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Here is Lyndon LaRouche’s Nov. 18, 2008 international webcast from 
Washington, sponsored by the Lyndon LaRouche Political Action Com-
mittee. The moderator was LaRouche’s West Coast spokesman, Harley 
Schlanger.

Schlanger: . . . As the present global financial disintegration has been un-
folding, and accelerating, we’ve been hearing, constantly, the refrain: “No 
one could have known it was coming.” That refrain, no matter how often 
it’s repeated, is dead wrong. We’re also hearing another refrain, as trillions 
of dollars are being pumped into dead banks, in a futile effort to save the 
bankrupt system: “No one knows what to do.” Again, those repeating that 
refrain, are dead wrong.

It’s my great honor and privilege today to introduce to you the one man 
who not only forecast this crisis, who knew it was coming, but has offered 
a solution, and is organizing globally to implement that solution:

Ladies and Gentlemen, join me in welcoming economist and states-
man, Lyndon LaRouche. 

LaRouche: Thank you.
This past week, this past Tuesday, I gave an advance presentation to an 

audience, here in this city, and also in New York, on a discussion of what 
I was going to say today. What I said then was recorded—not in full, but 
the remarks I made in opening, were recorded—and have been reproduced 
and are in circulation now.

What I said, essentially is, what we’re involved in today, is a general 
breakdown crisis of the world financial-monetary system. There is no pos-
sible rescue of this system, as such: that is, the present, international mon-
etary system can not be rescued. If you try to rescue it, you will lose the 
planet. You have to choose: Replace the system, or get a new planet. Those 
are your choices, essentially. I think that any sane person would say, “Keep 
the planet.” Mars is not particularly hospitable these years; I understand 
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it’s rather cold there, at present.
So what that means, essentially, is, the world is now 

operating under an imperialist system, which is actu-
ally part of the British Empire. Now, the British Empire, 
is not the British Empire: It’s an international mone-
tary-financial system, which has a base in England, but 
which operates globally. And since the breakdown of 
the U.S. dollar, in 1971, and the subsequent launching 
of the highly speculative market in petroleum, the 
short-term speculative market in petroleum, the U.S. 
no longer controlled its own dollar. The dollar has been 
controlled increasingly, as the U.S. economy has dete-
riorated, by a London-centered crowd, centered in 
those financial interests.

The result of that, plus the fact of what was done, 
beginning in 1987, under a now departed—happily—
former head of the Federal Reserve System, Alan 
Greenspan, is that a new addition was added to this 
process of this speculative kind of currency. It was 
based on a system which had been pioneered by a Mi-
chael Milken, who went to prison in the 1980s for what 
he did; but Alan Greenspan made it international.

So that, what happened last July, a year ago July, 
was not a crash of a short-term market, at all, a real 
estate market. The real estate market was collapsing, or 

did collapse, as I said it would collapse, exactly at that 
time. But there was no real estate market collapse of 
the type talked about. What was collapsing was the 
system.

Now, the system is in the order of magnitude of 
more than a quadrillion dollars, many quadrillion dol-
lars, of speculative currency, out there. More wealth 
nominally, than the world contains. Everything had 
been done to prop up this crazy dollar, as an interna-
tional currency, controlled, not by the United States, 
but by a syndicate of international financier interests: 
the floating-exchange-rate system. And what happened 
is, they had gone into the area of U.S. real estate, as in 
London and elsewhere, in trying to create debt, syn-
thetically, to cover this vast accumulation of unregu-
lated dollar claims in the international market: quadril-
lions of dollars claims. Maybe more than $1 quadrillion. 
Maybe $10 quadrillion, or more than that.

And so, there is not enough money, real value in the 
world, to cover the demands against currency. And 
therefore, the system has gotten to the point, that under 
the present system, you’ve got to sacrifice the currency 
claims, or you’ve got to sacrifice the real economy. 
Which means, there’s no way, that you can reorganize 
under the present world monetary-financial system. 
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Lyndon LaRouche addresses the 
Washington audience, Nov. 18, 2008. 
“You have two ways to go,” he said. 
“Either you collapse the world, with 
starvation and mass death, and those 
effects. Or, you put the thing through 
bankruptcy reorganization.”
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You have to put the whole system into bankruptcy re-
organization.

Now, how can you do that? Well, what you can do, 
is end the existence of monetary systems: You put them 
into bankruptcy and close them out. Well, what do you 
do for money? We go back to the U.S. dollar.

The American Constitutional System
Our Constitution is unique among nations, in many 

respects: that we’re a true nation-state, where Euro-
pean nations are not true nation-states. They may aspire 
to be nation-states—Charles de Gaulle tried to do that 
in France—but they’re not really nation-states. Be-
cause they are under a parliamentary style of system, 
and a parliamentary style of system is inherently not a 
fully sovereign system of sovereign nation-states: It’s 
controlled by something else; it’s controlled by inter-
national monetary interests.

So, what we can do, is, very simply, is we can go 
back to the U.S. Federal Constitution, and create what’s 
called a “credit-based dollar,” as opposed to a “mone-
tary dollar.” A credit-based dollar is consistent with 
our Constitution: that no money, as legal currency, as 
legal tender, can be uttered under the U.S. Constitu-
tion, without a vote by the U.S. Congress on behalf of 
action by the U.S. Presidency.

So, in our system, the official currency of the United 
States, insofar as we follow our own Constitution, is 
limited to dollars, or dollar-equivalent negotiables, 
which are uttered only by previous authorization of the 
U.S. Congress, especially the House of Representa-
tives, and uttered by the U.S. Federal government! 
There is no such thing as an international monetary 
source, which gives us our currency—not legally. It is 
uttered by the U.S. government; it is sovereign. We are 
a sovereign state, and our currency is uttered by us, 
under our Constitution: by approval of the House of 
Representatives, and by the Presidency. No other cur-
rency exists.

In Europe, that is not the case: In Europe, the mon-
etary systems are not controlled by the government. 
They are created by central banking systems, which 
may negotiate with governments, and have agreements 
with governments, but the governments do not control 
the monetary system, as such. In point of fact, that is 
the essence of a free-trade system: that the govern-
ments have no essential control, as issuing authorities, 
over debt and credit outstanding.

And it’s because of the utilization of that provision, 

that artificial money was created, by people making a 
capital promise, in capital amount, to go into debt, to 
get a lesser amount of money uttered in their behalf, 
now. That’s how the world incurred a presently out-
standing debt, through such means as derivatives, in 
the order of quadrillions of dollars! Far in advance of 
anything that could ever be paid. So, we are never, 
never going to pay those debts! We couldn’t pay those 
debts. So, we’re never going to pay them.

What do you do in a case like that? What does the 
United States do in a case like that, under our Constitu-
tion? You declare those debts in bankruptcy. And what 
do you do with them in bankruptcy? You sort them out! 
Those things that should be supported, will be sup-
ported, and the rest of it will just wait, or die away. The 
great majority, the vast majority of the obligations out-
standing today, as nominal claims against countries, 
will be cancelled. Those things which should be paid, 
will be paid. Those otherwise, will never be paid. And 
they will never be paid, in any case!

A Four-Power Alliance
Now, you have two ways to go: Either you collapse 

the world, with starvation and mass death, and those 
effects. Or, you put the thing through bankruptcy reor-
ganization. And how do you do that? Well, what I spec-
ified is very elementary: I have four nations in mind 
that can take the lead on this thing. And the four na-
tions, which together, represent the greatest consolida-
tion of power on this planet: These nations are the 
United States, Russia, China, and India, as joined by 
other nations, which join in the same deal. We put the 
world through bankruptcy reorganization. How do we 
do it? We use the U.S. Constitution to do that.

The U.S. Constitution is unique in the fact we have 
a kind of Federal Constitution we have: that our dollar 
is not a monetary dollar; it’s a credit dollar. In other 
words, the United States has uttered an obligation, on 
behalf of the U.S. government, which can be mone-
tized. That is our obligation; that’s our only obligation, 
and any other kind of obligation is not fungible.

Other countries have a different kind of system.
Now, if the United States says, that we are going to 

back up our dollar, and enters into an agreement with 
Russia, China, and India, to join us, with other coun-
tries, in doing the same thing, to put the world through 
bankruptcy reorganization, in which we will cancel 
most of the outstanding financial obligations: It has to 
happen. Otherwise, no planet! If you try to collect on 
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quadrillions of dollars of outstanding claims, from 
whom are you going to collect, by what means, and 
what’s the effect? It is against natural law, to collect 
on that debt! How many people are you going to kill, to 
collect that debt? How many countries are you going to 
destroy, to collect that debt?

So, we have this monetary authority outside, which 
has treaty agreements with governments, but which 
has no real obligation to governments otherwise, except 

the treaty agreement. This agreement has resulted in 
the creation of a vast world debt, a monetary debt, 
which can never be paid. Well, obviously, the system is 
bankrupt! You shut down the system, and put it into 
bankruptcy reorganization—it’s the only remedy.

A Credit System
How does it work for us? Under our Constitution, 

any credit we utter, in a monetizable form, is an obliga-

United States: Contour 
farming in Iowa, 
alternating alfalfa with 
corn, provides protection 
from soil erosion. 
American agriculture, 
once the world’s best, 
must be restored.

Indian Space Research Organisation

An Indian satellite launch. India has a top-
rank scientific and technological cadre force, 
dating back to the Nehru years.

loc.gov

Russia’s Trans-Siberian Railway was built on the principles of the 
American System of economics. The nation is reviving an emphasis on 
infrastructure development, after long neglect. This image is digitized 
from a 1910 color photo, made on three colored glass plates.
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China’s Sun Yat-sen University. China is 
committed to advanced technology and educating 
its huge youth population, although it faces many 
obstacles.

USDA

A Four-Power agreement among the United 
States, Russia, India, and China is essential to 
reorganize the financial system and stabilize 
the world situation. These nations are each 
very different, and have unique problems and 
unique contributions to make.



�  Feature	 EIR  November 28, 2008

tion under the authority of the U.S. government, in 
each process, by the approval of the Congress, the ut-
tering of it, and by the action of the Federal govern-
ment, with that approval. Now, also, not only do we 
utter our currency, properly, under those terms, but if 
we, as a nation, as a sovereign republic, enter into an 
agreement, a treaty agreement with other countries, for 
the same system, then under the treaty agreement, other 
countries enjoy the advantage of the same system we 
have for reorganization of our debts.

And that’s the only way we can get out of this 
mess.

So, we create a group of nations, who are operating 
under treaty relationship with the United States, which 
gives Constitutional protection to this, so that we now 
have created a new system—a credit system—to re-
place the existing monetary system. And everything 
that is put under the protection of the credit system, is 
now solid. Everything else is thrown onto the floor, to 
see what you can pick up: It’s in bankruptcy.

So therefore, we can create a new credit system, 
among nations, which I think—if the United States, 
Russia, China, and India agree, most nations of the 
world will happily join us, especially considering the 
alternative. And therefore, we can create a new world 
system, a new money system, a credit system as op-
posed to a monetary system. And under those condi-
tions, we can proceed to advance credit on a large scale, 
for physical reconstruction of the world’s physical 
economy. We can organize a recovery of the same type, 
which we undertook with President Franklin Roos-
evelt, back in the 1930s and 1940s. And we won’t 
change from that, I should think, once we’ve done it.

That’s the only alternative.
Now, what that means is, politically, the end of the 

British Empire; or what’s called the British Empire. 
The British Empire is the present world empire. There 
is no other empire on this planet today, except the Brit-
ish Empire. The use of the “empire” to describe any 
other system, is incompetent. The British are the only 
empire, and the British Empire is that which controls 
the dollar, the floating dollar today, the monetary 
dollar.

So, under these conditions, we then proceed to 
world reconstruction. And what we do, instead of the 
present free-trade system, is we go back to a protec-
tionist system, a fixed-rate system; in other words, cur-
rencies will have a fixed rate of exchange with respect 
to each other, or adjustable by treaty arrangements, but 

they do not float. And we then proceed to utter the 
credit, for large-scale infrastructure investment, which 
will be the driver of the physical reconstruction of the 
planet. That’s the only remedy. Any suggestion but that, 
is insane. Any failure to do exactly what I’ve pre-
scribed, is insane. All sane people will, therefore, im-
mediately agree—or we will have to draw the obvious 
conclusion.

So, that’s what I outlined, in essence, as to how this 
would work—that’s the core of it. This is the U.S. Con-
stitution. It’s a system which worked, every time we’ve 
used it. If we go back to it once again, as we did under 
Franklin Roosevelt, we’ll come out of this nicely.

Globalization: A Crime Against Humanity
What are we going to do, however? We have, then, 

a physical economy, which is a mess. We have a situa-
tion in which the people are in jeopardy, life is in jeop-
ardy; the conditions of life, the physical conditions of 
life are deteriorating throughout the United States and 
elsewhere. We have a problem of starvation in many 
parts of the world. Much of the human population is 
now in desperate jeopardy, because of current food 
prices and current organization of food production. 
Globalization has become a mass murderer, and glo-
balization is virtually a crime against humanity, in its 
present implications.

We set up a system, as you may have noticed, with 
the case of Monsanto and other ones, where we grow 
food in one country to be eaten in another country. And 
we don’t grow food for that country, much in your own 
country. You grow food for other countries, under the 
present kinds of agreements, WTO type agreements, to 
produce food for people in other countries. For the 
food you eat yourself, you have to go to a completely 
different country than your own, and get them to pro-
duce food for you. In the middle stands someone who’s 
a dealer in food, the international financial community, 
which determines the prices which are paid for the 
country which exports the food, and also determines 
the prices paid for the country that buys the food to 
consume it. And what we’ve done recently, is we have 
destroyed the independent food-producing capabilities 
of nations, so they no longer have self-sufficiency. 
They are at the mercy of something like the WTO, 
which is a form of mass crime against humanity! The 
WTO should be repealed, immediately; cancelled im-
mediately! It’s a crime against humanity, its very exis-
tence. People should grow food primarily in their own 
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country, and get supplementary foods of special types 
they may require from other countries, where they’re 
better produced. But the sovereignty of a nation, in re-
spect to its own production and consumption of food, 
is primary. So therefore, that part of the system has to 
end.

Most of the other features of globalization have to 
end. They will end, if we’re human, if we’re decent. 
And that means a complete change of course from what 
the present trend in policies is. Most treaty agreements 
that now exist will have to be cancelled, relevant to 
this. And practices of this type will be outlawed. Food 
prices will be under international supervision, to make 
sure there’s no more of this fraud.

You have to realize, that billions of people’s lives 
are presently in danger, as a result of these WTO and 
related policies, the effect of them. That’s our problem. 
And our remedy is to use great power on this planet, to 
force through a system, a fixed-exchange-rate system, 
to establish a credit system in place of a monetary 
system, and to launch large-scale projects through joint 
credit structures which finance these projects, which 
enable nations to build their way out of the present 
physical mess we have today.

It’s a tough one. And people say, “Why do you want 
to do that? Couldn’t you take slo-o-w-er steps? 
Slo‑o‑wer steps?” “Well, you know that train’s coming 
down the track, and you’re walking across it—do you 
think you should take slo-o-w steps?”

No. So therefore, what you need, is you need these 
four countries. And they are different countries, as you 
may have noticed, not only different as nations, but 
they have different characteristics. We have one char-
acteristic, as the United States, when we’re function-
ing properly. Russia has certain characteristics which 
are unique to Russia. China has characteristics, includ-
ing social characteristics, which are unique to China. 
India has characteristics which are different than any 
of the other countries. But this is a great part of the 
human race, the population, totally. And you have 
countries that are associated with them, like Japan. Ja-
pan’s market is principally Asia. Its best market, for its 
high-tech production, are neighboring countries of 
Asia, which include Siberia, include the mainland of 
China, and so forth—that region of the world. Japan 
has a high-technology capability, which is extremely 
valuable. Korea—especially South Korea, but really 
Korea as a whole—has also a very significant poten-
tial. Also Korea is different than Japan and China, and 

Russia, and therefore Korea is a very valuable country, 
in the sense that it’s not the same as China, Japan, 
Russia, and so forth. And therefore, the cooperation 
among these countries of different characteristics is a 
very important stabilizing factor in the world situation. 
It also is a key part in production.

The Problem of Power-Generation
India has completely different characteristics in 

this respect, but it also has, in effect, similar problems. 
The most common problem, is power. Now, we have 
nuclear power, developed today. It’s the only decent 
power, that we have for dealing with these kinds of 
problems. Because, you can not measure power in cal-
ories. Only an idiot, or someone who is ignorant would 
measure power in calories. That is, a kilowatt of sun-
light, and a kilowatt of nuclear power, are not the same 
thing. You can not replace a kilowatt of nuclear power 
by a kilowatt of sunlight.

In the process of power, the low end of power is 
generally sunlight, as it impinges upon the Earth. That 
is a very poor quality of power. Now the best thing you 
can do with sunlight, is what we tend to do with Earth 
naturally. That is, sun-
light has a very low 
cross density in terms 
of intensity, as it hits 
the Earth. The most 
useful thing that sun-
light does, is it helps 
to grow plants. Now, 
how’s it grow plants? 
Well, one case is, of 
course, the green 
plants. Take power in 
terms of being applied 
to green plants. Now, 
the green plant has 
something in it called 
chlorophyll. Now, 
chlorophyll has a won-
derful quality: Is that 
the individual chloro-
phyll molecule, which 
looks like a pollywog 
under a microscope—it has a long tail which is sort of 
an antenna; and it has a head with a magnesium mole-
cule in the head. And the sunlight impinging on this 
antenna is now captured by some of these molecules. 

The pollywog-like 
chlorophyll molecule 
“does all sorts of 
good things”: It 
converts sunlight 
into a higher-order 
energy form, feeding 
all living processes 
and controlling the 
climate. But don’t 
think of using solar 
energy, where 
nuclear power 
should be used 
instead!
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The power which is obtained by this 
antenna-like section of the molecule, 
now powers the magnesium head 
complex of that molecule. These 
molecules interact together, and 
what it does, these collections of 
molecules in chlorophyll, is increase 
the energy-flux density of the power 
which it has absorbed by means of 
these tails, from sunlight. This high-
intensity power then converts carbon 
dioxide and so forth, into oxygen, 
and carbon products, and living 
things. So this, in turn—the increase 
in chlorophyll—cools the atmo-
sphere, gives you a more uniform 
temperature, it turns a desert into 
something else, and that sort of 
thing; and therefore, all life on Earth 
depends, to a great degree, on this 
action of chlorophyll: of converting 
sunlight, through the action of chlo-
rophyll, into a higher order, which 
then feeds all kinds of living pro-
cesses, grows trees, cools the atmo-
sphere. It does all sorts of good 
things. And this process is now es-
sential to the system of life on Earth, 
and developing the entire planetary 
climate.

If you go to solar energy as a 
source of something else, and take 
the sunlight and now put it into 
trying to heat something, directly, 
what’re you going to do to the climate? You’re going to 
increase the temperature of the climate? Because 
you’re not cooling it; plants cool the climate, green 
plants. You’re going to have a higher temperature. 
You’re going to come to creating an artificial desert! 
Where you want a green planet, you are creating a 
desert. And you say, “That’s better for nature.” This is 
only from the mind of denatured idiots, who think of 
these kinds of things. That’s why they’re called dena-
tured.

So, in any case, therefore, the key thing here, is to 
increase the energy-flux density of power. Now, how 
do we do that? Or how have we done it so far? Well, 
you can burn brush—that’s not too efficient. Again, 
you’re burning something that was once alive. Another 

way is to burn wood, as such—a little bit higher order 
of fuel. Or you have charcoal; now, charcoal is a little 
higher order in combustion, in terms of energy-flux 
density, than just wood. Or you can go to coal, which is 
more efficient than wood. You can go to a more effi-
ciently condensed form of coal, called coke. You can 
go to petroleum, a still higher order. You can go to var-
ious kinds of natural gas, that’s a little bit better.

You can go to nuclear power: Boy! A factor of a 
thousand times or more better! You can go to a high-
temperature gas-cooled reactors—oh, you’re getting 
up there, buddy! A high-temperature gas-cooled reac-
tor of a pebble-bed variety, you can start to desalinate, 
in a great way! You can take and provide large masses 
of water, and create the conditions of life. Don’t use 
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The key thing is to 
increase the energy-flux 
density of power. Go 
nuclear! The best 
choice is the high-
temperature gas-cooled 
reactor (HTR). Above: 
An artist’s depiction of 
a proposed HTR 
reactor, coupled with a 
hydrogen-producing 
plant. Left: The bottom 
of the reactor core in a 
demonstration HTR in 
Beijing.
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petroleum the way you do it now: hauling cheap petro-
leum all over the planet at high prices, to burn it! You 
generate, from water, you generate high-temperature 
gases, which are much more efficient for airplanes and 
automobiles and so forth; and other kinds of synthetic 
fuels. Then we will go, at some point, to thermonuclear 
fusion, which is still tens and thousands of times more 
efficient than that.

So, in this process, we go to higher and higher de-
grees of man’s power to shape nature, per capita and 
per square kilometer. So, by going to these greater 
energy-flux densities of power, we’re advancing the 
condition of life on the planet, for mankind as a 
whole.

Now, what we obviously wish to do, is just exactly 
that. For example, in the case of India: India has a large 
supply, a natural supply of thorium. Now, thorium is a 

material which is related to uranium in its function, but 
it’s generally not useful for making nuclear weapons; 
it’s useful for producing power systems. India has the 
capability, with thorium, and with a large stock of tho-
rium, and with thorium reactors, to increase the energy-
flux density of its area. Now what that means is, you 
have in India, take a case, about 70% of the population 
is not too well trained, not too technologically quali-
fied. But that’s not going to stop you, because if you 
can increase the power available, locally, per capita 
and per square kilometer, in a country, you can take the 
same quality of labor—which is not too efficient, be-
cause it’s not skilled, it’s not trained—but you can in-
crease its productivity without yet changing the way it 
behaves. By power supply, you can provide water, 
through desalination; or other kinds of things. So you 
create an environment, an infrastructure environment, 
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Thermonuclear fusion will be thousands of times more efficient even than fission power. Shown here, Korea Superconducting 
Tokamak Advanced Research (KSTAR), at the National Fusion Research Institute in Daejon, South Korea.
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in which the same quality of effort, 
the same level of skill by an Indian 
worker in a village, can be increased 
by several times, several-fold; con-
ditions of life can be improved.

So therefore, the general method 
we’ve used in humanity, in our suc-
cessive ventures, is to improve the 
environment, the environment of 
production, which as a lever, increases the productivity 
of production, in human terms, in terms of human 
effect. Therefore, you upgrade the conditions of life, 
by concentrating efforts on improving what we call 
“basic economic infrastructure,” that of art, agricul-
ture, and industry, and city life, and things of that sort. 
And that’s the way we have to go.

Save the U.S. Auto Industry?
For example, the question will come up; it comes 

up all over the place: Shouldn’t we go back to making 
automobiles again? No! I fought for that back in 2005, 

and early 2006. The Congress of 
the United States killed the idea of 
saving the automobile industry, 
when I was about to save it. They 
killed it in February of 2006: Now, 
the same idiots, who killed the au-
tomobile industry and destroyed it 
in February 2006, are now saying 
they’re going to come back and 
start producing automobiles again, 
having destroyed the market for, 
and the ability to produce automo-
biles! Simply because people want 
to manufacture automobiles, there’s 
a form of fantasy life now! There’s 
no sense for the United States to go 
back into the automobile industry, 
not at this time. It’s insane! But it’s 
attractive to people who don’t 
think.

Why are the people who shut 
down the auto industry, in February 
2006 when I was working to save 
it, or save part of it, and save the 
industry, as well as the automobile 
production—why do they want to 
start it up now? They shut it down! 
The present Speaker of the House 
was one of those who shut it down! 
She says she’s now promoting it! 
Did she change her mind? Did she 
change some other things? It’s all 
fakery.

What we need now, is not U.S.-
produced automobiles—the Japa-
nese are doing a fine job of more 
than filling all our requirements. 

There is an excess of automobile production, en masse, 
throughout the world! Why are we going back into the 
automobile manufacturing business? To produce ve-
hicles we can’t sell? Just to look at them?

Well, let’s try something else: Let’s take the high-
ways around here. What’s the congestion: How much 
time do you lose every day in commuting to work in 
the Washington, D.C. area? What is it, two hours com-
muting for you? Two and a half hours each way? What 
are the tolls you pay on these routes? How much of 
your personal life is lost by this commuting—as op-
posed to what you would have, if you had a high-speed 
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Farming in Radjastan, India. Indian 
farming is being smashed by globalization, 
leading over 100,000 farmers to take their 
own lives in the last five years.
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Washing clothes in a ditch in Mumbai, 
India. Many people fled poverty in the 
rural areas, flocking to the cities in search 
of jobs—which turned out not to exist.

India’s IT sector is no solution to the 
nation’s economic problems. Here, a BPO 
India Call Center. American consumers 
are well acquainted with such call 
centers, which deal with everything from 
software viruses to broken washing 
machines.
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rapid-transit system network to transport you, without 
having to drive the car, without having to smell the 
other guy’s gas, ahead of you. You’re getting sick.

How much would you like to have more time for 
family life? If you’re spending five hours a day com-
muting, what kind of family, if you have two adults, 
both working, and some children: What kind of a 
family life are you creating, for Americans 
with that kind of arrangement? Shouldn’t we 
have, instead of all these automobiles on the 
highway, with all these tolls, and all these 
fumes to smell from the automobile in front 
you—wouldn’t it be 
better to get a shorter, 
and faster transporta-
tion system? And to 
have a better family 
life? Maybe a few hours 
a day saved, for some 
kind of normal family 
life, not wondering 
what your children are 
doing all these crazy 
hours?

Don’t we have a 
shortage of clean power sources? Don’t we 
have a shortage of investment in manufactur-
ing things that we need, which we’re wasting 
on this sort of stuff?

And, do you have clean water? Do any of 

you remember the time, you 
could get safe, fresh water, out 
of a city water system, from a 
tap? Do you remember when 
that was? How many bottles of 
bottled water do you drink a 
day? How much does it cost 
you? How much did it used to 
cost you, the same amount of 
water, safely out of a tap?

Build Vital Infrastructure, 
Worldwide

So, what you need—the 
conditions of life and the con-
ditions of production; we have 
a shortage of infrastructure in 
this country, of basic economic 
infrastructure. Not infrastruc-

ture like sidewalks, to pay taxes on! You have people in 
New York, like this crazy Mayor of New York: He 
wants to take over the infrastructure. He’ll buy your 
sidewalk, and he’ll put a tollgate at each block! This is 
not what I mean by infrastructure!

What you need are the basic things, like a generally 
free transportation system! We don’t need the tolls! We 

EIRNS/Ryan Milton

The LaRouche movement in New York City rallies against the fascist 
policies of New York Mayor Michael Bloomberg (inset), Oct. 30, 2008. 
“Mouseolini” Bloomberg is on the right. If Bloomberg had his way, he’d 
put a tollgate on every sidewalk!

David Shankbone

Transrapid

The German-built maglev in Shanghai, China. High-speed rail is the best solution to the 
congestion of highways in the United States and other countries. The technology exists, so 
why not build it?
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don’t need the tollbooths! They’re not digest-
ible. The story about getting “toll house cook-
ies”—you never get toll house cookies in 
tollbooths! So, it’s consumer fraud. We don’t 
need that: What we need is an environment 
which is largely a free environment, because 
that’s not the way to have commerce; but an 
environment which is not just free, but it be-
comes an essential part of providing the envi-
ronmental conditions of life, in which the 
productive powers of labor, per capita and 
per square kilometer, are increased.

So, in many parts of the world where you 
have poor people, as in Africa, with no infra-
structure, and other parts of the world like 
that, you’re not going to get a significant in-
crease in productivity by applying the effort 
to the local point of production. You’re going 
to increase the productive powers of labor, by 
providing the infrastructure, which enables 
the existing level of personal skills to be 
much more efficient in terms of their effect.

Kill the bugs, in Africa! Maybe some food 
will survive. Africa is one of the largest food-
producing areas in the world, but most of the 
food doesn’t survive to get to somebody’s 
mouth. The diseases are not controlled; you 
don’t have the transportation systems in order 
to connect communities, to provide the ser-
vices which are needed for agriculture.

What we need in the United States, and 
other parts of the world, is the basic develop-
ment of improved infrastructure, as it affects 
human life and production, in order to in-
crease the productive powers of labor per 
capita. That’s what we need in the United 
States. We need to increase the productive 
powers of labor. At the same time, we have a 
population, which, over the past period, over the past 
40 years!—40 years! Forty years!—the United States 
has been losing productivity per capita over 40 years. 
It started back in 1967-1968, we began to lose, shrink, 
net infrastructure development: Over the course of 
time, we lost our industry, we lost our productivity, we 
lost science, we have people doing kinds of work that 
is not work any more, just make-work to keep them 
busy; and services, to service services, to service ser-
vices. We destroyed that! We have a people that no 
longer have the skills to produce what they used to be 

able to produce with the same population then, today. 
We’ve lost that.

We have been insane for 40 years! Since 1967-68, 
Fiscal Year ’67-68. We have been losing infrastructure. 
Under Carter, we had a disaster! We wrecked the U.S. 
economy under Carter! That was Carter’s great achieve-
ment! Under the guidance of David Rockefeller, with 
the Trilateral Commission. We’ve been destroying the 
United States! We’ve been destroying Europe! Look at 
Germany, since 1990: The economy of Germany was 
destroyed, on orders from Margaret Thatcher, Prime 
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Germany, which used 
to be a powerhouse of 
productivity, has been 
virtually destroyed 
since 1990. Here, a 
closed factory in 
Berlin.

The end of 
communism in 
Russia in 1991, and 
its replacement with 
“free-market” 
oligarchism, 
destroyed most of 
what remained of 
the nation’s 
productivity. 
Russia’s leaders are 
now trying to 
restore it. Below, a 
woman selling 
goods at an open-
air market in the 
1990s.
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Minister of England; supported by George H.W. Bush, 
the father of present idiot; and the support of Mitter-
rand. Germany, which was a powerhouse of productiv-
ity, has been virtually destroyed by this order. Similar 
things have happened in the rest of Europe: Poland is 
much worse off, today, in terms of productivity, than it 
was under the Warsaw Pact. Other countries of the 
former Comecon states, are similarly situated. We de-
stroyed Russia, in terms of economic productivity. We 
destroyed essential parts of the productivity of the 
entire planet; we destroyed technology, with these 
measures.

And therefore, we have great needs for break-
throughs in technology, which are within our reach; 
but we also have to be able to assimilate technology, by 
what? By improving infrastructure: the infrastructure 
which is necessary to enable labor of a certain skill to 
improve its productivity, because we have unskilled 
people! We don’t have the skilled labor population we 
had 40 years ago! We’ve lost it! We have a very small 
fraction of that. We’re about to lose much more of that, 
right now.

Look, take the aircraft industry—we were talking 
about this today. We have, most of the modern planes 
that we’re developing, aren’t flying! We’re flying old 
planes, of lower technology. We’ve lost the technology 
that we once had, or the relative technology that we 
once had. So we’ve got to back to that, and dig up that. 
So, what we need is the large employment, that’s fea-
sible, for the development of the basic economic infra-
structure which is needed to increase productivity per 
capita. And to then use that, to gradually phase in the 
population, back into the kinds of production levels we 
used to have, when we had the skills to do that.

So, putting money into automobiles that you can’t 
sell, hmm?—which you can not compete in productiv-
ity with other countries which are producing automo-
biles, because our capability—we were doing it already 
before we shut down the automobile industry; while 
Japan and Germany, especially Japan, and Korea, were 
increasing their productivity in the area of auto and re-
lated things, we weren’t. We were using old technolo-
gies, to produce so-called “new, modern” cars. We can 
no longer compete with Japan or Korea. We lost it—
that was a deliberate choice, a policy choice.

So what we have to do, essentially, today, is we 
have to think in these terms, go back to a high-energy-
density policy. If you don’t believe in nuclear power, 
you’re an idiot. You’re not going to succeed. You have 

to go back to a high energy-density system of infra-
structure. Stop all this highway building! Get back to 
mass transit.

We also have an insane policy on development of 
the economy generally. We used to have the idea of 
taking every state of the Union and developing produc-
tion in every state: In other words, you spread produc-
tion and its skills throughout the United States. That 
was one of the functions of our developing of a na-
tional transportation system. You didn’t have super-
industries where the whole industry was concentrated 
in one corner of some state and not in others. We had a 
balance of agriculture, infrastructure, and industry, 
which we used to develop the separate states of the 
United States, at least to a certain degree. So we dis-
tributed the productivity over the countryside. We 
didn’t try to get giant industries to gobble up all of 
these things.

So we would balance the cost of production against 
the economy as a whole, this whole territory.

We were doing, essentially, with many wrong things 
included, but relative to today, what we were doing 40 
years ago, was sane, compared to what we’re doing 
today, which is relatively insane. And our first objec-
tive is, to do what is immediately feasible, is to recap-
ture the kinds of things we used to do, and do them 
once again. And measure what we assign people to do, 
to what the present skills are out there.

One of the first areas we have to get into, is the 

www.mo.nrcs.usda.gov

The United States used to have a balance of agriculture, 
infrastructure, and industry, dispersed throughout the country. 
Now, family farms have been replaced with centralized cartels, 
and former farm belts have turned into wastelands. Here, a 
Missouri rice farmer.
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system of education: Our public education system 
stinks. So you’ve got to get back to an education for 
human beings, not for monkeys. And often emotion-
ally disturbed monkeys, is what we’re doing today: 
We’re turning children into emotionally disturbed 
monkeys, which creates a market for teaching children 
who are emotionally disturbed. And the training pro-
gram itself, increasing the disturbance. That’s what 
we’re doing.

So we have to get back to the standards we used to 
practice, and realize that we’ve been systematically 
destroyed by the policy-changes which have been in 
effect over a period of time.

Roots of Our Problem: British Fascism
This goes way back, and we have to remember how 

this happened: In the 1920s and the 1930s, before the 
election of Franklin Roosevelt, coming out of the First 
World War, the leading financial powers of the world, 
were headed toward global fascism. That was the 
policy. Germany did not create fascism; Britain did. 
Hitler was put into power in Germany by the British, 
with help from New York City, people, like the grand-
father of the present President of the United States, 
Prescott Bush. Prescott Bush was the guy who person-
ally issued the order, which refinanced the bank, and 
refinanced the Nazi Party in the end of 1932, to enable 
Hitler to become dictator of Germany in January of 
1933. And these guys, including that crowd, including 
Prescott Bush, remained on the Nazi side, up into the 
time, we ourselves were going to war against Nazi 
Germany. And he got into trouble at that time.

Truman was also involved in that kind of stuff, back 
then.

The whole Wall Street crowd was just as Nazi as the 
British were, and the British created Hitler. It’s abso-
lutely clear. They created Mussolini. Winston Churchill 
was a backer of Mussolini, up until the time that Mus-
solini invaded France. And Winston Churchill was still 
his friend, even after that. Winston Churchill was still 
supporting Hitler, until Nazi Germany invaded 
France.

So Hitler was not a creation of Germany; Hitler 
Germany was a creation, largely, of London, with sup-
port from a lot of people in the United States—includ-
ing from the grandfather of the present President of the 
United States, Prescott Bush.

So, what happened in this process, is, Franklin 
Roosevelt, in becoming President—over the objec-

tions and the opposition of the financial crowd of J.P. 
Morgan and Co., which supported Hitler and had sup-
ported Mussolini—Roosevelt produced a miracle of 
saving the world from going into a fascist dictatorship, 
then. And the British finally agreed to go along with 
him, when Hitler invaded France, and broke the agree-
ment that Britain had with Germany in support of 
Nazism.

So, what we did, in my generation, in going to war 
against Hitler, and in setting up what Roosevelt in-
tended should become a post-war development, 
changed history for the better. But the moment that 
Franklin Roosevelt died, we were in trouble! (I was 
there; there are a few, maybe one or two in this room, 
who were there at the time, who were adults at the time, 
as I was.) And they moved as fast as possible, as time 
would allow and public toleration would allow, to 
move back in a different direction: Back to exactly the 
policies that Franklin Roosevelt had opposed, back in 
1932-33.

And that’s the root of our problem.
So today, when I am proposing what I’m proposing 

now, which sounds to anybody looking back on those 
days, as exactly—I’m proposing to go back to the kind 
of philosophy of outlook that Franklin Roosevelt rep-
resented, back then, in ’32-33 and afterward.

I’m going against them, kicking against the pricks.
Because the trend is what? The trend has been con-

tinuously one toward world fascism. That’s what’s 
been happening in this election campaign, so far this 
year. A drive toward a new kind of world fascism, 
called “globalization.”

Therefore, if you look at this, look at the process by 
which we have been destroyed from what we were be-
coming, and had become, up until the end of the last 
war, especially since 1968 to approximately ’71. If you 
look at that, you see, this is not some “natural” process: 
This is the natural consequence of an intentional direc-
tion of policy in the wrong direction! We didn’t col-
lapse because we were worn out; we didn’t collapse 
because the environment was strained; we didn’t col-
lapse for any of those reasons! We collapsed because 
somebody intended that we should be collapsed! Be-
cause they wanted their kind of society, the kind of so-
ciety they were headed toward, under Wall Street influ-
ence back in the 1920s, into the early 1930s. And we 
had a replay of that, right in the recent election cam-
paign! A replay of 1932. Only in that case, Roosevelt 
won.
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So, we’re in trouble today, only because we made 
that change—and we’ve made it again, back in the 
same direction.

We’re Going Straight to Hell!
Now, the question is: Do we want to survive? If we 

want to survive, we have a lesson of how to survive, in 
what Roosevelt in particular accomplished as Presi-
dent, during the time he was President. We can survive. 
But, if we don’t, we’re not going to survive. As a matter 
of fact, with the present conditions, if those changes 
are not made, you must expect that there will never be 
a recovery of the economy: This present crisis will be 
a permanent one.

We now have between 6.5 and more billion people 
on this planet. Two generations from now, we will have 
less than 1 billion, something like the dark ages of the 
14th Century. And if we continue in this direction, the 
direction we’re going in now, the direction which we’re 
going in as of the 18th of November, the direction 
we’re going in as of the end of the week—if we con-
tinue in that direction, that’s where we’re going: We’re 
going straight to Hell!

And the alternative is, to turn this around. Go back! 
Recognize: We’re headed straight toward Hell, right 
now! This is not somewhere down the line: We’re talk-
ing about this year—we’re talking about January, Feb-
ruary. This joke that was passed this week [at the G-20 
meeting], this joke with this President of the United 
States, this silly fool! And the silly fools that were par-
ticipating. Many people were not silly fools there, but 
they said, “We’re going to go along with this, because 
this guy’s getting out of here. It’s temporary.” If we go 
in that direction, we’re finished. Civilization as you’ve 
known it is finished.

It’s happened before! Look at the history of man-
kind in total! Look at what we know about the history 
of mankind. This has happened before! Not exactly the 
same thing, but the same type of problem! Mankind 
had a civilization which was on the way up: The condi-
tions of life of the average person were improving; the 
culture was improving; technological-scientific prog-
ress, in terms of those times, was going on! Mankind 
was on an upward course!

And BOOM! Something like this intervened. The 
civilization went into a crisis, and collapsed. It’s hap-
pened repeatedly. Dark ages are a characteristic of 
mankind, at every part of mankind. In every case, there 
was the possibility of not letting that happen. In many 

cases, it was allowed to happen; no one resisted.
Are we now going to resist? Do we care what hap-

pens to our people, what happens to the country in the 
coming period, what happens to the world? Are we 
willing to kick against pricks? Are we willing to say, 
“No, no, no! You don’t do this to us”? Do we have po-
litical leaders who have the guts to do what’s neces-
sary? Do we have political leaders who have even the 
guts to recognize that it’s necessary, even if they don’t 
have the guts to do it?!

We have people, who tell me, “Well, can’t you com-
promise? Can you start this a little bit here? A sample, 
a teaser here? To see how it works?” When you’re on 
the ship that’s sinking? The Titanic is sinking, and you 
want to argue about stateroom accommodations?

That’s our situation now.

Use the Presidential System
So therefore, that’s what I laid out on Tuesday, last 

Tuesday. It’s an outline of exactly the policy we can 
follow. If we can reach agreement, in the United 
States—I don’t care who the current President, I don’t 
care who the President-elect is. We have a Presidential 
system which is more important than any President: 
Can the Presidential system of the United States decide 
to reach an agreement with Russia, China, and India—
now!—to take joint action, which will turn the planet 
around. And that joint action would turn the planet 
around!

Are we willing to do that? With the understanding 
that we’re going back to the kind of policy that Frank-
lin Roosevelt represented in his time, that we know we 
must represent, relative to our circumstances in our 
time? If we’re willing to do that, and if we can engage 
Russia, China, and India, which are countries com-
pletely different in culture than our own, and different 
than each other; if we can engage in that, with those 
four nations, and others, to make a commitment to say, 
“This is not going to happen to us: We’re going to take 
action to transform this planet. We’re going to move 
upward,” we can survive, we can succeed. Are we will-
ing to do that? If we are, we can survive. And if we’re 
not, we’re a bunch of fools! And richly deserve what’s 
going to happen to us, if we’re not willing to do that. 
That’s the issue.

And people say, “Well, explain your scheme, ex-
plain your scheme.” I say, “Look, it’s simple: You guys 
are a bunch of fascists. Now, stop being fascists!” That 
simple, just stop being fascists. Don’t pull these swin-
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dles, you’re stealing, you swindled everything out of 
our people!

What do you think the debt is that the typical Amer-
ican has? Look at the quadrillions of dollars of debt out 
there! Don’t talk about subprime mortgages! The so-
called subprime mortgage is the fag-end, a little, teeny 
fag-end result, of the big one—which is quadrillions of 
dollars! You’re going to walk into some poor house-
holder and say, “You owe a quadrillion dollars?” The 
guy’s going to say, “Take the house!”

No, that’s the point we’re at: We’ve got a bunch of 
cowards, and they’re not stinking cowards, because 
many of these people who are acting like cowards, by 
combat standards are cowards; by ordinary standards, 
no. They’re just frightened people, who are afraid of 
taking on a tough enemy who they know is a killer. 
George Bush is a killer, you know. Look at how many 
people he killed. How many people, how many Ameri-
cans did this guy kill, in wars that should never have 
been fought? In other effects on people, that should not 
have occurred; he’s a killer. He’ll kill you—willingly. 
Won’t even care.

And that’s the problem: People in power know that! 
Not just George W. Bush, but other people in power, 
are just as bad, or worse. George Shultz is worse! He’s 
a more mature killer. Felix Rohatyn, who was one of 
the supporters of the Pinochet regime in Chile, is worse. 
One of the big funders of this Democratic campaign—
George Soros—is a killer. One of the biggest drug 
dealers in the world. A mass murderer: Who took his 
experience in sending—he’s a Jew, remember—send-
ing Jews to death camps, as his job, as a teenager: And 
with the same mentality, unimproved, conducting simi-
lar operations, today.

So, the guy out there, the politician who looks a 
little bit frightened—don’t necessarily call him a 
coward by ordinary standards of cowardice: Take into 
account the fact that he’s terrified. He’s not combat 
worthy, or combat ready. And therefore, he’s fright-
ened; he’s running scared. He’s a deserter, in fact. And 
some deserters had a good excuse, didn’t they? They 
were frightened.

So that’s our part—and some of us have to stand up, 
as I’m doing, and take leadership in this situation. Be-
cause, if we do it, we have in our hands the ability to 
introduce the policies that will succeed. If we bring to-
gether, cooperation among the United States, Russia, 
China, and India, and other countries follow and join 
that, we can turn this world situation around. We can 

get back to something which is going in a different di-
rection—we can do that. And the question today, is, are 
we willing to do that?

Look to Future Generations
The problem today, is a question of morality of a 

special type: When I was younger—and some of you, 
who are approximately my age, or verging upon it, 
were younger—when you thought about life, you gen-
erally thought about two generations of preceding gen-
erations, grandfather and father’s generation; and you 
thought about two generations to come, you thought 
about becoming a grandfather, and the two generations 
that would come afterward. Many people who immi-
grated into the United States thought that way. They 
came here as poor people, from poor countries, or poor 
conditions in other countries, and they looked forward 
to their children succeeding and their grandchildren 

88th Regional Readiness Command

How many Americans did President George W. Bush kill, in 
wars that should never have been fought? Shown: The burial 
of Staff Sgt. Nathan J. Vacho of Ladysmith, Wisc., who was 
killed in Iraq on May 5, 2006.
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succeeding. The idea of coming over 
to the United States, as labor, in New 
York City, and ending up with a 
grandchild as a scientist or a doctor 
or something. It was a sense of 
achievement and that was the men-
tality of people from that time, people 
coming to this country as a land of 
opportunity to become something, to 
develop into something.

That’s not the standard today. The 
standard is much more selfish. Self-
centered is, “When I stop breathing, 
I don’t care any more.” In my gen-
eration, or in older generations, that 
was not the standard. We said, “I’m 
going to stop breathing, but what I’m 
doing is going to go on. The process 
I’m part of, is going to go on.” And 
therefore, you weren’t a dog, you 
were a human being. And like a 
human being, you thought in terms 
of coming generations, as well as 
past generations; you thought of how 
you had come into being, you thought 
about your background, you tried to learn from your 
family’s experience, and the experience around you of 
older generations; you tried to see where the country’s 
going; you tried to see what role you were playing in 
the country; and thinking about raising a family, and 
seeing what comes of that family two or three genera-
tions from now. And life was organized around this 
kind of idea, of family and community. Of a meaning 
of being somebody, and who you were in a community 
that’s growing and evolving with successive genera-
tions, about four, five, six generations, was the context 
of your life.

And if you did a little study of history, you would 
look back further, a few hundred years; or if you stud-
ied as I did, you’d look back a few thousand years. And 
look ahead at least a couple hundred years. And you 
situated your life, in what your role is now, in the time-
phase you occupy in life—relative to a few thousand 
years before you, and maybe a hundred or more years 
to come.

And that’s where you located your interest! Your 
interest in being, was not what you experienced while 
you were alive. But what you experienced in knowing 
what you were part of, in times past and times to come! 

What you were determined to help cause to be the case, 
in times to come! It’s like the grandfather who would 
take his grandson out to a large project, like the Ten-
nessee Valley project of the old days, and saying to the 
grandson, “I helped build this. See what I helped build.” 
And that was the standard of life.

The problem today, is that standard doesn’t exist. It 
exists in rare people; it exists to some degree in a feel-
ing and anticipation of desire; it’s the desire to be 
human, the desire to have a sense of immortality. But 
there’s not much substance to it. There’s not much con-
fidence in it, because the society doesn’t encourage 
you to think in those terms.

And so that’s the situation before us. We can solve 
this problem, and discuss it here. We can solve these 
problems: But we have to understand the problem. We 
have to understand that we are now at the end of civili-
zation. That the policies which are being presented to 
us, by high-level sources in the United States, in Europe 
generally, lead to an absolute disaster for humanity in 
the very near term.

There is no question whether this system is coming 
down or not! It is coming down, now! And without the 
kind of radical changes that I indicate, this system is 

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

The Grand Coulee Dam, in Washington state, with Lake Roosevelt behind it. The 
enormous dam is the fourth largest producer of hydroelectricity in the world, and all 
the Pyramids at Giza could be put inside its base. President Franklin D. Roosevelt 
authorized its construction in 1933, and it was completed in 1942.
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coming down this year! This year and the coming year. 
It’s coming down: It’s gone! There’s nowhere else to 
run to! You want to live in Hell? Stay where you are. 
No need to change, no need to travel: Just stay where 
you are, it’ll come to you.

But, the point is: Are you willing to take the risk of 
changing? Are you willing to fight the war that has to 
be fought, rather than some war you would rather 
fight?

That’s the situation today. That’s my situation. 
You’ve got to think in those terms. I’ve spelled this out 
in writing, I’ve spelled it out in the past weeks’ time, in 
several ways, in a number of pieces. The situation is 
clear to me, we can win, it’s possible: But, it’s not 
likely, is it? You have to make it likely. Maybe some of 
us have the guts to do it.

Dialogue with LaRouche

Schlanger: While we’re gathered here in Washing-
ton, there are groups organized to hear this webcast 
around the world. Throughout Ibero-America, in Ar-
gentina; in Bolivia, there are several universities, and 
also a showing at the Radisson Hotel in La Paz; Do-
minican Republic; in Ecuador, at the Technical Uni-
versity of Cotopaxi; in El Salvador; in Guatemala, the 
Society of Economists in Guatemala City is showing 
the webcast; in Mexico; in Peru, at the Economics De-
partment of the National Engineering University in 
Lima; and also, in Venezuela.

In Argentina, it was scheduled to be heard in the 
Argentine Congress. But a strange group called the Ar-
gentine-British Parliamentary Friendship Group can-
celled the room. Some of these Brits still believe that 
Argentina is part of the Empire; it’s still a colony.

There are other places we’ll recognize later, but I 
want to get to some of the questions.

‘April Will Be Too Late’
And given the theme that you spoke on, today, Lyn, 

on this question of “we’re going to Hell, if this doesn’t 
change, and quickly”: We have a question from a well-
known D.C. policy journal. And the question is: “Mr. 
LaRouche, although it was clear that nothing positive 
was going to come out of the G20 meeting, we were 
somewhat startled, and in fact, quite discouraged, when 
the already planned December follow up meeting, was 
replaced by a meeting in late April.

“Obviously, without decisive, immediate action, 
there’s little reason to expect that anything would be 
left by then, especially given what you just said, so ob-
viously, we can expect some kind of earlier initiative. 
Is it your view that that initiative must come from the 
United States? Even if a new President Obama were 
inclined to move in this direction, even Jan. 20 is a 
long way off. Could the initiative come from some-
where else, Russia, perhaps?”

LaRouche: Well, I take a different view. See, I’m 
inside the United States. And I have what I have in the 
United States, and we’re not without some influence. 
So my job is to kick people in the United States, and 
say, “You must do this.” But I don’t sit, and wait for 
them to do that. I go to other countries, and say, “Help 
me kick the United States into doing this.” And that’s 
what I do. And to some degree it works.

Now, there are some people in the United States, 
who are absolutely delighted when I do that. “You’re 
getting somebody else to come to our rescue—that’s a 
good idea!” they say. “You want to join me?” I say. 
“Oh, not just yet,” they say. [laughs]

No. You will find, in France, for example, and else-
where, there are serious sources which are seriously 
considering alternatives. And I think that what’s hap-
pened—you had this jerk, called “the President” who 
called the session. Now, look at the session itself. Some 
of you saw some of the proceedings as portrayed on 
television screens and so forth. What do you have? You 
have this mass, and what’s going on there? This is a 
serious meeting?

Not at all!
You have a limited amount of time, limited number 

of speakers, secondary speakers, not primary ones; no 
discussion whatsoever! Exchange—if you want to say, 
two guys spitting at each other, that is not exactly a 
discussion. Or shouting at each other, or breathing in 
each other’s face, that’s not really a discussion.

So they said, “The Idiot wants to babble. He’s an 
outgoing personality. He should have gone, long since, 
huh? Let the baby babble! We have not got our acts to-
gether again, yet. So, come mid-January, we will be 
discussing with others, some actual options.” “Mid-
January”: Now, what does that mean? I’m not sure!

I already got messages today from certain high-
level circles abroad, that that’s one of the commit-
ments. And I think, on the other hand, that the pressure 
of reality is forcing people to realize that they’re being 
pushed into the trenches or onto the front lines, as the 
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case may be, whether they like it or not. Because they 
know the system is coming down. They know there’s 
nothing in the works, that’s going to keep this system 
alive—they know that! And therefore, there’s tremen-
dous pressure on them, to try to come up with some-
thing. They’re not of great courage. And therefore, 
they sort of look to one another: “You ready?” “Well, 
yeah, hmm.” So, there’s that kind of problem. So, I just 

have to push, push, push, push, push—which is what I 
do. And that’s the way it works.

Can civilization be saved? Can it? Yes! Am I deter-
mined that it shall be saved? Yes, no doubt about that. 
Do I have plans for that? Yeah, yeah. Okay. Are you 
willing to join me? “Uhhhh. I’ll join you a little later 
on!” “Down the line.”

So, I wouldn’t put it either way. You know, there are 
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LaRouche speaks at the Italian Parliament in Rome, 2007.
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Lyndon and Helga LaRouche in West Berlin, at the 
Memorial of German Resistance, 1988.
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Radio host René Alonso interviews LaRouche during 
a 2006 visit to Monterrey, Mexico.
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Lyndon and Helga LaRouche with Indian President Shri 
Kocheril Raman Narayanan in New Delhi, 2001.

LaRouche is 
interviewed 
for the Russian 
website KM.ru 
during a 2007 
visit to 
Moscow.

KM.ru

“As long as I live, I’ll be fighting,” said LaRouche. 
“And people can count on that. And I’ll be fighting 
abroad, as well as here, trying to influence people 
abroad, as well as here, what they must do.”



22  Feature	 EIR  November 28, 2008

some things in life that have yet to 
be decided. And all you can do, is 
do your part, in trying to bring that 
desired decision about. What am I 
committed to? I can tell you what 
I’m committed to. What’s the 
other guy committed to? Well, he 
said this—but, umm, I’m not sure, 
whether he means it or not. Or, 
whether he means it when the time 
comes to do it.

My view is to show people 
how terrible the reality is, without 
exaggeration: Here’s what the re-
ality is. Here’s what you’ve de-
cided to do, if you decide to do 
nothing. Here’s what you’re going 
to get, if you do nothing. And 
here’s what you can get, if we suc-
ceed in doing something. And 
that’s a process! That’s not a 
matter of prediction; that’s not a matter of, can I give 
the magic order? This is a fight. It’s a fight over ideas. 
It’s like a fight in warfare: No guarantees. I never saw 
a guarantee in life. Life itself is not a guarantee—you 
can be killed in walking across the street, and never 
make it to the other side. Nothing is guaranteed.

But what can be guaranteed, is how you’re going to 
act, in respect to the challenge placed before you. 
That’s the best anyone can demand of you. Or demand 
of me, for that matter. And I’m fairly flexible, you 
know, I’ve bounced around for a good number of years, 
which indicates a certain amount of flexibility. Some 
people make disparaging comments about my ability 
to survive, but I’ve done fairly well so far, despite all 
hazards. And I’ll be here, as long as I live—I’ll be 
fighting. And people can count on that. And I’ll be 
fighting abroad, as well as here, trying to influence 
people abroad, as well as here, into what they must do. 
And it’s not entirely without success. I wouldn’t want 
to brag about it, I wouldn’t want to exaggerate it; but 
it’s not entirely without success.

We can win. It’s possible. And we must win: That’s 
certain. And, act accordingly: That’s life. Act accord-
ingly.

Bankruptcy or Bailout?
Schlanger: This is a question from someone with 

the [Obama] transition team: “Mr. LaRouche, As I’m 

sure you’re aware since the passage of the bailout, 
there’s been a great deal of discussion of the concept of 
bailout versus that of bankruptcy, especially as it be-
comes more and more apparent that the entities in-
volved are, without question, bankrupt.

“Now, in addition to the large banks, the major 
American automakers are also seeking bailout. The 
CEO of General Motors has argued that only a bailout 
will do, that they are beyond bankruptcy reorganiza-
tion.

“I wonder if you would address both the bankruptcy 
versus bailout issue, and also indicate what you see is 
the viability of the American auto industry?”

LaRouche: The American auto industry, as an auto 
industry, has no viability whatsoever! It’s a waste of 
money! However, the automobile industry has two 
things associated with it, which are of interest to me, 
now, as they were a few years ago. The auto industry is 
a failure, the American auto industry. It’s a deliberate 
failure. It’s a case of suicide. It committed suicide. 
They didn’t do the things they should have done, and 
we lost it.

Now, my determination, some years ago—back in 
2005—when I was originally on the case, doing some-
thing about this, and I laid down a set of plans, which 
would have been the solution for the auto industry’s 
plight! That does not mean we’d have been producing 
as many automobiles as some people said they’d like 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

The most important thing we could produce now with the facilities of the U.S. auto 
industry, is not cars, but basic infrastructure. The central river system of the United 
States isn’t functioning now, due to lack of maintenance. Fix it! Shown is Lock and Dam 
25 on the Mississippi River, near Winfield, Missouri.
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to. My plan said: Look, divide the auto in-
dustry into two parts, but united by a 
common feature. The common feature is 
infrastructure. The common feature is the 
machine-tool-design capability. It has two 
parts to it: One, is you produce automo-
biles and similar kinds of moving objects. 
On the other side, you could produce other 
things.

And the most important thing we could 
produce with the facilities of the auto in-
dustry, is basic economic infrastructure. 
For example: Let’s take one big project. 
Let’s take the river system, the central 
river system of the United States, which 
goes between the Rocky Mountains and 
the Allegheny Mountains. From the Ohio 
River to the western rivers of the Western 
Plains; which runs down from Mississippi, 
Missouri, Ohio, other systems. And this 
system is most of the heartland of the 
United States. It isn’t functioning now!

Well, why isn’t it functioning? Take the river 
system. First of all, we did once develop the system 
from St. Louis down, on the Mississippi. But we never 
really developed the system north of that. The Mis-
souri was never really developed. The northern part of 
the Mississippi was never developed. The Ohio River 
was in part developed. But all this development, where 
it’s occurred, was breaking down! It’s subject to obso-
lescence! You know—50 years, a 100 years! Large in-
vestments tend to break down, need all their replace-
ments. The lock system on the Ohio River is breaking 
down. The water control system: We could have a di-
saster to the whole central part of the United States, 
because we don’t have a water management system for 
this whole system!

You saw what happened in the case of Louisiana, 
what happened in New Orleans. You saw what this 
crazy President did, or didn’t do! You saw what didn’t 
happen that should have happened. It should have hap-
pened before then. We got the thing, because the Presi-
dent lied! We had a high risk, and they lied! Denied the 
risk, because they didn’t want to spend the money. And 
the security organizations lied! Not everybody in them, 
but those who were going to tell the truth, got pushed 
to one side, or neutralized.

So therefore, that’s one big thing.
Now, also, this area happens to be a key part of our 

national food production capability! We have a similar 
thing, an extension of that, in northern Mexico. North-
ern Mexico, near the U.S. border—which is a key part 
of the security system of the United States!—is now 
becoming a drug-running area, because of the negli-
gence of the development there. The key there thing is 
agriculture, because the population of that part of 
Mexico, is largely based on agricultural skills. But 
they’re limited to the men.

What happened is, we drew the men out, into Cali-
fornia and north, for cheap labor, including illegal im-
migration. The women are left behind. Production 
drops. The men are still agriculturally skilled, and 
they’re about to be kicked out of their jobs in the United 
States. And then we throw ’em back across the border. 
What’s going to happen?

Well, you have some large agricultural develop-
ment capabilities in that area, for water systems, like 
the PLHINO [Northwest Hydraulic Plan] system, in 
general. The people who are being kicked out, are 
skilled enough to be valuable in the PLHINO system. 
You can increase, significantly, the food production in 
northern Mexico, by doing this, and solving in part, the 
unemployment problem.

You have similar situations there: Mexico as a 
whole, requires large-scale infrastructure develop-
ment. It has no efficient system of rails from North to 
South! To Mexico City. Try to get from the border to 

USDA/Ken Hammond

Mexican migrant workers pick tobacco near Danville, Virginia. As Mexican 
workers lose their U.S. jobs and return home, they will need employment. The 
Northwest Hydraulic Plan (PLHINO), long planned but never implemented, 
would provide an answer.
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Mexico City; find out what kind of a deal 
you’ve got.

So, Mexico is underdeveloped, it’s 
our nearest neighbor, and it’s also tied to 
an area north of there, inside the United 
States, which is also a high development 
area, and we’re doing nothing there, 
either! How do you fix that?

Well, we have, what we used to call 
the Corps of Engineers. But the Corps of 
Engineers was also an integral part of the 
machine-tool industry, which was also 
part of the auto industry: the machine-
tool-design sector, which would design 
and provide the elements which are 
needed by manufacturing to deal with 
these large-scale infrastructure projects.

And our big problem in the United 
States, today, is to develop what we can 
do: large-scale infrastructure projects, in 
which the automobile industry machine-
tool capability is essentially useful. Now, 
if you employ the section of the automobile machine-
tool sector, for these projects, who does the work that 
they do? Who does it? Who carries forward the work, 
the production, that their designs—? The same people 
that work in the auto plants! They have lots of floor 
space; they can design anything—remember what we 
did in World War II, the same kind of floor space; large 
floor space. Take that floor space as working space, 
take the people who work in these towns and cities, in 
these neighborhoods; take the infrastructure capabil-
ity, the machine-tool capability, put ’em all back to 
work there! The ones that have survived, so far. And 
give them the projects!

Give them the projects! They don’t need an auto 
project, they need employment! So, give them back 
their towns, save their towns and cities! Give them 
back their employment! They don’t have to produce 
automobiles, they can produce something. As long as 
they get the employment that uses their skills, and as 
long as we, in the United States, get the benefit of the 
machine-tool capability, that’s represented there: We 
benefit!

So let’s stop talking about “building back the auto-
mobile industry”—that’s a swindle! It’s a fake! And 
either the person who proposes that is either incompe-
tent—they’ve come out with some wing-ding, some 
fantasy they dreamed up. “Oh! We can help people, we 

can get votes—by promising them automobile facto-
ries”—a swindle! Typical swindle.

All right, let’s give them something serious here. 
Let’s do what the government has refused to do! To 
maintain the basic economic infrastructure of the 
United States as necessary for production. Let’s use the 
people who are skilled in providing that infrastructure, 
the high technology, the machine-tool design. Let’s 
take the people who used to work with them, in the 
auto industry, and put them into another form of pro-
duction, which they’re perfectly capable of doing, in 
the same places. Let’s save the towns and cities, in 
which this production used to go on. Save those com-
munities, put them back to work, doing useful things.

You don’t need the automobile industry. What you 
need is the employment for those people, in those com-
munities, including the machine-tool sector, which we 
all need. So, instead of coming up with these fruity, fly-
by-night schemes, which somebody tosses off the back 
of their neck, or something, that’s what we do.

So, we do need large-scale: We’re talking about 30- 
to 50-year cycles, in terms of machine-tool design of 
capital goods. Now that means that the Federal govern-
ment is going to have to come up with some credit, to 
finance what amounts to about 30- to 50-year projects, 
in terms of development; 30-year lifetime projects. 
It’ll be done in, say 5-10 years, but washout is about 30 
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The Navy’s Machinery Repairman Fireman Ernesto Alvarado manufactures 
equipment with a lathe. Machine-tool capability used to be one of America’s 
great strengths; but without Federal action, we lose most of what remains of it.
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to 50 years. We’re going to have to create a capital in-
vestment, under a Federal capital investment, which 
finances, through Federal credit, these necessary proj-
ects, in the national interest. Projects which resemble 
the idea of the Tennessee Valley Authority. Look at 
what we did in Tennessee with the Tennessee Valley 
Authority with Roosevelt—look what we did! We have 
the same kind of problem too, in the Mississippi Delta 
and Valley. We have the same thing—we require the 
skills of what used to be employed in the automobile 
industry. Remember, we lost most of our machine-tool 
capability, except for the auto industry. So when the 
auto industry goes down, you lose the machine-tool ca-
pability. And you’re losing your nation’s machine-tool 
capability.

Our objective should be to restore that machine-
tool capability, rapidly! By giving it Federal assign-
ments, which are relevant to the nation, and relevant to 
the use of those resources, those people. Get it going 
again! And that’s exactly what we should do.

But that means: Not dribbling away, the way they’re 
talking now. That means, the United States govern-
ment must clear up its finances, by reorganizing our 
system, to go back to the full meaning of the credit 
system. Let’s wipe out this worthless debt, which is 
dishonest debt—wipe it off the books. Go back to a 
clean bill on investment. And put our capital long-term 
investments in these things, which are the future of our 
households, as well as the future of the nation, other-
wise. That’s the approach we should take: An FDR ap-
proach, a Franklin Roosevelt approach. It worked then, 
it’ll work now. It’ll work better, because we have les-
sons where they did learn, from the Roosevelt project; 
we did learn, and we can do it again. And therefore, we 
should put everything in that direction.

But, look: What happened is—what was the argu-
ment against me, on this? It came from that Nazi, Felix 
Rohatyn. Why do I say Nazi? Because, he was part of, 
with George Shultz, in that operation called the Chil-
ean dictatorship, the Pinochet dictatorship. And this 
dictatorship not only did bad things to people in Chile: 
It committed Nazi-style mass murder in the Southern 
Cone, in the early 1970s, under Nixon Administration 
direction. It committed mass murder! It took hundreds 
of kids, thousands of kids—young people—took them 
up in airplanes, cut their guts out and threw ’em out of 
the planes. And by gutting their guts out, so the bodies 
would sink, threw them out over the South Atlantic, 
and dumped them there. And did similar kinds of 

things. That’s Felix Rohatyn! That’s also George Soros; 
people like that. This is real stuff!

And so therefore, that’s the way we’ve got to think 
about things. These guys were the ones who were op-
posed to going to any FDR system. They said, clearly, 
from the Spring of 2005 into the beginning of 2006, 

“No Franklin Roosevelt. No LaRouche.” That’s what 
they said; they said it repeatedly. The entire policy 
during the election campaign this year, has been that. 
“No FDR. No LaRouche.” “No Hillary Clinton; she 
might be connected to LaRouche.” Hmm? And there 
were threats involved in that. Serious threats.

So the reason we have a problem is because of that. 
And the reason we have a problem is not because of 
those threats, but because many people didn’t have the 
guts to say, “People who make threats like that belong 
in prison. People who threaten to do Nazi-like things 
inside the United States, or in the name of the United 
States, outside, they belong in prison.” Let’s, this time, 
catch them before the act, before the damage is done.

And that’s the problem. So, if we have the guts, we 
already had the possibility, we already had the deci-
sion. If we have the guts, we’ll do it. And I just hope 
and encourage people to have the guts, and maybe if 
we get some international support on this kind of op-
eration, we’ll have enough support to give people the 
guts to do what has to be done.

EIRNS/Chris Jadatz

 Felix Rohatyn. At a forum in 2006, EIR asked him if he 
supported FDR’s large-scale public credits and capital 
budgeting for infrastructure. Rohatyn erupted:

“No! We have a lot of new financing mechanisms 
since the days of the New Deal. Roosevelt did 
marvelous things because he had nothing—no 
alternatives with respect to financing these projects. 
We do! . . . We are far away from the days and 
methods of the RFC [Reconstruction Finance 
Corp.].”
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Obama First 100 Days
Schlanger: We’re getting 

these questions pouring in. It’s 
quite amazing, how many 
people want to know what 
you’re saying, and what needs 
to be done.

This question is a bit redun-
dant, but since it’s from some-
one else on the transition team, 
and since it’s clear that they’re 
focussed on what has to be done 
immediately, I think it’s worth 
looking at. Also, because this 
question of Franklin Roosevelt 
has now been put on the table. 
You’ve been talking about it for 
years, but now, finally, people 
are discovering we once had a 
President who dealt with a fi-
nancial crisis in the last cen-
tury.

So this is a question from the 
transition team: “The first hun-
dred days of Obama’s Presi-
dency: What would your order 
of battle be?”

LaRouche: [chuckles] “Come talk to me!” I’ll give 
you the full bill! (It won’t be just Bill Clinton.)

But, now, first: We have to recognize we’re in a 
world crisis, a world collapse. The system is going 
down. Nothing can save the world system in its present 
form: Nothing! And there’s no likelihood that you can 
keep the system alive into the Spring of this coming 
year. So, a hundred days is a pretty long period of time. 
You might not have a country by that time.

So what you need to do, is you need to do the form 
I’ve just indicated: You want to be President of the 
United States? If you want Obama to be a national 
hero, what’s he supposed to do? Go, right now, to 
Russia, to China, and to India, and tell them you want 
to do exactly what I’ve just said, and what I’ve said on 
other occasions.

Well, if you survive, if the British don’t kill you for 
doing that—get your security up when you do that, be-
cause they may come for you. But get your security up, 
and do that.

You will find a favorable response from Russia; 
they may not trust you at first, because they’ve had so 

many promises in the past of 
this type, that they may not trust 
you. But go to them. Talk to 
people in China, who are very 
concerned about these prob-
lems. Talk to people in India. 
and say, you’re willing to 
commit yourself to something 
like that, if they will join us.

You’ve either signed a sui-
cide pact, which some Presi-
dents do risk, for the sake of the 
nation; or you’re going to 
become a world hero, on that 
basis. The smartest thing you 
could ever do. If you’re looking 
for a page in history, it’s the 
smartest thing you could do. If 
you’re looking for a page in a 
cemetery, it’d almost be a quick 
way to get there.

That’s the way you have to 
think about these things. Be-
cause you are becoming a great 
threat. But, in any case, that’s 
the starting point. You have to 
have something to work with!

The resources of the United States, within the 
framework of the present monetary-financial system, 
are virtually nonexistent. Look, three Bush Presiden-
cies! Remember, 12 years in the Bushes! You know, 
you may lose contact with civilization after 12 years in 
the Bushes. And I think that’s pretty much what’s hap-
pened. There may be some other factors along the way, 
too, as well, but that certainly has not been a positive.

So anyway, that’s the way to start! If you start with 
that, then you will convince the American people, 
you’re deadly serious. And you’ll find all the support 
you require from that point on. It doesn’t mean it’s 
going to be given to you automatically, but they’re 
going to listen. And they’re going to give you the ben-
efit of the doubt. So, if you want to be a successful 
President, start right out with that one. Because, the 
first thing that’s going to hit you, really hard, unless the 
British try to shoot you—we’ll try to protect you from 
that!—but the first thing you’ve got to deal with, is this 
problem, in the first weeks and months of the coming 
year, you must be able to pull this off. Otherwise, ev-
erything else is in doubt.

barackobama.com

Asked by a Presidential transition team member 
what Barack Obama should do in his first 100 
days, LaRouche replied, “Come talk to me!”
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If you pull this off, this kind of cooperation, I can 
assure you, that if you get that agreement with these 
countries, even a tentative working agreement, you’ll 
get support from Japan, you’ll get support from Korea, 
you’ll get support from other countries; you’ll get sup-
port from countries such as France and Italy. You can 
more or less bank on it. You want to be a success as 
President of the United States? Do that, and all other 
good things will be coming to you. Just duck the bul-
lets!

What Currency Arrangement?
Schlanger: The next question is from an old friend 

from Beijing, who asks: “Under a New Bretton Woods 
system, what does LaRouche think as to a global cur-
rency arrangement? Should it still be the U.S. dollar, or 
a basket of currencies? Or should we create a new cur-
rency?” And we had a similar question from Manuel 
Frías, a prominent engineer in Mexico, on whether or 
not to have a new currency. “If yes, to the last part, how 
should the new currency arrangement be linked to 
gold, or to a basket of currencies?”

LaRouche: My advice is, never desire or apply to 
become a basket case. Because, that’s exactly what 
you would be. A basket of currencies is a piece of 
idiocy, it’s a piece of diplomatic nonsense, that some 
people like to utter when they’re not thinking, for want 
of something else to say.

There’s only one solution: And that is to go back to 
a Bretton Woods design as Roosevelt intended in 
1944—not Keynes. Forget Keynes; Keynes was a fas-
cist, as he said so in 1937, his book on the general 
theory, in which he said he was publishing his book in 
Germany in ’37, because he thought the ideas would 
get better sympathy in that country’s present economic 
policy, political policy. This is that kind of thing. You 
have to have the American System; it has to be a fixed-
exchange-rate system. To have a fixed-exchange-rate 
system that works, you must have agreement among 
the United States, which is a keystone without which 
you can not have a fixed-exchange-rate system on this 
planet; it has to include Russia; it has to include China; 
and it has to include India. If you can get that, you can 
do something. Anything else is a fool’s paradise, which 
will only lead to disaster.

And that’s the thing to concentrate on. That is the 
solution. That needs a system that is going to be based 
on a credit system, not a monetary system. You have to 
eliminate the present world monetary system, by re-

placing it. You put the monetary system into receiver-
ship and bankruptcy, and create a credit system to re-
place it. You then have an administration where you 
process the monetary system assets and liabilities, and 
you process them so that the essential things, which are 
in monetary possession, are now transferred to the 
credit account. And the things that are not accepted as 
acceptable for investment under the credit system, will 
simply be frozen or disposed of in some other way, 
over time, not necessarily immediately. But the thing 
would be what would be immediately accepted is 
what’s crucial. You create an agreement, which, under 
treaty agreement among those four powers, would 
have sufficient capability and credibility to force 
through the reorganization and bankruptcy of the inter-
national monetary-financial system, and would do so 
by creating a credit system, as a treaty of organization 
of the United States. And it has to be the United States, 
because we’re the only nation that has that kind of 
system: the United States, Russia, China, and India, 
and other countries will join.

So now you create a credit system. The members of 

John Maynard Keynes wrote, in the 1937 German edition of 
his General Theory of Employment, Interest, and Money: 

“[T]he theory of production as a whole, which is 
the object of this book, can be much better adapted 
to the conditions of a totalitarian state, than the 
theory of production and distribution of wealth 
under circumstances of free competition and a 
large measure of laissez-faire.” This endorsement 
of Nazism was deleted from English editions.
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the credit system will then engage in buying out sal-
vageable elements which are important for security, of 
the existing monetary system, leaving the monetary 
assets still in the monetary basket, by putting some of 
these things in the credit basket. So, the credit basket 
will function immediately, and this will include obvi-
ous things—towns, cities, municipalities, the whole 
business, essential industries and so forth, all go into 
the credit basket. That is, those things which are essen-
tial to society must be funded; therefore, you put them 
in the credit basket. Those things which are dubious, 
like financial derivatives and so forth, remain in the 
monetary basket, unless somebody wants to pick them 
up. Well, let them pick it up, they want to take the risk— 
and it’s a very big risk. And sooner or later, a lot of these 
things that are left in the monetary basket will be bought 
out—if they’re valuable—but they’ll be bought out at a 
discount. Somebody says, “Okay, I’ll take ten cents on 
the dollar,” or something like that. And that’s the only 
way you’re going to get out of this mess. That will work, 
but it’s the only way, and I highly recommend it. You 
can breathe better, you have a better chance of survival 
for your children and so forth. That’s the way to do it—
but you have to have the guts to do that.

The Homeowners and Bank Protection Act
Schlanger: The next question came from a group 

of state legislators who introduced the Homeowners 
and Bank Protection Act in their state legislatures, and 
they all have a very similar question on what to do 
beyond the Homeowners and Bank Protection Act, or 
what to do to get it implemented. This is from State 
Sen. Constance Johnson in Oklahoma City, State Sen. 
Joey Pendleton from Hopkinsville, Kentucky, and 
State Rep. Jameela Nashid from St. Louis, Missouri. 
They all have a similar question. They introduced the 
bill—I think it passed in Kentucky and several other 
states—but Pelosi blocked it in the Congress. So the 
first part is, what should they do in terms of the Hom-
eowners and Bank Protection Act, and then secondly, 
what remedy is there for state governments, where you 
have growing unemployment, and huge deficits? How 
can they deal with this problem on the state level?

LaRouche: Well, you have to have a political 
lynching of people like Nancy Pelosi. Or, maybe if you 
walk in with a rope, maybe she’ll be nicer to you.

These elements which I proposed, both for the Fed-
eral system, as for the state system, housing and the 
state systems, these are intended as really permanent 

changes. I mean, these are not temporary measures at 
all. These are permanent measures. First of all, putting 
the banks, the legitimate banks, the real banks and the 
homeowners under protection on the state level with 
Federal support—that’s something that should be done 
anyway; that’s part of the way you’re dealing with the 
problem. The banking: the same thing. The credit 
system, the Federal banking system, the reform—what 
I was really aiming at is reforming the Federal Reserve 
system to make it actually a national bank, in the Ham-
ilton sense. That would be a permanent change. You 
don’t have to change anything else from those, because 
you’re doing an international negotiation. So, these are 
permanent elements.

And it’s extremely important that these things were 
voted up where they were voted up, because it creates 
a precedent and a starting point from which to actually 
implement the thing. It’s something which, like you 
say, the Obama Administration will simply put a favor-
able sign on this thing, and push it through. And all the 
legislation and effort which was made on behalf of 
these reforms, can remain, can be made now, because 
they’re still necessary. You still have homeowners in 
jeopardy, you still have banks in jeopardy, because this 
thing has not been resolved by the kind of protection, 
homeowners’ protection, which will protect the banks 
involved—the legitimate banks. You still need this 
kind of reform of the Federal system, that is, the Fed-
eral banking system, the Federal banks, by converting 
the Federal Reserve System into a permanent national 
bank, as Hamilton had intended.

In other words, you’ve got Federal credit sitting in 
the middle. The Federal credit is created by the Federal 
government under our Constitution. You have, over 
here, you have the regular banks and other projects, 
which are authorized by the Federal government for 
Federal consideration. Now, you need an institution 
which operates as a national bank, which uses this re-
lationship between the power of taxation and the regu-
lar banking community, the private banking commu-
nity, and uses this function to manage that relationship, 
which is what Hamilton essentially intended. So, you 
need all these relationships: You need to convert the 
Federal Reserve system into a true national bank. It’s 
in bankruptcy already; it’s hopelessly bankrupt. So, 
take advantage of the fact that it’s hopelessly bankrupt, 
and put it under Federal protection. Then take the insti-
tution of the Federal Reserve system, which is in re-
ceivership, and take the institution and move it into the 
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credit department, where it functions as a service unit 
to the U.S. government as a regular bank, which is 
what it should be. And now the pieces fall into place. 
And then, the kind of thing you’re proposing under in-
ternational agreement level falls into place, too.

My concerns in these designs that I made was spe-
cifically, to have several elements, each of which had 
its own independent validity, but which would also fall 
into place as a part of a step-wise approach to creating 
a new Federal system. And we need a new Federal 
system which is sane. And the way you create it is, by 
taking things which are valuable, intrinsically, and put-
ting them into place, getting them legal authorization 
to be in place, and knowing that they’re all going to 
function and intermesh as they should. So, you want 
the least effect on the individual citizen, or small busi-
ness, and so forth, down the line. You want to make it 
simple, so that they have something they can under-
stand, and if they go along with that, we can work this 
thing out. They know where they stand; you’ve pro-
tected their savings, you’ve protected their local bank, 
you’ve protected the community which needed this 
banking access, and you have these elements together, 
and they all fit.

Why do they fit? Well, we know how they fit. We 
have in our national experience, and observing what 
other nations had, we have the experience to know that 
this will work; that these kinds of institutions are things 
that people in place can understand, and can make 
work. So, you just put the system together; it’s that 
simple. Because highly decentralized is very good, in 
this sense: You want a system which is understandable, 
people know how to react to it easily, learn easily how 
to react to it. “Oh, okay, I understand. Now, this is what 
you’re saying? Okay, I can do that.”

That’s the way you want things to work, and then 
you can sort of get at a distance from it, let it operate on 
its own; you’ll keep some supervision, see things aren’t 
going differently than you imagined, and it will work 
automatically. The best system is one in which most of 
the parts work automatically, without constant direc-
tion from central supervision. And what I have done in 
these cases, is simply to specify the kind of things 
which, done individually, will fit together as individual 
parts, and will function in a largely decentralized 
way—will fulfill a centralized principle, but will func-
tion in a decentralized way. That’s the best way to get 
performance. The best way to get performance is to 
inspire people to give it to you.

Threat of Terrorist Attacks
Schlanger: This next question comes from New 

York City, but I know, from representing you on radio 
programs around the country, it’s something on a lot of 
people’s minds, and there’s a lot of discussion of this. 
The questioner wrote: “Over the last week, a number 
of articles have appeared, talking about the threats to 
the President-elect’s life, as well as warnings about 
some kind of major terrorist assault very early in 
Obama’s first term. I believe the threat of both to be 
very high. Obviously, those protecting the President 
and the nation should be well aware of these threats. 
However, since so much attention is focussed on the 
President’s security, one question that I raised, was to 
assess the risk to other prominent figures. I was assured 
that the risk was low. I’m not sure I agree with that, and 
I’d appreciate your view.”

LaRouche: Well, you know, on Jan. 3 of 2001, 
before the inauguration of George Bush for the first 
time—George W. Bush—I warned of the likelihood of 
a major terrorist attack against the United States. Now, 
I had no specific indication of an actual terrorist attack. 
How did I know that? How did I know that something 
like 9/11 was going to happen, without knowing that 
9/11 was going to happen? Why did I warn about that? 
Well, because I understand these processes, and I don’t 
believe in the usual, silly conspiracy theories. I know 
how many Presidents of the United States have been 
assassinated. Virtually every assassination I know of, 
of a President, or attempted assassination of any sig-
nificance, was done by the British. Lincoln was assas-
sinated by the British. There’s no doubt of that; the 
whole conspiracy was outlined, unless some details 
were kept out of the public view there. Who assassi-
nated McKinley? It was by the British. Why’d they as-
sassinate him? Aaah! Why? To get in Teddy Roosevelt. 
Why? In order to prepare for the King of England’s 
intention, or what was to be the King of England soon, 
his intention to have World War I. And it would not 
have happened under McKinley.

There were two things, actually three things, that 
were crucial for starting World War I, which had al-
ready been intended by the British monarchy, espe-
cially the Prince of Wales at that time. One, was the 
ouster of the Chancellor of Germany, Bismarck, from 
office. Because Bismarck had put the plug in against 
the use of a Balkan war to trigger a Russia-Germany 
conflict. That was the reason he was put out: to clear 
the way for what became World War I, which, as Bis-
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marck said in the immediate period after, was the in-

tention to replay the Seven Years War. So now, there-
fore, to understand that plot, you have to understand 
the Seven Years War, and you have to understand his-
tory, and you have to understand that history is not a 
matter of individual actions, randomly, but it’s a matter 
of institutions which have built-in reflexes, and when 
certain things happen, you’re going to get a certain 
kind of reaction. So, it happened.

Now, what was the significance of the assassination 
of McKinley? McKinley was an American patriot, and 
his Vice President, Teddy Roosevelt, was not. As a 
matter of fact, Teddy Roosevelt was the nephew of the 
former head of the British intelligence service in charge 
of the Confederacy. And he trained Teddy Roosevelt, 
and catered his backing. Teddy Roosevelt was suc-
ceeded by Taft, but then he was succeeded by another 
President, Woodrow Wilson. Woodrow Wilson came 
from a family which was the founding of the Ku Klux 
Klan, and when Woodrow Wilson was in the White 
House as President, he refounded the Ku Klux Klan on 
a national basis, with a ceremony in the White House 
itself. So, you have two characters who are British 

assets—Woodrow Wilson and Teddy Roosevelt—who 
are both sent in as a part of a British-front operation, 
because the Confederacy was a British operation, of 
Lord Palmerston. So, therefore, you understand these 
things.

Now, you’ve got the situation that I faced on Jan. 3, 
2001. You have a situation of an absolutely incompe-
tent piece of crap—this President—who’d become the 
President. A worthless piece of crap! A complete cre-
ation of George Shultz, the same George Shultz who 
helped give us the Pinochet regime in Chile—not a 
good guy, and with some other similar kinds of things. 
Totally a British asset; not a patriotic American, a Brit-
ish asset—has been for a long time. You had an incom-
petent coming in as President, on a whisper. And with 
the crisis, as I knew it at the time, they were going to 
control the situation with some kind of dictatorship. 
How do you get a kind of dictatorship in the United 
States? You create a national emergency. How do you 
create a national emergency? Well, shoot the President, 
or do something similar, something on a similar scale.

All I said was, that what we’re going to get is some 
kind of terrorist action, this year, which will be used to 
orchestrate some kind of an emergency situation, and 
that emergency situation will be used as a vehicle for 
controlling the Presidency under the President, George 
W. Bush, Jr. And it came.

I was looking at it in late August of that year; we 
were watching a number of cases which were likely 
terrorist attacks, one, around Washington, D.C. There 
was a big one around there, highly organized. And then 
you had another one, which was in New York City. And 
they used the New York City one. And everything that 
we saw that was going to happen, happened as a result 
of that. It was used for exactly that reason—to create a 
degree of dictatorship which had never existed before 
in the United States, under this President. We’ve been 
running under a dictatorship, under George W. Bush, 
Jr. How was it put into effect? This is the way it was 
done.

Now, I’ve got a new kind of a President. My indica-
tions are, that he’s not long for this world. He might be 
elected, but he’s not going to be long for this world. 
When did I get that? Early this year. I checked it; I’ve 
got a situation on my hands: This is a made-ready situ-
ation for an assassination of a prospective Presidential 
candidate, or President, either one. Before or after the 
election. The British are saying that, too. Look at Chi-
cago, where the key factors are there; it’s all there.

Library of Congress

President Woodrow Wilson. D.W. Griffith’s famous film “The 
Birth of a Nation” (originally called “The Clansman”), 
promoting the KKK, drew heavily on Wilson’s A History of 
the American People. On Feb. 18, 1915, the film was the first 
ever to be shown in the White House. Wilson’s comment:

“It is like writing history with Lightning. And my 
only regret is that it is all so terribly true.”
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See, it’s not a matter of having some insight into 
this or that; it’s a matter of understanding the process, 
and understanding the institutions, understanding how 
they work. When you get into certain kinds of situa-
tions, you’re on the edge of war; a different kind of 
situation, you’re not on the edge of war. Another situa-
tion, you’re in danger of an assassination attempt 
against a head of state; another situation, not.

So, you don’t operate the way these crazy people 
do. You operate on the basis of knowing that society is 
a process, a systemic process, and that under certain 
conditions, societies react in a certain way, and that’s 
the way it happens.

Now, where you’ve got a situation where you’ve 
got a naturally incompetent President-elect—for the 
present situation, he’s totally incompetent. Only some 
sudden inspiration would get him to act contrary to 
profile. It could happen; there have been religious con-
versions in the past. You could pray for one now. But in 
the present situation, since he’s useless as a policy-
maker, unless he gets this magical conversion which I 
pray for him to receive, but unless that, the British have 
got a problem. They’re trying to control the United 
States. This guy can’t do it. What do they do? Well, 

they’ve got to do a level of dictator-
ship. How do they get the necessary, 
desired level of dictatorship to con-
trol the United States, in a system 
where the whole damn world system 
is collapsing and they want dictator-
ship? Assassinate the President-elect. 
It solves their problem, from their 
standpoint.

Therefore, despite, or because of, 
all the stories I get from various 
sources, especially British sources, 
including the British press, that he’s 
“in danger of being assassinated”—
and I say, you’re damn right he’s in 
danger of being assassinated. Being 
what he is, in his situation, with the 
present situation, he’s very likely to 
be assassinated. Why? Is it personal? 
No, it’s not personal. Nothing per-
sonal, buddy. Bang! Bang! This is 
policy; this is not personal. Bang! 
Bang! The best thing you can do to 
defend him, is for me to tell you what 
I know, which I just did. So, if some-

thing happens, you know it was done by them, and I 
know they’re the ones who would do it, or their agents. 
So, if something bad happens to him, you know who 
did it, and you know what to do about it. And that’s the 
best protection I can give him. I don’t want him assas-
sinated, anyway. I don’t like that idea. I don’t think 
he’s qualified to be President, but he shouldn’t be as-
sassinated.

In the meantime, let’s hope for a miracle. Let’s hope 
that somehow some miracle descends upon him, and 
he does become qualified, or at least under our Presi-
dency, that can happen. If you have the right combina-
tion of people in the government, they can make a very 
incompetent President look very good, if he goes along 
with that. And that’s the best hope we have right now 
for this guy.

Obama and the New Bretton Woods
Schlanger: This next question is somewhat of a 

follow-up to the last one, and I think it goes toward the 
lines of what you were just talking about as praying for 
a miracle. But it’s from the Italian Senate, where they 
do have a New Bretton Woods resolution which has 
been introduced. And someone writes to you: “Hello, 
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The World Trade Center, Sept. 18, 2001. LaRouche had forecast, when G.W. Bush 
was inaugurated in January of that year, that a “Reichstag Fire”-style terrorist 
incident would be used by the British as the pretext for imposing a U.S. dictatorship.
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Mr. LaRouche. Your comments in recent 
months concerning Barack Obama have 
been very surprising. It often seemed like 
you wanted him to lose, which would 
have meant John McCain becoming 
President. I recognize that Obama is not 
perfect, like many others, and that his 
election is not the solution by itself. But 
isn’t the best approach to try to influence 
him, so that it will be possible to adopt 
the New Bretton Woods?”

LaRouche: You should pray to God, 
that a miracle occurs, in that case. The 
best thing would be to get a better candi-
date, and we did have a better one, but it 
was not John McCain. But the problem 
here was that we allowed the influence of 
British institutions of the worst type, 
such as the biggest drug pusher of the 
Western Hemisphere, George Soros, 
who’s a no-goodnik from way back, who 
worked for Hitler. Now, the fact that he 
worked for Hitler in the death squad operation, is not 
the whole story on him. The point is, he liked the job, 
and his behavior since then has followed that track. In 
other words, he really was recruited to doing that kind 
of work. Only now he doesn’t do it for Hitler as a kid; 
now he does it for the British Empire as a regular job. 
And he’s the biggest drug pusher in the Western Hemi-
sphere. He’s also a killer, and a ruthless killer. He’s 
committed crimes all over the world; organized coups 
and everything of that sort. The man is a piece of filth.

That’s your problem. This piece of filth, under Brit-
ish direction, orchestrated the nomination of the Presi-
dent-elect. And without that effort, he would not have 
been nominated, which means that he’s a British-con-
trolled event. He may not be a British-controlled 
person, but he’s a British-controlled event. His nomi-
nation was a British-controlled event. More money 
was poured in, through drug trafficking circles and 
others, to get him nominated, to get him elected, than 
had ever been poured in before for any candidate, on a 
vast scale. And it was done by the British government, 
with George Soros playing a key part. So, you have to 
look at things that way.

Now, you would hope that redemption would have 
occurred. We hope that the good Lord would have 
struck something there and said, “Sinner, you’ve got to 
change your ways. You’re going to betray the Devil.”

China’s Unemployment
Schlanger: We have another question from China, 

someone who has a publication in China, a scholar 
who met you when you came out about a year ago, to 
keynote a convention in Los Angeles, and it’s an inter-
esting question: “Mr. LaRouche, you say that Chinese 
workers are underpaid, and that the Chinese govern-
ment has underpaid them to compete in the global labor 
market for cheaper production costs. But, raising labor 
costs has already made many companies bankrupt, so 
how do you take care of the unemployment issues of 
the Chinese population?”

LaRouche: The issue here is that, what has hap-
pened, is not that the Chinese workers are underpaid, 
but that China is underpaid. What was happening? You 
had a transfer of production from the United States to 
China, in the main; that’s the key point here. All right, 
now, what was the difference in the payment for that 
production? It was a vast reduction in the payment, in 
net effect to China, relative to what would have been 
paid in the United States, if the production had occurred 
here. That was the argument in favor of this: that the 
Chinese worked cheaper, that China works cheaper.

Now, does the Chinese population, particularly that 
which is employed, have skills and infrastructural capa-
bilities which are comparable to those of the United 
States? By no means! The United States, for example, 
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LaRouche addresses a conference on the U.S-China Relationship & Peaceful 
Reunification of China, in Los Angeles, 2007.
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the United States and Germany have the highest level of 
skilled productivity in the world. No one in any part of 
the world, could actually produce, in the long run, more 
cheaply than the United States and Germany, because we 
have superior technology. Now, you put the production 
over into China, on the basis that China requires, is paid 
less than the United States would be paid. What does that 
mean? That means that what China is getting as a nation 
for its production is below the actual cost of production. 
In other words, China is allowed to have about 30% of 
the population of China on the one hand, and 70% on the 
other. You’ve got this whole thing throughout, this whole 
thing of development of export of industries from here in 
the United States. What you do is, you move something 
into a market. The money you save by moving into that 
market, is largely what you do not pay for in supporting 
infrastructure in the economy as a whole. So, you move 
into a country, and you don’t 
provide the infrastructural 
development, which is what 
China’s problem is right now. 
The infrastructure of China 
as a whole is not sufficiently 
developed to maintain the 
levels of productivity that the 
United States would have 
achieved before.

What we have at the 
same time done, is to lower 
the level of payment for 
whole categories of goods, 
below the actual cost of pro-
duction. And you often do 

that by cutting infrastructure, and cutting other essen-
tial components of production, by cutting resources.

Can you get fresh water out of a tap in the United 
States these days? You wanna drink it? Used to be able 
to. What happened? The investment in the infrastruc-
ture required to give you drinkable water at the faucet 
was taken away. It was just cut out of the budget. All 
kinds of things were cut out of the budget. Now, you’re 
going to China, and what’s happened is, what is paid for 
production in China is below the assessable actual net 
cost of physical production on a world scale. So there-
fore, China works for below cost. It’s not just necessar-
ily that the Chinese worker is paid below cost. It means 
that China is paid below cost for its contribution.

Now, you turn around, and China is now extremely 
vulnerable, because of what it’s not being paid for. It’s 
vulnerable for a lack of infrastructure. Its present national 

income from exports abroad 
is not sufficient to give it the 
kind of growth it wants. 
China does expend on 
growth. It does expend on the 
railway system and other in-
frastructural systems, the 
large water systems, the dam, 
the Three Gorges Dam. These 
are good projects, useful. But 
it’s not enough! China has a 
large population, and this 
does not account for the needs 
of the Chinese population.

So therefore, what would 
that mean? That would mean, 
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Much of China’s agriculture proceeds as it has for millennia, 
leaving some 70% of the rural sector impoverished.
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When Chinese peasants leave the land and seek urban jobs, many 
remain in poverty, as investment has been largely limited to coastal 
areas. The government is trying to redress this imbalance.
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A factory in Beijing. “What China is getting as a 
nation for its production,” LaRouche stressed, “is 
below the actual cost of production.”
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on a world scale, a shock effect of raising the cost of 
production, the price of production, to levels which cor-
respond to the actual cost of production, by society. Not 
just some individual, but by society. In other words, you 
have to take the whole community in which production 
occurs, and it’s the cost of maintaining that community, 
not just the production, that’s important. So therefore, 
we should be raising the price of production, and cutting 
the income of other things that are not productive, such 
as the slumlords and whatnot, cut that kind of produc-
tion, that kind of payment, and realize what the real costs 
of production are; and then, what the result would be: 
We would be compelled to go to methods of increase of 
productive powers of labor productivity, physical pro-
ductivity, per capita, and improvements, and invest in 
those high-technology improvements in order to lower 
the actual cost of production. We have not done that. 
What we have done is, we’ve gone constantly back to 

cheap labor in various parts of the world, running from 
one country to another seeking cheap labor, looting 
these populations with cheap labor operations, instead 
of developing the economy.

Actually, if you look at the United States, for exam-
ple, in 1967-68, since that point, the United States has 
been losing money, itself. This was a cut in infrastructure 
that year, especially in the latter part of the ’68 period, in 
that year. Since that time, the United States has been op-
erating at a net loss, as measured in physical terms to the 
present day. We have a loss in infrastructure, a net loss. 
We have a net loss in manufacturing, a net loss in every 
category. A net loss in income. Look at pensions! Look 
at health care! Look at all these things that we’re being 
deprived of. Net loss! And therefore, we have to increase 
the productivity of the world, by raising the prices at the 
expense of some foolish things, raising the prices to 
cover the actual cost of production worldwide. And com-
pensating that, at the same time, by increasing the invest-
ment in technology and in capital intensity, which will 
enable us to cheapen the actual net physical cost of pro-
duction by more advanced technologies.

But, in the meantime, we have to maintain, pay the 
full bill of all the costs, the national costs that go into 
production, at the point of production. And we haven’t 
done that. So that’s what we have to get to.

For example, we need nuclear power. Give us nu-
clear power, on a large scale, and I can increase the pro-
ductivity and lower the cost of production worldwide. 
Get you better water, and everything else. Go back to 
mass transit, instead of relying on highway transporta-
tion. I can give you a cheaper cost of transportation. I 
can give you a better household life. I can save hours a 
day, back for family life, because you’re not commut-
ing, stuck on the highway going to and from work five 
days or more a week. These are the ways we have to 
think, not just in terms of what somebody says that the 
production costs, this or that. We have to think about a 
system. We have to think about providing the kind of 
system which meets all the requirements of society.

And we need to fully employ China! We’re going to 
have to raise what they get paid. Raise the level, or in-
crease the production to a level that China as a whole is 
better able to pay its own bill. So the way we reach that, 
is, you come to an agreement with China, and with 
India, and with Russia, and with other countries, and 
you set forth an agreement, a Roosevelt-style agree-
ment, over a long term. You set five-six year agree-
ments, and long-term agreements, and these projects 

Workers constructing China’s Three Gorges Dam, now the 
largest source of hydroelectric power in the world. The dam is a 
useful project, but it’s not enough for a country the size of China.
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will then enable you to work your way out of the thing. 
Right now, it’s chaotic.

So yes, China does need help. And the United States 
should help it. The United States can help it, and we 
should help it. But that’s the way to do it: by going to 
this high-gain method, and getting a more equitable 
consensus of who gets paid and who doesn’t.

Schlanger: There are a lot of questions coming in 
that express urgency, but many of them are urgent 
about what Lyn is going to do. “Are you going to do 
this?” “Can you get this done in the first 100 days?” 
And so on. Well, Lyn is doing his job. And, I just want 
to take a moment to say to people watching this web-
cast that you have a responsibility also, and LaRouche 
PAC is going to do its job. We have videos on the web-
site that are being churned out very quickly now, on 
key issues, such as national banking vs. monetary 
policy. There’s quite a bit more. I urge you to go to the 
LaRouche PAC website.

But, when we talk about the urgency, don’t wait for 
some mysterious force to whisper in the ear of Mi-
chelle Obama so she can have pillow talk with Barack, 
and he will wake up in the morning thinking like Frank-
lin Roosevelt. We really do need people in this room, 
and people listening, to take these ideas and go out and 
spread them. And part of spreading them is contribut-
ing, so I would feel negligent if I didn’t bring that up, 
especially for those of you who are out there feeling 
quite urgent about the need to do something. These are 
some things you can do right away.

Hyperinflation and Hyperdeflation
Lyn, I have a question from an economist and a 

banker from the Southwest of the United States, who 
has been talking for a while about how much he agrees 
with you about the problem of low interest rates for 
feeding the speculative bubble. And he said he’s been 
watching very closely to see when hyperinflation 
would take off, and it began to happen with the gas 
prices, the food prices this Summer, the commodities 
prices, but then it’s fallen again. He says, “Is it still 
your view that this bailout package, the pumping of 
money into the financial system, that we’re still on the 
verge of a hyperinflationary explosion?”

LaRouche: Yes, we are. But you’ve got two differ-
ent tendencies, at different levels. On the one level, 
you have the politically sensitive government, U.S. 
government, which is doing everything possible to ma-

nipulate prices, politically, wherever they can. But then 
you have to look at the long-term problem. The way 
they do that is, look at the big one: Look at the orders 
of quadrillions of dollars in things tied to hedge funds, 
and therefore, you’re having a real scramble in the 
hedge-fund resolution area right now, that people are 
trying to find out how to pay for some of these hedge-
fund demands that are coming in heavily.

It’s going to get worse. You’re going to have—right 
now, you’re on the verge of a real storm of assault on 
every kind of financial institution. And you will find 
that you have a terrified Secretary of the Treasury, 
Paulson, who’s sitting there in absolute terror. I don’t 
know what he’s doing in his pants, but I do know what 
I see on his face. That’s the general situation.

So no, we are in an intrinsically hyperinflationary 
situation, but also, at the same time, a hyperdeflation-
ary. Now, to understand how these things balance, 
you’ve got to, on the one hand, consider the rate of col-
lapse that’s going on, absolute collapse. Which means 
that you’re going to go into absolute disintegration of 
the world economy, and if you try to maintain the 
system, you’re going to go into a Weimar style of hy-
perinflationary blowout. If you don’t go to a hyperin-
flationary blowout, you will go to a hyperdeflationary 
blowout at the bottom, one of the two.

Now, you’re getting the hyperdeflationary blowout, 
how? You have a collapse of trade. Why a collapse of 
trade? Well, trade is not exactly collapsing; something 
else is collapsing: Letters of credit are not being issued, 
are not being uttered. Now, that means, that if a manufac-
turer is shipping something from one place to the other, 
it’s not going to get delivered. No letter of credit. The 
manufacturer has processed it, the buyer has purchased 
it, but they can’t move it in between. So you get interna-
tional letters of credit, and you get bill of lading credit 
and so forth, inside the United States, and you can not get 
the goods shipped, because the shipper will not carry the 
goods for you, because they’re not getting the letter of 
credit or equivalent that’s required to ship those goods.

So, it’s not the fact that purchases are not occurring. 
The purchase is occurring. It’s not that the goods aren’t 
being produced to be shipped. They are being produced 
to be shipped. There’s a contract between the buyer 
and seller, but the goods aren’t being shipped. No letter 
of credit. The letter of credit system has collapsed.

So you’re getting these kinds of complications, in 
which everything is disintegrating. And, on the one 
hand, you have an intrinsically hyperinflationary pro-
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cess which is tied to the driver of the financial deriva-
tives sector. You’ve got an actually deflationary pro-
cess, as a result of collapse of production, with people 
selling at any price, to try to get out from under the 
debt. Both things are going on at the same time.

Essentially, the process, since it’s tied, the deter-
mining factor here is the financial derivatives sector. 
That’s your driver. So don’t look at the system from the 
bottom up, from the individual purchase and sale, or 
act of production. Look from the top down. The top 
level is the financial derivatives, and that’s the driver 
of the whole crisis. All the phenomena in between, up 
and down, are simply a reflection of an environment in 
which the financial derivatives factor of debt is the 
main driver.

Europe’s Potential Role
Schlanger: We have a question from the audience, 

from someone who’s visiting from Denmark, Feride 
Gillesberg, who asks the question about the Four-
Power Agreement: What about Europe? How much 
power does Europe have in this, and what should the 
Europeans do, and the relationship in this sense be-
tween the American system and the European parlia-
mentary system?

LaRouche: Well, the European system has no in-
dependence anymore. The European system has no po-
litical control over itself. It has no credit-creating capa-
bility. It’s not allowed to do that, not real credit-creating 
capability. You know, you go to [European Central 
Bank president Jean-Claude] Trichet—it’s a waste of 
time. So Europe has given up sovereignty, as a group 
of nations.

Now, that doesn’t mean it’s going to stay that way. 
The tendency now is for people to ignore the Maastricht 
Agreement. And, when you mention Trichet, the room-
ful of people will burst out laughing, because nobody’s 
paying any attention to that anymore. They’re in an 
emergency situation; they’re doing what they have to 
do in the short run. There are no solutions, no nothing. 
So Europe is not a factor in making a decision.

The key factor in Europe in making a decision is a 
certain relationship between Russia and France, under 
Sarkozy. There is a connection there. Sarkozy is threat-
ening to play an independent role of some type, and he 
does play something of an independent role, a very pe-
culiar kind of independent role, which most people 
don’t understand, but it’s there. And therefore, Sarkozy 
is the only head of state on the continent of Europe, 

outside of Russia, who has any particular significance 
in these kinds of matters. And the possibility is that he 
will come to play a role.

Now, under what condition would he play a role? If 
Russia, India, China decide to approach the United 
States with the kind of proposal that I’ve indicated, 
then the role of Sarkozy in Europe would become cru-
cial. Sarkozy could be a factor in bringing that about. 
Apart from Sarkozy, I don’t see any government of 
Western or Central Europe which is going to play a 
significant initiating role at this time. And I think Sar-
kozy’s role would be catalytic, that he would probably 
indicate certain things, that his discussion with China, 
with Russia and India—particularly China and 
Russia—would indicate something, and that might be 
a factor in catalyzing something.

But the key thing lies essentially: The direct United 
States relationship to Russia, China, and India, is what 
is needed to break the barrier here. And therefore, the 
United States coming in one way, directly or indirectly, 
into an agreement with India, Russia, and China, would 
be the key thing. That would make things change. 
Europe would then change, suddenly. But short of that, 
until that occurs, I don’t see much possibility of any-
thing coming from Europe. And therefore, you can not 
interchange these parts. You have to have U.S., Russia, 
China, and India, in some way brought together. I think 
it can be done, and other countries can play a part in 
influencing that, outside of that group; but they’re not 
capable of initiating it. I mean, Sarkozy could play, 
probably—of the countries I can think of, France under 
Sarkozy is the country most likely to play, outside that 
group, a significant role in influencing something on 
that group. That’s the best I can give you.

Schlanger: I must say I’m quite impressed by the 
scope of questions coming in literally from all over the 
world. By the way, I should recognize, in addition to 
the groups meeting in Ibero-America, there are La-
Rouche Youth Movement meetings around this web-
cast throughout Western Europe—in Paris, throughout 
Germany organized by the BüSo, and also at universi-
ties throughout the United States. I know the Univer-
sity of Texas, the University of Houston, all over the 
Boston area, up and down the West Coast, and we 
won’t have time for all of the questions, obviously, but 
we will make sure they are passed on to Mr. LaRouche. 
If you didn’t get your question answered today, and 
within his constraints, we’ll see what he can do.
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What Future for Young Classical Artists?
But I have a question that I think you’re going to 

like, Lyn, from a young Classical artist in the heart of 
Europe, who writes that he “surrounds himself with 
many talented painters, sculptors, poets, and musi-
cians, and we’ve all come to support your person and 
your ideas very much. As we agree very much that a 
new rebirth, a renaissance, is the only way of turning 
the focus again towards physical production and the 
investigation of the true sciences, I have the following 
important questions about the arts: Apart from the 
study of nature and her principles, what advice could 
you give to young Classical artists in a time of post-

modernism? Once we have perfected our skills, where 
are we to turn? Are there people in the world today 
willing to support us, and willing to listen? And how 
do we recognize those who are truly noble from those 
who are crooks?”

The second part of the question: “What themes 
would you consider the most relevant to cover in new 
literature, and in a new reborn dramatic art, in paint-
ings. Great deeds, be they good or evil, make up splen-
did material for drama, and as our renaissance project 
might go on for generations, we ask for your advice 
that we may lay the right foundations.

LaRouche: On this matter, I can call your attention 

LaRouche stressed that the job 
of both artists and scientists 
“is to understand the universe, 
to understand the environment, 
to understand the conditions 
that shape us and shape our 
lives and shape our nations. 
And use the human mind—its 
creative powers, its insight—to 
see what these situations are 
and how we can change them, 
for the benefit of mankind.” 
The photos here are from 
workshops by Italian Classical 
singer and educator Antonella 
Banaudi, with the LaRouche 
Youth Movement in Boston, in 
September 2008. 
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Antonella Banaudi and Matt Ogden
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Ms. Banaudi and Myhoa Steger
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Anna Shavin and Matt Ogden, as Zerlina and Don Giovanni, 
perform a duet from Mozart’s opera.
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Emily Reuter and Jessica Tremblay
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to something I have just written which has just been 
published in EIR [Nov. 21, 2008], and will be available 
in other locations, on the subject of “Mathematics Is 
Not Science.” And it pertains to two areas, first of all 
on physical science, because no principle of physical 
science is determined by mathematics. Because by its 
very definition, any principle of physical science lies 
outside the domain of mathematics. And this is no-
where better illustrated than in the case of Johannes 
Kepler’s uniquely original discovery of the universal 
principle of gravitation, which, as Einstein empha-
sized, in looking at this matter from the standpoint of 
Bernhard Riemann, is that the principle itself lies out-
side mathematics and confines mathematics.

In a similar way, the principle of artistic creativity 
can be looked at in various ways. Take the case of Clas-
sical drama, as a relative case, especially Classical trag-
edy. Now, there is no such thing as an individual hero or 
tragic figure in Classical drama. That is, no figure in 
Classical drama qualifies as an individually tragic 
figure. That’s not a Classical drama. Because if the fail-
ure—and take all the histories of Classical drama. Start 
it from what we know in European history. Start with 
the first famous Classical drama, which was attributed 
to Homer, the Iliad. That is the model for European 
Classical drama. What’s the cause of the tragedy of the 
Iliad? You have, except for one figure who acts in most 
cases as an individual hero, all the gods and demi-gods 
are bums. And the poor people are listening to the whis-
pering advice of these gods and goddesses who are run-
ning around whispering in their ears with various 
schemes and so forth. And so you have a slaughter.

Now, you take the entirety of Classical Greek trag-
edy, it’s modeled on this Iliad model. “Voices, voices 
from outside, have given me this mysterious message. 
Aaugh! I have to act accordingly. Ohhhhhhh!” Trag-
edy. And you get this sort of thing. Therefore, the prin-
ciple of Classical drama is simply, there is no tragic 
hero. There is no individual who is guilty of the trag-
edy. That’s simply Romantic nonsense. People say 
that, and I don’t want to see the plays they perform. 
They disgust me. The tragedy lies in the fact that soci-
ety whispers to imagined gods, and is unable to act ra-
tionally, because it’s trapped in the advice it gets from 
these crazy gods, or what it imagines to be these crazy 
gods. “We can’t do this.” “You’d better not do that!” 
“Something will happen to you if you do that.” “Don’t 
do that!” “Oh no, don’t do that! Please don’t do that!” 
So therefore, society is trapped, as if in a barbed wire 

fence, or electrified fence, by a set of fears, a set of 
mysterious fears, and they can never act.

Once in a while, a figure who says, “Enough of this 
crap, I’m going to do it. It has to be done, for rational rea-
sons. I will not listen to the voices of the gods,” acts, and 
acts as a hero to save society from itself. But in the usual 
case, as in the case of many among our recent U.S. Presi-
dents, the President—no matter how talented other-
wise—is a damned fool, who listens to the whisperings. 
“You won’t seem successful if you won’t do this. We 
won’t like you, we won’t help, if you don’t do this.” So he 
turns into a cringing coward who does things out of expe-
diency. “Don’t you realize you wouldn’t dare do that? 
You’re foolish to do this.” “Yes, I would do that!” “No, I 
can’t do that!” Boom! Crash! Society goes to Hell.

Therefore, the hero exists, the tragic case does not, 
not as an individual. The hero is one who is able to con-
vince a society, as Roosevelt did, or Lincoln did, to lift 
a society to do what is necessary without regard to 
foolish fears of the whisperings of the people who are 
whispering to the gods. So the hero exists, but not the 
tragic figure as an individual. What is tragic is the soci-
ety, as such. A society of people who listen to the whis-
pers: “Don’t do this! Mother says don’t do this! Father 
says you’d better not! The guy next door who’s very 
well informed says, that’s not a good idea, you know! 
They may get you.” And that kills you. And therefore, 
the idea of the hero, of the tragic hero, exists; the tragic 
individual does not exist.

Take the case of the famous one in Schiller, Wallen-
stein. Wallenstein is a tragedy, but not of a Wallenstein. 
Wallenstein is unable to recognize a solution outside 
the framework of what he’s been given. And you get a 
sense of this in the first part of Wallenstein, Wallen-
stein’s Camp. The assembly of this vast army to engage 
in what is going to become religious warfare, which is 
going to destroy everything. And the drama, the trilogy, 
ends with the death of Wallenstein. But the Thirty Years 
War didn’t end there. And Schiller wrote this thing 
based on his studies, not only of the Thirty Years War, 
but also his studies of the Netherlands War before it. He 
combined the two. The war in the Netherlands and Wal-
lenstein war, the Thirty Years War, or part of it, as one.

The tragedy lies within the society, not within the 
leading individual. The society wants to blame the 
leading individual for what it’s done to itself! Like the 
United States has done to itself! There was no one 
President who did what’s been done to this United 
States since Roosevelt was there. Most of the Presi-
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dents of the United States have been tragic figures in 
that sense, but they were tragic because they listened to 
the powers that control the United States, to the whis-
pering gods and goddesses, and to the foolish people 
on the street. And where reason would have told them 
to act differently, they said, “You’ve got to think about 
the way my family feels. Look, my wife would divorce 
me,” and so forth and so on. All these kinds of fears.

And the problem in politics and in real life is what 
real drama is concerned about—the greatest dramatists 
are not some bum, imagining stories in an attic. They 
are people looking at reality as in great poetry, other 
great drama. They are looking at reality, and adducing 
from reality a way of trying to show people what the 
reality is that they’re living in. Why they behave the 
way they do. Why societies behave the way they do. 
This is not to titillate you with an amazing story. It’s to 
give you a sense of coming out of a society which is 
frightening to you. As a member of an audience, you 
walk in, you’re dealing with a situation you can’t un-
derstand, you can’t solve it. And if the dramatist does a 
good job, and the actors do a good job, you go out, not 
with a sense that you understood the problem fully, but 
you go out with a sense that this is something you could 
possibly comprehend! It’s something you could deal 
with. It reminds you of situations in life which maybe 
you could deal with. Society on a grand scale.

And so, that is the relationship. That’s science. Sci-
ence involves man’s attempt to master the universe, as 
in the first chapter of Genesis. Man and woman are 
unique in understanding the process of Creation, and 
being able to do something to change that process, as 
ministers to change the process in a necessary way, 
down the line. Our job is to understand the universe, to 
understand the environment, to understand the condi-
tions that shape us and shape our lives and shape our 
nations. And use the human mind—its creative powers, 
its insight—to see what these situations are and how 
we can change them, for the benefit of mankind.

Roosevelt did. Abraham Lincoln did. George Wash-
ington did. John Quincy Adams did. In a sense, Bis-
marck did. Bismarck is actually a hero, in what he did, 
within the framework within which he was operating. 
He was no failure. Lazare Carnot was a hero, within the 
framework of what he did. He wasn’t a failure. Many 
great scientists have been true heroes, in the sense that 
they succeeded in meeting a challenge. Some leaders on 
a minor scale—I mean, Martin Luther King was one of 
the greatest heroes of the United States. He was a man 

that stood up and did something that nobody else could 
do. He should have been President. That’s probably why 
they killed him. He had that quality that nobody else 
around him had. Unique. He was a true hero.

And this is what we try to understand from tragedy. 
And we have to have the same attitude, as toward Clas-
sical art, the same attitude toward matters of science, 
how the universe is organized. So the two are essentially 
the same thing. And this involves going to a higher state 
of mind, like the questioner is talking about—a group of 
people. They have a certain amount of skill. Can they 
make the next step? Yes, good, fine. You know this, you 
know that. Can you actually understand the kind of thing 
you’re talking about, as it applies to real life? Can you 
actually understand that? And that’s the challenge. It’s 
the same challenge in physical science.

For example, I’ve said recently in this piece [“Math-
ematics Is Not Science”], I refer to the last paragraph 
in Shelley’s “In Defence of Poetry,” there’s a summa-
tion of the state of mind which the individual must 
have, as a creative state of mind, what the function of 
poetry and similar aspects, to understand society, and 
to understand what you have to do to try to influence 
society to solve its problems, and that attitude, which 
you find in the way Rembrandt paints a picture. Rem-
brandt, this wonderful thing of the bust of Homer look-
ing up at the ridiculous spectacle of Aristotle. That sort 
of thing. This is what you must perceive.

And you must think of yourself as comparable to a 
scientist, in art, in trying to understand mankind better, 
looking at the greatest works of the greatest artists, and 
seeing what it is they really give you. What makes 
them great artists? What’s great about Leonardo da 
Vinci, apart from his scientific skills, in some of his 
paintings? This is the sort of thing. And the motive is, 
the gratification is, to come out of the experience feel-
ing good about yourself, because you have understood 
mankind a bit better than you did before. And you have 
understood yourself, also a bit better than you did 
before. And the feeling between physical science and 
great Classical art is exactly the same.

Schlanger: With that, we’re going to bring the we-
bcast to a close. This will be archived, it will be on the 
LaRouche PAC site, and we should make sure that ev-
eryone in the country sees it in the next days ahead. I’d 
like you to join me in thanking Lyn, not just for his 
speaking today, but for what he’s been doing for the 
last 86 years. Thank you, Lyn.


