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Lyndon LaRouche:
The Issue Is Globalization

Lyndon H.
LaRouche, Jr. at a
webcast on Jan. 11.
In his speech to
diplomats a month
later, he stressed the
need for agreement
in defense of national
sovereignty on the
part of the United
States, Russia,
China, and India.

EIRNS/Stuart Lewis
The following opening statement was delivered by Lyndon
LaRouche, at a Feb. 8 meeting of diplomats in Washington,
D.C.

I’d like to bring to your attention an item in the latest edition
of the London Economist magazine. I recommend that you
look at it, particularly the article on page 12, which is a one-
page reference to a special central feature in the same edition
of that magazine: because this refers to what I’m going to deal
with here today.

Now, looking at the U.S. Presidential candidacies: It’s a
farce. These people that are running are not a farce, but what
they’re saying is a farce. It’s totally irrelevant to anything of
importance to the world today; but it’s very important to them,
because it’s an ego-trip.

But the realities are far different. You should know, first
of all, that we are on the verge of the greatest financial crisis
in all modern history: that is, in modern European history
since the great crash in the middle of the 14th Century.

The urgent financial situation is absolutely impossible;
there is no solution. Present policies will lead to an absolute
disaster, globally. Not just the United States, the whole world
will go down; because, obviously, a collapse of the U.S. econ-
omy would mean a collapse of the China economy: because
China depends currently upon exports to the United States.

A similar thing is true with respect to the rest of the world.
Europe, continental Europe, is essentially non-functional. It
has a role to play, but, it is not an independent power. The
nation-states of central and western Europe are not functional,
apart from the British, which is significant.

We recently had an incident that occurred involving
China; that incident involved the illumination of a U.S. satel-
lite passing over China. And, then there was a second incident,
where China has shot down one of its own bodies in space,
with the aid of a laser-guidance system. Now, this is not the
most sophisticated system that can be used; but, it portends
what is going on.

For example, China today is expending more effort in
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terms of scientific personnel on developing laser and related
systems than the United States was expending during the
1980s. It’s a much higher level, over 300 such cases. You
never had that in the U.S. The problem that comes up that
causes this, is the behavior, particularly, of the present Bush
Administration in two terms, which has been moving toward
a globalized world: which is why I referred to this China
coverage in Britain, in which the intention is to have a world
system of weapons, controlled entirely by the United States,
which would be able to rain death on any part of the world it
chooses. It is assumed that the economy of the United States
is broken down, the economy of Europe is broken down; they
are no longer industrial economies.

We are now, in the United States, as in continental Europe,
we are in a post-industrial economy. In an economy of stupid
people, who don’t know how to do anything, because they
are not bred to do anything, they’re not educated to do any-
thing. So, you have the idea of a kind of super-science-fiction
kind of system, around the planet, in which the United States
can rain death on any part of the system it wants.

Now this kind of thing is foolish. Because an automatic
system, or a quasi-automatic system of the type that’s being
proposed now from the United States by this Administration,
is vulnerable. Automatic systems depend upon the control
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system which controls them.
Therefore, if I’m Chinese, I’m going to develop a system

to knock out the control system. We have enough junk flying
around the planet in outer space, that we can create all kinds
of things, one nation can create all kinds of things which can
wreck the functioning of the control system. And, what you’re
seeing as was developed in Russia, which is echoed in India
and in China—you’re seeing the development of systems
which could be used to disrupt such a control system, by going
after the control mechanism.

The Drive for World Empire
That’s what is at stake. So therefore when you’re talking

about important issues, like the issue of Southwest Asia or
the current Iran issues, these are not the real issues. These are
issues, but they are not the real issues.

The real issue is the attempt by a group centered in the
United Kingdom, and integrated with forces in the United
States, typified by the circles represented by the Bush Admin-
istration—these circles are moving toward total globaliza-
tion. The environmentalist turn of the current President of the
United States is a featured example of that.

What they’re headed for, is a world empire, a world em-
pire of a type which is modeled on what happened when
Byzantium collapsed as an imperial force, around A.D. 1000.
At that point, the Venetian financier oligarchy took control of
the European Norman chivalry, and ran what was called a
medieval (ultramontane) system, which was based on attack-
ing Islam and also on anti-Semitism, back during the period
of 11th, 12th, and 13th centuries.

What you’re looking at is an apparently stateless system
like that in medieval Europe under the Crusaders and the
Venetian oligarchy. Today Venice is still a factor—the Vene-
tian oligarchy; but, the key thing is the Anglo-American or
the Anglo-Dutch liberal financial oligarchy,* which is now
running the world. It’s crazy, but it’s running the world.

Defend National Sovereignty
And Britain is a power which says we can not have a

globalized system if there is a big power alliance in Asia plus
the United States: that is, if the United States, Russia, China,
and India are determined to defend the principle of national
sovereignty, and agree to agree on defending that principle
of national sovereignty, then, globalization cannot happen.
Therefore, the immediate enemy, the target of what Cheney
represents, and what Blair represents in London, are Russia,
China, and currently India. These are the primary targets. Not
Iran, Not Iraq. Not Southwest Asia. Southwest Asia, includ-
ing Iran, are targets precisely because they are the door to an
open attack on China, Russia, India, so forth. And that’s what
we’ve said.

Now the politicians in the United States, the ones who are

* Cf. Carroll Quigley, The Anglo-American Establishment: From Rhodes
to Cliveden (New York: Books in Focus, 1981).
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running for office, are largely from the U.S. Senate. They are
not quite as stupid as they seem. What they are, is they are
opportunists. You, looking from the outside, must recognize,
that when they run for office, they become prostitutes, walk-
ing the streets looking for customers. But when they are in
the Senate they tend to be a little better quality. The problem
is, when they’re running for office, as for President, they
become stupid even in their behavior in the Senate, because
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The London Economist:
‘Hurrah for Imperialism!’

The Economist, mouthpiece for the City of London,
on Feb. 3-9 runs a feature titled “Britannia Redux: A
Special Report on Britain.” The editorial introduction
is headlined “You’ve never had it so good. Globalisa-
tion has done wonders for Britain, though not for all
Britons.” Under the subhead “Hurrah for an imperial
past,” the article equates “Britain” with the City of
London financial center:

There are lots of reasons why Britain has done well,
and most of them are connected to the country’s enthu-
siastic embrace of globalisation. . . . The early restruc-
turing of its economy gave Britain an edge, accelerating
the shift from mass manufacturing, where it had few
advantages, to high-value-added goods and services,
where it has many. A City that had earned its keep
for centuries by financing trade and foreign investment
attracted new business as others too began to think glob-
ally. . . .

Perhaps because of its imperial and trading past,
Britain is remarkably at ease with globalisation. . . .

Another article elaborates:
“Rule Britannia,” Britain’s unofficial national an-

them dating from 1740, celebrated not only Britain’s
military might but its commercial prowess as well. A
century later Britain had fully risen to the advance
praise. This was the high-water mark of its influence in
the world, which coincided with the last great wave of
globalisation. The first country to industrialise, Britain
was soon turning out more than half the world’s coal,
pig-iron and cotton textiles. . . .

Less than a century on from those glory days Britain
had become the “sick man of Europe.”. . . Now its for-
tunes are looking up again. . . . It retains a post-imperial
habit of thinking and investing globally, and it is home
to the world’s most important international financial
center. All this makes it a testing ground for globalisa-
tion. . . .



their Senatorial actions are conditioned by their Presidential
campaign ambitions. So we now have that kind of situation.

But the important thing for nations to understand, is that
there are four key nations on this planet, on which the fate of
the planet as a whole depends. These four nations are the
United States, Russia, China and India. If we can establish an
agreement among Russia, China, India and the United States,
to defend the principle of sovereignty and to make agreements
which will serve that purpose, then we can defend the world
from chaos and we can come out of the current mess.

I emphasize that here, because this is reality. What you
get from the press here, is not reality. What you get from the
mouths of politicians running for office here, is not reality.
The reality is that the Anglo-American crowd, of which we
have a big chunk inside the United States, is typified by the
Bush Administration, and also by dubious Democrats like
Gore and Lieberman. This crowd is moving around the policy
of globalization, a global reduction of the population of the
planet, total control over the planet of a medieval type, of a
type based on the model of Venice, the Venetian financial
system, which was the imperial power of the Middle Ages,
which was allied then with the private interests of the Nor-
man chivalry.

What we’re getting today is a pattern of private armies,
eliminating state power, replacing this with private armies
controlled by large corporations such as the Halliburton com-
plex, which is taking the place of the military forces. These are
the policies which are inside the United States government.
These are the policies associated with Cheney today, to elimi-
nate the military. They don’t care if they lose the United States
Army; they’ll transfer the power to private forces, such as
Halliburton. They’re destroying the rest of the world econom-
ically; they hope to establish an empire.

This is the real issue. And the threats to Russia, China,
and India in Asia, are the real issues. Because, if the United
States defends the right of Russia, China, and India to have
national sovereignty, then we can unite the world around the
idea of restoring the principle of national sovereignty, and
can eliminate these evils. If we do not understand this, if we
think that the issue is Iran, or we think the issue is Iraq, then
we are fools. Because these are merely the doorways into the
major crisis.

And what you see with the talk now in response to this
discussion of the Chinese development of laser-assisted—
and they’re not just laser-assisted, we’re talking about all
kinds of systems way beyond lasers involved in this, which
are being developed by serious countries. And these issues
have come on the table now. And, when they start talking
about China and its lasers; about breaking China; when they
talk about attacks on Russia; when they talk about trying to
disrupt India’s sovereign development of its own economy,
you’re getting signs of what the real issue is.

The issue is globalization. And this little issue of the publi-
cation, the London Economist, if you read it carefully with
what I have just said in mind, you will know exactly what I’m
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talking about.
So the question is, we have to have a system which deals

with a general collapse of the world financial system. The
world financial system is now immediately doomed. Nothing
could save it in its present form. It’s finished. There is no
way to reform it, you must eliminate it. There are ways to
eliminate it.

There are ways to deal with that; but, we must save the
nation-state system. We must set up a system under which
nation-states are protected in their rights to sovereignty; and,
we must organize methods of cooperation in the economic
field, as well as otherwise: where we provide not competition,
not cutthroat treatment of one nation by another, but we pro-
vide security for the nations of the world for their devel-
opment.

The FDR Legacy
And, this goes back to Franklin Roosevelt’s death. When

Franklin Roosevelt died, we had one policy. The policy of the
United States was, that all the former colonialized nations
FDR Confronted Churchill
On British Imperialism

The following eyewitness account of the clash between
President Franklin D. Roosevelt and Sir Winston Church-
ill, in Newfoundland in March 1941, is taken from As He
Saw It, by Elliott Roosevelt (1946).

It must be remembered that at this time Churchill was the
war leader, Father only the president of a state which had
indicated its sympathies in a tangible fashion. Thus,
Churchill still arrogated the conversational lead, still dom-
inated the after-dinner hours. But the difference was begin-
ning to be felt.

And it was evidenced first, sharply, over Empire.
Father started it.
“Of course,” he remarked, with a sly sort of assurance,

“of course, after the war, one of the preconditions of any
lasting peace will have to be the greatest possible freedom
of trade.”

He paused. The P.M.’s head was lowered; he was
watching Father steadily, from under one eyebrow.

“No artificial barriers,” Father pursued. “As few fa-
vored economic agreements as possible. Opportunities for
expansion. Markets open for healthy competition.” His
eye wandered innocently around the room.

Churchill shifted in his armchair. “The British Empire
trade agreements” he began heavily, “are—”
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would be free in their national sovereignty. The United States
would take the great industrial military power we had built
up, we would use, we would convert that, to develop the
world, to develop the nations, like India, to develop projects
for Africa, which were the projects that Roosevelt threw in
the face of Winston Churchill in Morocco.

But, the moment that Roosevelt died, the Anglo-Dutch
Liberal crowd, using President Truman, took over and re-
versed every policy that they could that Roosevelt repre-
sented. My view today, to sum it up, is, the policy of the
United States must be—and this is what I fight for—to return
to the policies of Franklin Roosevelt at the moment of his
death, or to the modern equivalent of those policies.

We must set up what Roosevelt intended as the United
Nations, as a system of cooperation among respectively sov-
ereign nation-states, which must cooperate in their common
interests and establish treaty-systems which provide for the
separate, and independent role, but cooperative role, among
nation-states. By treating this part of our memory, of our
historic memory, and going back to that point, saying, “This
is the policy the United States must return to, the policies of
Franklin Roosevelt up until his death.” And look at nearly
everything that was done after that as a big mistake.

We are forced to do that now, because the entire financial
monetary system which has dominated the world increas-
ingly, especially since the Nixon Administration, especially
since the middle of the 1960s, that system is now finished.
And if we don’t replace it, we will have chaos on this planet,
and we will not have much to salvage, that’s the essential part.
And I think this is the crux.

I think every other leading issue of this jigsaw puzzle, is
irrelevant. We must establish, among nations, a conscious-
ness that this is the problem: that we have to understand what
the meaning is of four major world powers, leading world
powers, which, if they can come to an agreement on this
issue, we can create a system under which all nations can be
protected, including the nations that are too weak to fight
for themselves.

That is what I think are the real issues on the table at this
time in history.
Father broke in. “Yes. Those Empire trade agreements
are a case in point. It’s because of them that the people of
India and Africa, of all the colonial Near East and Far East,
are still as backward as they are.”

Churchill’s neck reddened and he crouched forward.
“Mr. President, England does not propose for a moment to
lose its favored position among the British Dominions.
The trade that has made England great shall continue, and
under conditions prescribed by England’s ministers.”

“You see,” said Father slowly, “it is along in here
somewhere that there is likely to be some disagreement
between you, Winston, and me.

“I am firmly of the belief that if we are to arrive at a
stable peace it must involve the development of backward
countries. Backward peoples. How can this be done? It
can’t be done, obviously, by eighteenth-century methods.
Now—”

“Who’s talking eighteenth-century methods?”
“Whichever of your ministers recommends a policy

which takes wealth in raw materials out of a colonial coun-
try, but which returns nothing to the people of that country
in consideration. Twentieth-century methods involve
bringing industry to these colonies. Twentieth-century
methods include increasing the wealth of a people by in-
creasing their standard of living, by educating them, by
bringing them sanitation—by making sure that they get a
return for the raw wealth of their community.”

Around the room, all of us were leaning forward atten-
tively. Hopkins was grinning. Commander Thompson,
Churchill’s aide, was looking glum and alarmed. The P.M.
himself was beginning to look apoplectic.
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“You mentioned India,” he growled.
“Yes. I can’t believe that we can fight a war against

fascist slavery, and at the same time not work to free people
all over the world from a backward colonial policy.”. . .

“There can be no tampering with the Empire’s eco-
nomic agreements.”

“They’re artificial. . .”
“They’re the foundation of our greatness.”
“The peace,” said Father firmly, “cannot include any

continued despotism. The structure of the peace demands
and will get equality of peoples. Equality of peoples in-
volves the utmost freedom of competitive trade. Will any-
one suggest that Germany’s attempt to dominate trade in
central Europe was not a major contributing factor to war?”

It was an argument that could have no resolution be-
tween these two men. . . .

[The conversation resumed the next evening:]
Talking, gesticulating, at length he paused in front of

Father, was silent for a moment, looking at him, and then
brandished a stubby forefinger under Father’s nose.

“Mr. President,” he cried, “I believe you are trying to
do away with the British Empire. Every idea you entertain
about the structure of the postwar world demonstrates it.
But in spite of that”—and his forefinger waved—“in spite
of that, we know that you constitute our only hope. . . .”

[I]n saying what he did, he was acknowledging that
British colonial policy would be a dead duck, and British
attempts to dominate world trade would be a dead duck,
and British ambitions to play off the U.S.S.R. against the
U.S.A. would be a dead duck.

Or would have been, if Father had lived.
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