

“If this continues, I’m afraid that we face the possibility of 
a GOP victory. I think that this is partially what you’re refer-
ring to when you talk about the whole Bloomberg scenario, 
but I’m not sure. Given the pace of current events, I do believe 
that the world is likely to be a very different place when the 
Democratic Convention takes place, and I take some heart in 
that fact. But, do you think that there is some efficient way to 
deal with this problem now?”

LaRouche: Oh, I certainly do believe there is an efficient 
way to deal with this problem now, and I’ve been trying to do 
it today, for example. First of all, understand that Felix Ro-
hatyn is, implicitly, not only a fascist—which he is explicit-
ly—but also is implicitly a fascist and a traitor to the United 
States. Now, I’m sure that if you get that idea across, don’t 
worry about Obama so much. Obama is just a fool, politically. 
He has nothing to offer, has offered nothing. He just had a lot 
of people who played with an image, like people masturbating 
with a doll, is what it amounts to. There’s no substance to the 
man! He hasn’t said anything that has any substance! And all 
of these people say he’s great. Why do they say he’s great? 
Because there’s nothing there to criticize. He takes no posi-
tion on anything. Probably not even on sex, I don’t know.

If you say that Felix Rohatyn—and you understand what 
that means—that Felix Rohatyn is not only a fascist, and any-
body who works with him and follows his line, is also a fas-
cist, a recruit to fascism—like Nancy Pelosi! Eh? If you say 
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Felix Rohatyn’s corporatist public-private partnerships in action.
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that Nancy Pelosi is not qualified to be a fascist, but has been 
recruited to a fascist movement, you’ve got it precisely. (Or 
fascist non-movement, if the threads on her face are tightened 
up too much, eh?)

So, if you say that Rohatyn is implicitly a traitor to the 
United States, and say  it  loud and clear, and make  it clear, 
your problem is solved. If you say that Obama is merely a guy 
who’s been set up and is going to be pulled down by these 
guys, because they want a fascist called the Mayor of New 
York  in,  you’ve  made  it  very  clear.  If  you  don’t  say  these 
things, then you leave the field open for the fascists.

So, the ability to tell the truth, rather than worrying about 
popularity of sophist explanations: That’s the problem. And, 
as I’ve said today, I’m saying implicitly, that Felix Rohatyn is 
not only a fascist—which he is beyond doubt; he’s a fascist 
just like Mussolini and the Hitler movement, the same, no dif-
ference  whatsoever!  He’s  not  only  a  fascist  and  a  British 
agent, which he is—Lazard Frères, British agent—but he also 
is a traitor to the United States. And I don’t believe that we 
should support a traitor to the United States controlling the 
Democratic Party.

And  I  don’t  think  we  should  have  a  Nancy  Pelosi  as 
Speaker of the House, who’s controlled by a fascist and im-
plicit traitor to the United States. I don’t think that her judg-
ment on what should happen in the House of Representatives 
is trustworthy! And I think that we’re idiots if we tolerate it! I 
condemn her. And you say, “Well, it’s not nice to condemn 
her!”  Why  not  condemn  her?  She’s  condemnable.  She’s  a 
condemnable structure, despite the intentions that are put on 
to keep her face from falling off.

Tremonti and Europe’s Lack of Sovereignty
Freeman: If we had more housing inspectors, she would 

be condemned.
Lyn, I’m going to ask you this question, because, I’m not 

sure exactly what accounts for this, but we have six questions 
that have been submitted on this topic, and they’re all almost 
identical. Five of them are from Italy, and one is from an Ital-
ian university student in Buenos Aires.

The question is, “Mr. LaRouche, as I’m sure you know, 
the former finance minister of Italy Giulio Tremonti, has re-
cently written a book on the end of globalization, and the need 
for a new Bretton Woods. Unfortunately, Tremonti is part of a 
political  movement,  the  Berlusconi  movement,  in  which 
many are part of the old P-2 networks. They also support a 
platform which is racist, xenophobic, and generally deplor-
able. How do you think this contradiction is going to be re-
solved? Exactly, 30 years ago, Aldo Moro was kidnapped and 
killed by this network. Could you please comment on what is 
beyond Tremonti’s actions?”

LaRouche: I think Tremonti is a professional, who knows 
what he’s  saying, and knows what he’s proposing, and be-
lieves in it. But he’s also in an Italy which has not been able to 

have a government which Italians have controlled, for some 
time,  because  foreign  powers,  chiefly  London,  have  con-
trolled it, from the outside, by pulling strings.

And, you take the case of the Moro case: Who is guilty in 
the Moro case? Well, you could ask Henry Kissinger about 
that, because he knows something about that. But Henry Kiss-
inger didn’t do it. London did it. And Italy has been under the 
control,  since  the  British  yacht  Britannia  harbored  off  the 
coast of Italy, and a bunch of people went out there and set up 
a policy.

So don’t look at a particular government or a particular 
party, to understand things in Italy. You have to look at the fact 
that you have a country, which doesn’t like being controlled 
from the outside, but which  is controlled  from the outside. 
You have a country, which is dominated by Americans and 
Brits, in various places such as Bellagio, which is the Rocke-
feller  headquarters  in  Italy.  Other  cities,  the  same  kind  of 
thing. So, people like him are trying to operate within an im-
moral society.

The British actually, in the post-Soviet period, broke up 
the parties of Italy, so to reduce them till they have no real 
power to control themselves. Or, if the government of Italy 
tries to do something, what do the British do, sometimes with 
American assistance? They cause the fall of the government! 
They assure that no party is strong enough to be a govern-
ment, eh?

My view of the matter—and I look at this as I look at it in 
Europe, and I look at it as Helga and I look at it: The nations 
of Europe have been disenfranchised. Every nation of conti-
nental Europe, from Portugal to Belarus, and the Russian bor-
der,  have been  ruined. They have no power,  as  such. They 
could get some catalytically, but they’re all controlled.

Look, at the structure of this thing. Thatcher, the Nancy 
Pelosi of her time, was the vehicle for dictating what became 
known as a policy, the Maastricht policy, which was imposed 
on Germany as the same kind of policy imposed by the British 
and the Versailles powers back in  the 1920s. Same kind of 
policy. Germany was told that the condition of reunification, 
was that it destroy its industrial and agricultural potentiality, 
that it destroy its scientific potentiality, and they did it! On or-
ders! With support of the United States! A similar thing was 
done to Italy. A similar thing was attempted, with partial suc-
cess, in France.

All of Europe has been deprived of their absolute sover-
eignty. Now, they might get it back, as Helga is trying to assist 
that process. If they reject the Lisbon strategic policy, if they 
reject that policy, then Europe will be in a position to get some 
of its freedom back under present conditions. But no nation of 
Western or Central Europe has any sovereignty whatsoever 
today. And therefore, Tremonti is operating in a domain where 
Italy is not allowed to actually exercise actual sovereignty.

So, the struggle is the struggle for certain ideas and trying 
to  influence  the  process;  it’s  an  intellectual  process  of 
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 attempted defense. But without our intervention on the world 
scene, from the United States, with the cooperation of Russia, 
China, and India, Western continental Europe will not be free. 
It will be what it is today, simply a colony of the British.

On Evil in Individuals
Freeman: This is the last question, and this comes from 

somebody who was a super-delegate at the Democratic Con-
vention  in  Boston. This  person  says,  “Mr.  LaRouche,  four 
years ago, you and your organization launched an interven-
tion  into  the Democratic Convention  in Boston  that almost 
saved the day. Unfortunately, while it didn’t win the election, 
there’s no doubt in my mind that it laid the basis for holding 
things together in the aftermath of the election, and certainly 
in the victory that Democrats scored in the fight to save Social 
Security.

“I’m very tempted to ask you, what your plans are for this 
year’s convention in Denver? But I’m going to ask you a very 
different question. The question that I ask you is this: How 
does evil manifest itself in individuals?”

LaRouche: Well, it’s a matter of degree, actually. When 
you actually say, you want to screw a certain part of the hu-
man population, you’re on the road to evil. Because, you 
know, in dealing with problem cases as individuals and so 
forth, in society, you sometimes throw up your hands and 
say, “This case  is  impossible.” But you really don’t wish 
evil to be done to these people. You just wish they hadn’t 
become what they’re like. In general, your concern is ex-
tended to individuals case-by-case, but really it is towards 
the future of humanity.

I mean, here I am, I’m 8� years of age. What am I doing 
at 8� years of age? What am I based on? Well, what I’m based 
on is the outcome of the generation which is now largely be-
tween 18 and 2�-3� years of age, because that generation is 
going to determine whether we have a future or not, for all of 
us. And thus, you work that way, and that’s the way you avoid 
evil.

The other side is: It becomes a religious question, but the 
religious question is not a religious question in the way some 
foolish people like to talk about religion, because what they 
talk about is their own fantasy life, not reality. Reality is: As 
I’ve  done  often  enough,  take  the  first  chapter  of  Genesis, 
which  is a very  interesting work, a very remarkable work. 
Because it says something which is said in a metaphorical 
way, but if you think about what I know about the universe 
and mankind, what it says is true. Especially the part about 
man and woman, and on this, I’m a real authority: That man 
and woman have a quality which  is absent  in any form of 
animal life. It is the power to change the universe—not all at 
once, or with lightning strokes or something like that, but by 
making discoveries and acting on those discoveries for the 
benefit of civilization, the benefit of the universe, in effect.

This characteristic, unlike that of any animal, is a quality 

which is transmitted from a living person to coming genera-
tions. What you do in the way of adding to human knowledge, 
creative knowledge, like the discovery of scientific principles, 
or realization or implementation of a discovery which needs 
to be implemented for the sake of future humanity, that lives 
on. And it lives on as an embedded part of humanity, such that 
the  individual may die, as a biological specimen. But what 
they contribute to society does not die. It does not simply live 
as something to be remembered, but as in school, it is relived 
as something a discovery re-experienced, or action re-experi-
enced by coming generations, which becomes the foundation 
of their further progress of humanity.

In that sense, in a very real sense, in a very practical sense, 
the human individual who accepts that kind of role in life, is 
immortal. The  flesh  dies,  but  the  contribution  to  humanity 
does not. And the main business of society, is to ensure that 
people who make that contribution, that their contribution is 
not wasted, is not lost. If that is rejected, someone says, “I! 
Me! Us! We are going to be the boss! We are going to make it! 
These other guys, they’re gonna go! Who cares about them? 
They’re schnooks!” That’s the beginning of evil. And when 
you start from that, and then you say, “Well, I enjoy killing 
these people, I enjoy doing this to them, they deserve it, heh, 
heh, heh”—then you’ve got evil. And there’s a lot of it. That’s 
Cheney, for example. That’s his wife.

That’s what Pelosi is doing. Pelosi, apart from her stupid-
ity, and she certainly is abundantly gifted in that department, 
is nonetheless not so stupid that she doesn’t have some aware-
ness of what she’s doing. Therefore, she’s acting out of evil 
motives. The evil motive is to be a thing for an evil man, Felix 
Rohatyn. That’s  the  problem.  So  therefore,  there  is  such  a 
thing as evil.

But the problem is that people try to simplify this thing in 
terms of comic-book-strip kinds of things, these cheap-shot 
explanations. Something like Harry Potter or something. And 
they make a farce out of something which is actually a discov-
erable universal principle, that mankind is not an animal. We 
have  an  animal  body,  but  there’s  something  else  about  us, 
something more important, which doesn’t die, or shouldn’t be 
allowed to die, and that is the contribution a human being can 
make that no other animal can make, to the future of humani-
ty, and to the future of the universe: And it’s the denial of that 
which is the essential evil.

Freeman: Ladies and Gentlemen, that brings today’s pro-
ceedings to a close. Clearly we have a long road ahead, but a 
clear path today. For those of you who are listening via the in-
ternet, I would urge you, if you have not already done so, to 
contribute  the maximum that you can contribute  to  the La-
Rouche PAC, so that we can continue our efforts. I’d like to 
thank those of you here, in the audience; you’ve been a won-
derful audience. And I’d like to ask you now, finally, to join 
me in thanking Lyn for a remarkable presentation.


