‘It Brazil Goes Down,
So Does Wall Street’

On Nov. 5, Hector Benavides, the best-knowntel evision news-
caster of Monterrey, Nuevo Leon, travelled to Saltillo, Coa-
huila, to interview Lyndon LaRouchefor Benavides' Channel
12 program. Theinterview wasbroadcast Nov. 10, after news
segments aired on previous days.

Q: Speaking of possible scenarios, what isthe best possible
scenario coming out of today’ selectionsin the United States?
LaRouche: Just a general confusion, which people admit.
Warisadistractionfromthereal issue, whichisthe economy.
For example, half the Federal states in the United States are
bankrupt now. By normal standards, the United States gov-
ernment itself is bankrupt. These are worldwide conditions.
We have to do more than areform. We have to go back to a
system like that of the original Bretton Woods system. And
until we are willing to do that, the world is going to become
worse.

Though there are many parts of the world—for example,
the current conference in Phnom Penh: There is cooperation
among India, Russia, China, Japan, Korea, which are trying
to build up the Eurasia bloc of economic security, despite
what they see asinsanity in Washington.

So there’s much concern around the world to have are-
formnow. . ..

Q: There'salot of talk about hawks and doves within the
government of the United States.

LaRouche: We have people whom we cal “Chicken-
hawks.” When they had the opportunity to servein the mili-
tary service, in wartime service, they avoided that. They are
the ones who want war! Our leading generals, retired and in
active service, do not want this war, so we say that only the
draft-dodgers want the war!

Q: Who arethey?

LaRouche: Thisisagroup, controlled by organized crime,
but whichisknownin the Americas, sometimesknown asthe
Utopians. These are the people who have always been the
problem in the Americas, for the nations of the Americas.
Mexico, al the countries of South America. These are the
people who have worked to destroy the economies and gov-
ernmentsof South and Central America. Like[M oonie-spon-
sored] CAUSA, WACL [World Anti-Communist League],
Oliver North—thisisaspecial kind of fascist which we have
in the United States, very annoying to the rest of the hemi-
sphere.

Q: What isthe position of Mr. Cheney?
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LaRouche: [laughs] Mr. Cheney isthe chief Chickenhawk!
He' sthe mother, or, | guess, maybe his wife Lynne Cheney,
who is worse than he is—she's the mother of the Chicken-
hawks.

Q: Themother of the pollitos, we would say in Spanish.

Y ou’ verunfor the Presidency onvariousoccasions. What

so far has kept you from becoming President?
LaRouche: If you look at my economic forecasts—and in
eachelection, | stated anissue. | wasawaysright. The Ameri-
can people aways elected the wrong President. Now it’s all
cometo an end. It can’t work any more. What theresult is, of
all these 25 yearsof elections, now: I’ mthe only onewith any
credibility. You see, in history, people think of running for
President, in history, like running for Hollywood movie star.
They're like the dumb actor on the stage, who tells the audi-
ence, “Look at me! Look at me! Don't pay attention to the
play. Look at me!” They come on stage, and fortunately, they
go. | believein making history, not in making a spectacle.

The time has come when we, in the Americas, are going
to have to go back to the ideas of John Quincy Adams, of
Franklin Roosevelt, and so forth, regarding relations in the
Americas. The United States must now accept the fact, that
we must not be an empire. We must be the leading nation
among a group of perfectly sovereign states, who cooperate
in acommon interest.

For example, let’s take the case of Mexico. The United
States must immediately rebuild its transportation system.
High-speedrail isthekey. Mexico needshigh-speedrail. The
relationship between Mexico and the United States requires
high-speed rail connections between Mexico and the United
States. Water management, the samething. The management
of the problem of unemployment, among Mexicans in the
United States, and here. These are matters of two, separate,
sovereign states, with a common border, and with common
and different problems. So therefore, therel ationship must be
on the basis of meeting together, to work out a program to
address these problems.

And theincrease of the productive powers of labor of the
Mexican people, for anyone in the United States who is not
anidiot, isinthevital interest of the United States. We do not
want people of Mexico to be poor! It's bad for Mexico, and
bad for us. Therefore, we must promote economic develop-
ment in Mexico. We need that kind of Presidency from the
United States now.

Q: After Sept. 11, therelationship between the United States
and Mexico changed, dramatically. The problem of our com-
patriots who are there illegally, between the two countries,
ended up at the bottom of the agenda of concerns. What is
your view of this?

LaRouche: Thepointisthis: We have alot of Mexicans, in
Mexico—as in this area—who depend upon relationships as
suppliersto U.S. manufacturers. In two out of three of these
categories, electronics and auto parts, we' refaced with acol-
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lapse. The Mexicans who are employed in the United States,
acollapse of opportunity. Thisisasocial crisisfor Mexicans
in the United States, and a social crisis here. So, we have to
address this problem. The only way that we can—and we're
going to beworking on that—we haveto actually havelarge-
scale infrastructure development projects. We'll have three
objectives: absorb unemploymentinlargeinfrastructure proj-
ects; solve problems of environment—transportation, en-
ergy, and so forth; and also, stimulate private investment
through infrastructural projects.

So, for example, in U.S.-Mexico relations, we can easily
run between the two countries—we can determinewhat isthe
margin of unemployment expected in Mexico, especialy in
the north of Mexico, as a result of this economic situation.
We also know the number of Mexicans now living in the
United States, who are going to be hit. So the two countries
have to say, “Here are the number of jobs we have to create.
We have to plan a division of labor. We use infrastructure
projects, in order to addressthisproblem. And, what we need,
isto set up a new system of credit, of state credit, 25 years
long, 1-2% interest, for these infrastructure projects.

Q: Good. Do you see the capability for this in Presidents
Bush and Fox?

LaRouche: When | look at Presidencies, | don’t look at
individuals. See, Mexico has one of the best institutional
structures of the Presidency among South American coun-
tries. So, | think of the executive function of the Presidency
of Mexico, not just the President as a personality. We have
aPresident of the United States who has no mental capacity,
whatsoever. But we have a Presidency. What my particular
ties are, | have to try to make the Presidency successful.
And, we have to deal with the personality of the President.
| don't think that either President Bush or President Fox are
prepared, to deal with the kind of crisis which exists now,
but under the guidance of the Presidency of Mexico, and
the Presidency of the United States, and with the help of
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Some of the coverage of LaRouche radiating out from Saltillo, a city of 1 million,
.1 not far from Monterrey, where this TV interview was broadcast. The articles

. reported, that LaRouche “ forecasts a global financial crash,” and noted his
support for the attempts of Mexico’' s President Vicente Fox to restrain President
Bush’ sthreatened unilateral attack on Iraqg.

the legislatures and state governments, we can work these
problems out.

Q: How would you characterize these first two years of the
government of President Fox in Mexico.

LaRouche: Well, hewalked in, under an assumption, which
isblown apart. Everything he wastold to believe would hap-
pen, isgone. Everything heexpected hewould havein cooper-
ation with President Bush, is gone, wiped out. So therefore,
we have to rethink the relationship. And he, the President of
Mexico, also needs to have advice on how to rethink the
situation. He may not know what to do, but he has plenty of
advisers on the state levels and in the parliament. He has to
decide that he' s going to accept achangein policy.

This often happens with governments. So it’s not a ques-
tion of the personality—this man’s a genius, or that man is
not. We require great leaders sometimes. If we do not have
great leaders, we haveto find waysto achieve the samething.

Q: There' sdiscussion now of theideathat U.S.-Mexicorela
tions have become more distant. There was even abook that
was called Distant Neighbors. What’ syour view of this?
LaRouche: | think thisis useless kind of commentary. It's
not positive. We have problems. The United States has prob-
lemsinrelationswith every country intheworld. The present
Presidency of the United States is hated by virtualy every
government in the world today. So, we can not let this be the
standard for dealing with each other. Y ou have to have, in a
situation like this, you must have put on the table positive
dternativesto the crisis. Trying to blame each other doesn’t
work. . .. You must put solutions on the table, and organize
politics around solutions, and not these kinds of comments.

Q: But then, how do we explain or understand thisidea, that
the United States has no friends, but only interests around
theworld?

LaRouche: Pay no attention to that nonsense. The United
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A Commander Must Think
Of the General Welfare

On Nov. 5 in Saltillo, the capital of Coahuila, Lyndon
LaRouche gave a press conference during which he was
asked about theUtopians' effortsto takedownthe national
military. Thequestionsare paraphrased fromLaRouche’s
Englishinterpreter.

Q: There's currently abig crisis in Mexico, with regard
to the Army, and so forth. Would there be any interest on
the part of the United States, in being behind such acrisis?
Also, we look at certain other countries, where this has
occurred—Ilook at Chile, look at Venezuela—and | under-
stand that you have information about the activities of the
United States in those countries where there is a strong,
established army.

LaRouche: Thepoaintis, oneof the most important oppo-
sitions to the proposed war in Iraq comes from the U.S.
Army generals, as expressed by some of the retired gener-
as, especialy, like Genera Zinni, the Marine Corps gen-
eral. The generals know and understand, especially since
Vietnam: The leading generals, retired and active-service
generas, today, in the United States, served as junior or
field-grade officersin Vietnam . . . and the thing that’s on
their mind is; How can we prevent a piece of idiocy like
Vietnam from happening again?

These are not the greatest strategic thinkersin history.
Their initial education and post-war |eadership was bad.
But, a general officer, who commands troops, especialy
Army, hasto deal withthereality of the population, includ-
ing their owntroops, andinfrastructure of the society. Any
competent officer, military officer, thinkslikean engineer:
Y ouwinwars, not by killing; youwinwarsby engineering,
theway the United Stateswon World War 11, by engineer-
ing. We had logistical capabilities beyond anything.

What happened at the end of the war is, these nuclear
warfare freaks. world government through nuclear war-
fare. They're a phenomenon like Hitler's SS. They hate
theregular military. Theregular military, the Army officer,
a commander who deals with troops and the population,
must think in terms of the general welfare. He can not be
an inhuman beast. So therefore, they respond in that way.
Whereas, these guys who want to make the war, are not
military people.

So you have, throughout Central and South America,
an attempt to destroy theregular military institutionsinthe
Central and South American nations. Who wantsto do it,
isthewar-party! Thewar-party arenot theregular military.
Thewar-party intheUnited Statesaredraft-dodgers! They
think likethe Nazi SS. That’ sthe problem.

Q: Wouldtherebeaninterest in the part of that war-party
to, right now, weaken the Mexican military?

LaRouche: Absolutely! It's obviously a target. This
crowd in Washington would want to wipe out thelast gen-
eral in Mexico.

States, as an historical phenomenon, has great relations with
theworld. The objectionsto the present policies of the United
States, arethat theworld seesthisasrepudiation of the United
States' own mission in history. Prior to 1971, the United
Stateswas|ooked at as achampion of freedom of nations, of
sovereignty of nations. Since that time, and since Indochina,
there's been a highly visible, increasing, imperialistic ten-
dency in Washington.

So, around the world, | find that most governments and
peoples, their attitude toward the United Statesis, “Why can't
you go back to being what you used to be?’ Not under Wood-
row Wilson, but under President Franklin Roosevelt. And
that’s the problem. We just have to put the focus on it. The
United States policy iswrong, but the United States hasto go
back to becoming itself. The present policies don’'t work, so
it' sgoing to have to change.

Q: Mr. LaRouche, you have said that ageneration, 25 years,
is needed, for you to change the course of the United States
and the world. Why 25 years?

LaRouche: Because you haveto look at capital factors. We

36 National Economy

do not have, at present, the levels of income, among nations,
to sustain themselves. So therefore, we must borrow from the
future, to rebuild in the present. The borrowing should take
the form of long-term capital improvements. That is, invest-
ment in infrastructure, which requires a quarter-century at
|east—water systems, power systems, they’ reall quarter-cen-
tury investments. To develop new industries, is also a matter
of ageneration. You start small, but it takes a generation to
bring them up to your objectives. So, we must create credit
for capital investment, capital improvements. We must try to
achievefull productive employment. The greatest cost in any
national budget islarge unemployment. If peopleareworking
productively, the nation can survive. If you have avast army
of unemployed, the nation may not survive.

So, we' re going to have an indicative plan, like President
CharlesdeGaulle of France’ sindicativeplan. | knowin Mex-
ico, for example, in the files of government, there are many
plans. Every Mexican government used to make plans, new
plans! Many of them were very good! The plan to move the
water from the south to the north on the Caribbean and Pacific
Coast, is good. To shift the population concentration from
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Mexico City, into areaswhich are not sufficiently devel oped,
isgood. But these are al projects which would go into about
aquarter-century, to materialize, to become self-sustaining.

Q: Over these 25 years, what would happen in acountry like
Mexico, which hastoday 54 million poor out of a population
of 100 million?

LaRouche: Well, let’ stake areaslike agriculture and indus-
try. Y ou have to develop the agriculture with water manage-
ment and other things. Self-sufficiency in the nourishment of
the population is one of the standards of national security.
Bringing the water from the south to the north, will create
new cities, new centers, and will restore agricultural potential
where it's now margina. Much of the Mexican population
has a natural ability to be successful in agriculture. We have
to open that up. That will build new communities. It will be
with school systemsin these communities. Y ouwill now take
the population of the peasant families, and they will develop
the ability to become professionals and industrialists. We
have to look at this as a generational development of the
population, starting with the reality of the population asit is
today. The perspective should be, that every Mexican adult
mal e should have productive employment.

Q: Twenty yearsago, you werein Mexico. What do you see
asimportant changesinthose 20 yearsthat you werenot here?
LaRouche: Well, I've been here in spirit and mind, very
closely observing everything. | have some very dear friends,
including the former President, Lopez Portillo. We till think
together! We remember what should have happened. We
would liketo doit. Not for me, I'm not aMexican. Butit'sa
beautiful idea. And he' sabeautiful person. And | have many
other friendsin Mexico! What happened in Mexico, and also
in Central and South America, went through two phases. Un-
der Nixon, in 1971, we created afloating-exchange-rate sys-
tem. It financialy bankrupted every country in South and
Central America. In 1982, with the attack on Argentina and
Mexico, they moved in like vultures on the bankrupt nations,
toloot the nations. Today, except for Brazil, whichisin jeop-
ardy, there’'s not a single country in Central and South
Americawhich has a secure future.

What we see in Mexico—which is very specia because
of its proximity to the United States, and also the history of
struggle for independence and sovereignty in South
America—we seeacountry whichisthreatened with destruc-
tion! Every country in South and Central America, now, is
either extinct or threatened with destruction.

Q: Can what happened in Argentinahappen in Mexico?

LaRouche: Sureit can! Fast! All you haveto do, ishavethe
dollarization of the Mexican debt, and have the kind of thing
that’ sbeing applied to Brazil now, inMexico, and you’ll have
acomplete wipe-out of Mexico. Mexico may havelost much
of its sovereignty, but at least there's a certain pretense of
maintaining the institutions of sovereignty. The collapse of
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this area, the unemployment of 5 million Mexicans in the
United States—if those remittances don’t come to Mexico,
in aworld depression, and the New Y ork crowd would have
moved in here, the way they did in the Southern Cone, you
would haveacrushing of theinstitutionshere. So, it’ sadanger
tousall.

Q: What dowedo to avoid that?
LaRouche: Thesolutionisessentially political and of |ead-
ership. First of all, we have to build up what is aready in
motion. Around theworld today—asmy work in Italy shows,
asmy effort to build up this Productive Triangle relationship
in Eurasia has succeeded to some degree so far—we havethe
emergence of a movement worldwide, within governments,
among influentials, and so forth, step by step, inthe direction
toward a complete reform of the international monetary sys-
tem. So, those of uswho think, in universities, in institutions,
in government, must discuss this more closely together: The
opportunity to act isbeing put in our hands. Thedanger is, we
might not be intellectually prepared to act when we haveto.
In Mexico, you have areservoir that | know of, of leader-
ship, a core of leadership which, if mobilized, does have the
intellectual capacity to play that kind of role. It’s typified by
Lopez Portillo: typified by the intellectual capability within
Mexico and in its institutions, with what Lopez Portillo at-
tempted to do between August and October of 1982. This
was—even though | was involved in planning this kind of
response—the way it was carried out by the President, and
hisassociates, was specifically Mexican: Y ou had aPresident
of Mexico who had an understanding of natural law, history,
aClassical mind. And many people around him aswell.

Q: Nevertheless, theimage that exists of him isthat he was
acorrupt President.

LaRouche: This was the idea of the liberals who tried to
destroy Mexicoin 1982. Look what they’ re saying about Bra-
zil. Now Lulais not my favorite person, but Lula has shown
himself at least capable of realizing what it isto be the Presi-
dent of anation. They aretelling Lulain the U.S. press, that
if he does not betray the nation of Brazil and the peopleinit,
if he does not submit to the markets, he's evil. That's their
attitude toward L 6pez Portillo: They can never forgive him
for showing courage.

Q: Good. Will they allow Luiz Inacio “Lula’ da Silva to
govern?

LaRouche: This is very interesting. If they don't, there
won't be any United States. If Brazil goes down, the impact
of this on J.P. Morgan Chase, the whole complex around
Sandy Weill, around Citibank, and many other things—the
investment of the United States banking interests, the expo-
sure in Central and South America, in Brazil—if you crush
these countries, you wipe out those banks on Wall Sreet! The
solution is that the United States has to put these banks into
bankruptcy reorganization. Thenwe can al live.

National Economy 37



