Dialogue With LaRouche

Freeman: I told you we were in for a wild ride.

As I usually do, I will give some precedence to some of
the institutional questions that are coming in. As you can
imagine, there are a very large number of questions regarding
the specific issues that Mr. LaRouche has raised about the
global financial situation. There are also, though, several
questions, which I'll take first, which deal with the legitimacy
of the current Administration.

Lyn, this question, which I had mentioned to you earlier,
says:

“Mr. LaRouche, most of us here in Washington, see a
situation where the impeachable offenses committed by this
Administration are so interlinked between the Office of the
President and the Vice President, that there really seems to be
no way to separate them. It’s also increasingly clear, that Karl
Rove, whether he is indicted or not, has become a cooperating
witness. In that capacity, particularly given the longstanding
animosity between Mr. Rove and the Vice President, Rove is
likely to break down the protective barrier that, up to now,
has protected Dick Cheney.

“As this occurs, we can expect things to begin to move,
very, very quickly. Already, calls for expanding the Special
Prosecutor’s mandate to cover breaches of law by the Presi-
dent himself are being made public by various officials across
the nation. Several state legislators are now entertaining im-
peachment resolutions, and more and more newspaper edito-
rials are calling for the same.

“One operating fear is that once these floodgates are
opened, the very stability of this nation’s government could
be threatened. What are your thoughts on this? How, in fact,
can this be addressed, when it is, indeed, becoming increas-
ingly clear, that the crimes committed by both the President
and the Vice President are extremely difficult to ignore?”

‘You Don’t Move History by Revenge’

LaRouche: As I’ve explained to a number of audiences
on a number of occasions recently, when you are faced with
evidence of ugly criminality, or something tantamount to
criminality, of the type which this Administration represents,
your reaction against the sheer ugliness, and almost Satanic
quality of this stuff, makes you angry. And you think that the
important thing is to strike out against the evildoer.

I disagree.

You do not move history by revenge. You do not move
human beings by revenge. Take the case: How many idiots
actually voted for this fool? This idiot in the White House?
This infantile drunk, dry drunk? Well, so therefore, your anger
is against the people? And there were a lot of people who
voted for these grubs, or who, in a sense condoned similar
kinds of things.

We have been destroyed systematically, since 1968, by
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wave upon wave of corruption, of one type or another. Nixon
was corruption! The Trilateral Commission was corruption!
Do you realize what was done under Carter? The cruelty that
was done? The permanent cruelty to our farmers? The perma-
nent cruelty to our industry? The destruction of our infrastruc-
ture, the destruction of our mortgage, the traditional mortgage
system? Other kinds of destruction?

Do you realize what was done during the Reagan Admin-
istration, at various points? Do you realize the evil that was
done by George H.-W. Bush? In his Administration? Do you
realize the evil of negligence that was done by the Clinton
Administration? And the evil now?

What are we going to do, punish everybody? That
doesn’t work.

What you have to do, the form of leadership, is to give
people a clear perspective, as Roosevelt did, to give people a
perspective of hope. Not charm. Not sweet-talk. But a clear,
understandable statement: What are we going to do, to fix the
problem? What are we going to do, to recognize rights that
were not recognized, that should have been recognized? What
are we going to do, to give smiles to tear-filled faces? Hmm?
It’s tear-filled faces, but smiling, because you’ ve offered them
a solution.

Now, the problem with the Baby Boomer generation:
They don’tbelieve in the future. Sometimes, by accident, they
had children. They didn’t do it to have children, they did it to
have pleasure. Or, because they were bored at the time and
didn’t have anything else to do. Do you realize what the mar-
riage pattern is among the Baby Boomer generation? (With-
out even getting into the Tweener question.) What’s the mat-
ing habits of people born between, you know, 1945 and 19577
What are their mating habits? Ugh! Like some reptilian spe-
cies. Chickens have great affinity for marital fidelity, huh?

So—what are you going to do?

It’s like the principle of Christianity: You have a bunch
of real sinners out there! I mean, this is not sinners, not a guy
who made a sin one time. These guys are really habitual!
They do nothing but sin, all day, from morning till night—
especially the preachers! The preachers can commit sin with
sanctimoniousness; it’s a special kind of theological quality.

So, the point is, you have a people who do not have much
hope. You have a Baby Boomer generation which doesn’t
believe in the future; as a matter of fact, they resent their
children. “Why did we do that? Why are they bothering us?
We want to go out of here quietly. We want to enjoy our last
days of life. We have our rights. You stand aside, till we’re
gone—then you can do what you want to do! The world can
go to Hell after we’re gone, but we want to go out in comfort.
Maybe it takes an illusion or two, to do that, we’ll take that,
too.” They’re good at it.

So the problem is, you’re dealing with a population which
is despondent, it’s abused, it has no confidence, it lives in a
sophist society; the society is run by sophistry. Nobody be-
lieves anybody, to speak of. Nobody trusts anybody. How are
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you going to get this population, which is so discouraged, like
the Sophists of ancient Greece, in the Age of Pericles through
the end of the Peloponnesian War—how are you going to get
those people not to do what the Greeks did in the Peloponne-
sian War?

You have to uplift them. You have to state the problem
clearly. You have to define a solution. You have to rally them
to hope. You have to rally them, as I'm trying to do with the
young generation. Look, I’ll be 84 in September. What am I
looking forward to? What is anybody in my generation look-
ing forward to (who has any brains)? They’re looking forward
to what a coming generation, especially the generation of
young adults, especially between 18 and 25 years of age,
today, what is their future! Because their future is the tangible
future of this nation for the next 50 years. It’s the future of
everything we have dedicated ourselves to. The hope of real-
ization of everything we’ve wanted for our nation, and for
humanity, lies in the hands of those who are now in that age-
group. Therefore, our focal point is not ourselves, not our
greed, not our self-absorption. Our focal point is that we are
going to die: Our focal point, is what, therefore, are we going
to dedicate our life to something which is worth dying for?
Right? It’s for our children. And especially for the young
adult children, who think like adults, and who think enough
like adults to pick up the torch, and continue the mission.

We have to mobilize people not around how bad things
are. We can not duck how bad things are, how much worse
they’re about to become. But we must mobilize people about
a clear, honest, and accurate perception of what the better
future can be. Not just for us: Because we can be satisfied, in
my generation, if we can be assured, that the young adult
generation of today is going to make it. If our children are
going to make it, then the nation will live, and the good that
we represent will live on. They’re reassured.

So, youdon’torganize by emphasizing the negatives. You
take all the evil facts to one side, and you say, “This is evil,
that’s evil, this is evil, that’s evil. This is stupid.” But!/ You
don’t organize against stupidity. You don’t organize against
evil. You organize for the Good. And you must have a clear
perspective of what we should do with this nation, in this time
of crisis, in order to ensure that 50 years from now, when the
generation of young adults now comes toward the time of
retirement, that they will leave behind them, a better world
than we have found today.

Freeman: The next question comes from the United
States Senate. And it has to do with the situation around Secre-
tary Rumsfeld. It says,

“Mr. LaRouche, the growing discontent with Defense
Secretary Rumsfeld, has led to what has been called in the
press, a ‘generals revolt.” The events are unprecedented, and
as I think you know, no less than nine recently retired flag
officers have made public statements calling for Rumsfeld’s
removal. Although this has been widely covered in the press,
the press has characterized the conflict as one of personalities,
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as opposed to accurately depicting it for what it is, which is a
profound policy disagreement that goes to some of the most
fundamental questions regarding the role of the U.S. military
and to how our nation fights wars.

“Earlier this week, Hillary Clinton wrote a letter to Sen.
John Warner, asking that the Senate Armed Services Commit-
tee exercise their oversight responsibility, and bring these
generals before the committee to tell their story. Her call has
already been endorsed by other Senators, both Democrat and
Republican, including Sen. John McCain. Senator Warner
has indicated a willingness—in fact, an inclination, to enter-
tain the proposal.

“However, it has provoked howls of protest from both the
White House and the Secretary’s office. We’ve also now seen
a parade of active-duty military officers being sent out to
denounce the appropriateness of such hearings, and to de-
nounce the appropriateness of the statements that have been
made by their retired colleagues.

“Would you please comment on your overall view of this,
and whether or not you think that it is, in fact, appropriate for
the Senate to pursue the question?”

LaRouche: What the Senate should do, rather than doing
a war-dance around the issues, is to tell the truth. Now, what
I mean by telling the truth, is the whole truth, not fallacy
of composition.

What’s the problem, here? The problem here, is the same
problem we faced in the case of the Hitler regime. Where
the Hitler regime, in various processes, got the Wehrmacht
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“You don’t organize by
emphasizing the negatives. . . .
You organize for the Good.
And you must have a clear
perspective of what we should
do with this nation, in this time
of crisis, in order to ensure that
50 years from now, when the
generation of young adults now
comes toward the time of
retirement, that they will leave
behind them a better world that
we have found today.” Here,
LaRouche Youth Movement
members at a Capitol Hill
rally, singing “The Union
Forever.”
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[German Army] into fighting Hitler’s wars. The Wehrmacht,
belatedly—with some people who were more courageous ear-
lier—but the Wehrmacht belatedly began to resist Hitler’s
wars, more and more. Now, at this point, a change occurred
in the war system of the Nazi system, which was called the
development of the SS, the Waffen SS. Which was an exten-
sion of the SS, generally. And the goal of this process, which
was never fully realized because the war came to an end, was
the International SS, an international Waffen SS, in effect.

This is the policy of the Cheney-Rumsfeld military doc-
trine. It’s Nazi.

Now, some people say, “You can’t use the word ‘Nazi.” ”
I say the word “Nazi”—if it’s a Nazi, it’s Nazi. It’s got a
certain shape of tail, it’s got a certain smell, it’s got certain
paws, it snarls in a certain way. Hmm? Bad—terrible breath!
And so forth. These are actual Nazis. Now, who is one of
the Nazis? Felix Rohatyn. There’s a conference that Felix
convened, at Middlebury, Vermont, at the Middlebury Col-
lege, there, on privatization of the military. This is the same
policy that Cheney has had, explicitly, since he was Secretary
of Defense under George H.W. Bush.

Now, look at what happened in the interstices of the Iraq
War. The attack on Iraq occurred. The military attack was
successful in a short period of time. General Garner, who was
assigned to this function, received the surrender in a formal
proceeding, getting signed statements from people, from mili-
tary officers and bureaucrats of the former Iraq regime. They
would work under the direction of the U.S. occupation force
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George Shultz: The
man behind the “active
threat of Nazism.”
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to rebuild their country, and then we would leave. That’s a
standard procedure. It’s the standard procedure we operated
on, in large degree in the military in World War II.

When we went into Germany, for example, the local com-
mander was a colonel or someone, who runs into an area; he’s
got a village or a group of villages, that surrendered. He’s got
amayor there, somewhere, and the local commander gets out
all the officials that he can find, responsibles of that area who
are still surviving. He gets them together in a meeting, and
says, ““You will now continue, if you agree, to do the following
functions that you were doing before. Because, we’re going
to worry about the food, the water, and all these kinds of
problems, you’re going to do that. And while the U.S. military
is here, we’re going to see to it, you get the backing to do it.
You’re now working with us, under occupation rule.”

Now, this is what Garner was doing, essentially. If we had
done that, we’d have been out of there within six months to a
year. Without a conflict! Without the conflict that happened.
What happened, is, George Shultz heard about this, and
screamed, “Fire him!” Garner. And he sent out a stooge of
Shultz’s, [Paul] Bremer, who went in there and tore up the
whole proposal, and set up a strenuous occupation regime,
bringing in—ah! Halliburton, and others, to fund a privately
run war. Now, this included combat operations! This was a
paid, hired Waffen SS! Run by Rumsfeld, and Cheney.

This is the same kind of operation in terms of structure
and law that the Nazis ran in the occupied territories in Eu-
rope, under the Waffen SS, when the SS came in like that.
We’re doing the same thing. We now have a full-fledged civil
war going on in Iraq! The plan is to extend this to Iran, and
also to Syria, and to other areas.

So, what the generals are reacting to, is not merely their
recollection of what the Hitler problem was, though I’'m sure
that some of them know this very well, from studying military
history. They couldn’t be a flag officer of any competence,
without knowing this kind of stuff. And they realize that
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The Senate needs to tell the truth about the Cheney-Rumsfeld
military doctrine: “It’s Nazi.” Here Secretary of Defense Donald
Rumsfeld (right) chats with Paul Bremer, the man George Shultz
chose to tear up the reconstruction plans that were proceeding in
Iraq under General Garner.

you’re dealing with a Nazi-like, Waffen SS-like phenome-
non! What do you have? Look at Guantanamo! Look at Abu
Ghraib! What is this? This is Nazism! This is not the way the
U.S. functioned—ever functioned.

And the magic word is, “Kill the ‘tourists.”” George
Bush, he keeps coming out and saying, “Kill the ‘tourists.” ”
And he probably will, too. He’s mean enough.

So, that behind the mask of “be polite,” and so forth about
this thing, why not tell the truth. The danger is, and this is
not comparable to Europe, not comparable to Hitler in other
respects. We’re a different kind of society than Germany was
at that time—or Europe was at that time. We don’t have that
tendency. But we have some people among us, such as George
Shultz, his stooge Bremer, his stooge Cheney, and Rumsfeld
and so forth, who do have that. We have a dry drunk idiot—I
don’tknow how dry he is—as a President. And he’s just mean
enough, I think he has the brains to know what he’s doing,
but he’s mean enough to enjoy doing it! And that’s what it is!
And that’s the kind of situation we have. So therefore, this
has to be treated with understanding.

Now, how we handle it, institutionally, how clear we are
on this, is another question. But what our thinking has to be,
particularly the people who are behind any effort to correct
this problem, has to be very clear. We’re dealing with an
active threat of Nazism, and Felix Rohatyn is part of the syn-
drome. Remember: It was Felix Rohatyn who organized the
funding to bring a Nazi, Augusto Pinochet, to dictatorial
power in Chile. And the Chile regime under Pinochet, with
the endorsement of Henry Kissinger and with the backing of
Shultz and so forth, conducted what was called Operation
Condor, in the Southern Cone region of South America. This
was not only a Nazi-style murder operation, it was run by
second- and third-generation Nazis, members of Nazi fami-
lies and Nazi apparatuses—which were moved in through
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Hitler’s SS on the march. Hitler smashed resistance in the Wehrmacht, and brought in the
SS as his private army—ijust as Cheney is doing with Halliburton today.

Spain, through Mexico and other quarters, down into Chile,
and down into Argentina, where they formed the death-squad
operations which ran the Southern Cone operation. And then
moved up into Central America, to run the death-squad opera-
tions in Central America in the 1980s.

So, this is the kind of thing we’re dealing with. We have
Nazism in this form among us. It’s in our institutions. Now,
the job is not to call them Nazis, though we may have to do
that on certain occasions, and I have to tell the truth, so I have
to use the word “Nazi,” because there’s no other word for it.
But what you have with the generals, the generals of con-
science, who have grown up (maybe some other generals have
not yet grown up, who have a different view of the matter!).
But any general who has grown up, who is qualified to com-
mand at a higher level of command, understands, this is Na-
zism, and if this ever starts here, we’re not going to have a
country any more. We’re going to have a dictatorship. And
therefore, the question is, are you willing to prevent a dictator-
ship from coming?

Oh, you’ll oppose it after it comes? C’mon! C’mon! “Go
along to get along”—that’s going too far.

The Federal Deficit and Bankruptcy
Reorganization

Freeman: The next series of statements comes from some
of the economic think-tanks that are based here in Washing-
ton. The first one is:

“Mr. LaRouche, in your recent statements, you’ve made
the point rather emphatically, that the problems of the U.S.
economy did not begin with the Bush Administration. How-
ever, the fact is that the Federal deficit has exploded under his
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stewardship. Just for clarification, do
you disagree with the premise that the
size of the Federal deficit is a problem?
If you agree that it is a problem, how do
you propose that we address it?”

LaRouche: Well, it’s a problem,
butit’s a problem that we can deal with.
What we have to do essentially, is to go
into a form of bankruptcy reorganiza-
tion, which is a sovereign bankruptcy
reorganization; that is, it’s a self-bank-
ruptcy by the United States government
itself, which is a reorganization of our
affairs.

Now, this is necessary not only for
us, it’s necessary for other countries.
Because you’re not going to get a solu-
tion for this problem—see, when you’re
dealing with a bankruptcy of this size,
whatis the answer? Not what’s the prob-
lem, but what’s the answer? Well, we
have to grow. We have to grow out of
this. And we have to determine what
debt is legitimate—that is, was it actu-
ally honestly incurred. If it was, we’re going to have to deal
with it, in reorganization. But we’re going to have to grow,
as Roosevelt did. We’re going to have to reschedule much of
the debt.

But the minute that we do that, as the United States, if we
do it, we are going to restore confidence, because, what we
can then do, with an emergency session with willing govern-
ments—and the government of China is waiting for such an
offer, along with some other governments—we can set up an
agreement to reestablish a fixed-exchange-rate system. If we
go back to a Bretton Woods model of system—it would be
somewhat different in details, because the circumstances are
now different—but if we agree to that, we are going to create
a zone of stability in international financing. So, you may
have an Area B which is unstable as the devil, but you have
Area A, which you’re operating in, which is highly stable and
operational. And you can postpone some of these problems,
as long as you have the confidence of the partners—govern-
ments and the people themselves of the United States, the
institutions—that you’re going to get out of this mess.

Look, the Federal Reserve System is bankrupt! Not just
the U.S. government. You’ve got to say, “The Federal Re-
serve System is bankrupt.” Now, what is the Federal Reserve
System? Well, it’s a government-chartered operation which
actually represents the banks, the component banks, of the
banking system. The private banking system. They’re all
bankrupt! So, who’s going to put the U.S. government in
bankruptcy? The bankrupts? No, the U.S. government puts
them into bankruptcy. We take the Federal Reserve System:
We putitinto active receivership, we take it over, and it begins
to function like a national bank, whose credit depends upon
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Franklin D. Roosevelt Library

Harry Hopkins, who joined the Roosevelt Administration in May 1933, organized a Civil Works Administration that sponsored work
projects throughout the nation, repairing and constructing infrastructure, from roads, to schools, to dams. Within 10 days, Hopkins
managed to employ 800,000 people, and by 1934, there were 4,263,644 men and women employed. We can do it again, LaRouche said.

the relationship of the Executive branch with the Congress,
especially with the House of Representatives.

We now launch programs, which are largely long-term
investments in basic economic infrastructure, and industry,
which is going to transform the characteristic employment of
the U.S. economy from a make-work, flipping hamburgers
and other no-pay work, effectively—we’re going to put peo-
ple to work, as Harry Hopkins did. We’re going to build dams,
we’re going to build water systems, we’re going to build
hospitals, we’re going to rebuild the health-care system, we’re
going to rebuild power stations, we’re going to change the
character of every county in the United States back toward a
productive economy, from what is now a service-economy
county.

That means that we are putting a largely idle or wasted
labor force, into productive work. And they may not be too
good at it in the beginning! They weren’t too good at it when
Harry Hopkins started the WPA: But we won a war with that,
with what they became! And we’ll do the same thing again.

So, therefore, the key thing is that we’ve got to have a
perspective of, yes, this is a bankrupt system. We have to put
the system into bankruptcy by act of the Federal government.
We have to reach out to other nations, and we’ll find immedi-
ate agreement with most of the nations of the hemisphere,
first of all. We are a nation of the Americas. The Mexicans
will be happy to cooperate with us in this; Argentina, very
happy to cooperate; other nations to cooperate. We can easily
establish—something I worked on back in 1982—we can
easily establish a facility, where we take the legitimate debt:
We deposit the legitimate debt, in its present form, with an
institution, which is a common institution of the Americas.
We now use this debt as credit, that is, the fact that this debt,
which is debt which is going to be paid, is now a source of
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credit when it is deposited with this bank. We now use this
banking facility, in order to issue credit for approved loans
for infrastructure and so forth, among the nations of the Amer-
icas. Or, for anything the nations of the Americas agree is
legitimate for this purpose.

So, what we have to do is reorganize the debt around an
orientation toward a high-technology increase in productiv-
ity, to eliminate make-work jobs, and replace them with useful
jobs, to upgrade the population, to go from poor skill to high
skill. For example: Typical employment in the world today
depends upon a very high level of infrastructure in every area.
This means quality of schools, hospitals, security, these kinds
of things; power, all these things. And some good industries
in the area, or agriculture in the area. So therefore, the objec-
tive is to shift this economy back, from the wasteland that it’s
become since 1964-1972—it’s become a wasteland, espe-
cially since 1981, worse and worse—to shift it back into be-
coming a productive economy.

Now, what this means effectively: We will be very
quickly doubling the real national income, not just measured
in money, but measured in physical output. We can quickly
double the national income of the United States. Now, at that
point, the ratio of income of the United States, under such
reorganization, to debt, now becomes manageable. And if
we enter into agreement with other nations outside of the
Americas as well, such as China, and so forth, and European
nations, there are projects, global projects, which are high
gain, which can multiply the productive powers of labor as
measured in physical terms over this planet per capita. If
we do that, we can then reorganize the debt on the basis of
knowing, that we are going to get this improvement in actual
physical income. And as long as we have an income which is
above breakeven, and is increasing, and can absorb debt of
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this type, we can reorganize the debt.

So therefore, we’re talking about not simply how do we
deal with the debt. The size of the debt doesn’t frighten me.
The inertia of the Congress and others, in their failure to
recognize that this is the problem, is what frightens me. If
I were President of the United States, we wouldn’t have a
problem. I’d scare everybody, and we’d all do the right thing.
But, we’re got to get the Congress in a similar state of mind,
And, in that case, we can then say—that means that you’ve
got to think in terms of dumping this garbage from the White
House, i.e. the President.

‘The Danger Is Largely Psychological’

Freeman: This is another think-tank question:

“Mr. LaRouche, following the 1987 stock market crash,
Alan Greenspan’s policy was directed at bailing out failing
banks that were hit very hard in the October crisis. That policy
has been referred to, by you and by many others, as the ‘wall
of money’ policy. This cheap money policy clearly led to
unbridled growth of a financial bubble that seems to have now
spread to primary materials. Our question to you, is, how did
that happen? Why the spread into primary materials, and why
do you deem that this phase is more dangerous than the previ-
ous one?”

LaRouche: The danger is largely psychological. And you
have to look at what happened to the mind of the relevant
institutions, and the degeneration in popular opinion which
allowed this to happen. This was insane from the get-go!

Here’s the way it worked. It worked around the 68er phe-
nomenon. As I said earlier, in the primary discussion here, you
had a cleavage which occurred around ’68, where students on
campuses—particularly Ivy League and similar campuses—
were the bastions of hating blue-collar workers and farmers,
and trade unions generally. What this did, resulted in a split
of the Democratic Party, which actually disintegrated in that
period, in effect.

So you had the so-called elite, these young people which
painted their faces red, white, blue, and green, and whatnot,
as a patriotic gesture, hating working people, looking for a
post-industrial society. Looking for a so-called ecological
utopian society. All kinds of things like this. And this was
treated then, as “the inevitable.”

Now, the hatefulness, the sheer hatefulness of the Nixon
Administration, reinforced that. Remember the various kinds
of sexual mass orgies and so forth that occurred in the early
1970s. What you had was a polarization around the so-called
Rainbow Coalition.

Now, what happens as the typical working stiff in the
United States, the farmer and so forth, over the course of the
1970s, into the 1980s, found himself outside the system. He
was pushed outside. He had anger at Nixon, support for
Nixon, but anger at Nixon, because he hated the Rainbow
Coalition. And you had this degeneration, based on the “green
revolution,” based on the post-industrial society, based on
young people who were being recruited in the Democratic and
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Republican Party, from among the people who had painted the
streets and thrown bombs in 1968 and things like that. These
young people were now being moved in as pacesetters, into
the party apparatus at the younger level.

So, more and more, the younger generation of the 68ers,
that is, the white collar side of this thing—or actually, the
dirty collar side—moving more and more as the pacesetters.
And it became more and more inevitable, that these graduates
of these leading universities and so forth, who were now com-
pletely green, completely utopian, were setting the pace. And
they were hateful! And they rose to power. And during the
course of the 1970s, you had all the people, generally, who
were competent, just barely, merely competent, in industry
and other functions, were pushed out of government—just by
age. You know, they got to the age of 70, 75, they began to
be pushed out. And a younger generation came in: That was
the characteristic of the 1970s.

Sonow, the ideology of the 68er became the basis for what
is “inevitable.” Globalization is inevitable! Globalization will
destroy the planet, but they think it’s “inevitable.” You can’t
stop it. You’ve got to go with it, it’s inevitable. And so in
every case, like the case of Greece. Just take the case of ancient
Greece, how it was destroyed, how ancient Athens was de-
stroyed. Athens was a powerful nation, a powerful culture. It
represented the leading edge of Greek culture. What hap-
pened? Well, the Cult of Apollo at Delphi sent out people to
target the leading young people, of the leading families of
Attica, and other parts of Greece. They brainwashed them.
The result of brainwashing is called Sophism.

You had a similar formation in the United States, in the
Truman period and following, called the Congress for Cul-
tural Freedom. It was the Congress of Cults, actually. This
Congress for Cultural Freedom, which had many ancillaries
to it, destroyed the culture of Europe and the United States.
Anditdid abetter job at destroying culture in Western Europe,
than Eastern Europe—because the Communists didn’t bother
to do this kind of thing. Only the West did it.

So we destroyed our young people, who were born say
from 1945 on to 1957. We systematically destroyed them! By
brainwashing, just the way that the Cult of Apollo corrupted
the sons of the leading families of ancient Attica! And it was
the generation of Sophistry, by this method, which led the
Athens of Pericles into a brutish war of oppression against its
former allies; and it was the long war, which was almost 30
years, which destroyed Classical Greece forever, in that form.
It never recovered.

The same thing was done to the United States and Western
Europe in the immediate post-Roosevelt period, by the Con-
gress for Cultural Freedom and similar movements. Young
people, from birth, were systematically being brainwashed
through their parents, through schools, and so forth, so they
became the 68ers. And this especially affected people. If you
look back in the 1950s, you will find things like the so-called
famous “white-collar study,” the famous study on the bureau-
cracy, these kinds of things. These kinds of studies show
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exactly how the families of people born between, say, 1945
and 1957, were brainwashed. This became—especially the
college-level entry group—became the hard core of the 68er,
and this set this thing into motion, this process by which this
became an ideology.

So, what’s happened to us is, the hatred against nuclear
power, against technological progress in general, against
physical science as science, against work, generally—this
kind of hatred said, “No.” The obvious thing is, we could
always get out of a depression Roosevelt’s way. All we had
to do is pick necessary projects, large-scale projects, and go
ahead and do them. Bring in new technologies the way Ken-
nedy did. Remember, Kennedy was the last one to actually
initiate a major program, the Kennedy space program, the
Moon-landing program, which was a success. This was the
last success of the United States, on a large scale. Now, after
that, the new generation that came in, said “No!” And by
the time we had landed on the Moon, the United States had
destroyed a significant part of the technology necessary to get
us to the Moon! So the direction was always: Technology is
bad, green is good, windmills are better than anything else—
Don Quixote was a fink, for attacking windmills.

So, this ideology is what did it. Today, the same thing.
We’re having a shift now, which I think is quite relevant to
the answer to the question, the proper answer: The world is
now going back to a commitment to nuclear power. We're
going back to nuclear power not merely because petroleum
is expensive. We’re going back to nuclear power because
petroleum is no damn good, as a power source. Petroleum is
bestused—youuse it for power when you don’thave anything
else available. But petroleum is lousy power, a lousy thing.
It’s dirty, it stinks, it’s awful. It’s not good. What it’s good for
is plastics. It’s good for all kinds of things as araw material, or
a stock for all kinds of production. So, we’re going through a
phase, as we’ve discussed with our friends in Mexico: Mexico
once had a plan for 20 nuclear plants, back in 1982. Mexico
will take five years or seven years, estimated, to get back to
the level of petroleum production it had in 1982.

But: What’s going to happen? What we’re going to use—
if we do that in Mexico—we’re going to use some of that
petroleum as a fuel, use it as a feedstock for various kinds of
things. A long-term commitment is not to rely on petroleum
as a source of power—and hot air, wind, that is, is not a
substitute either. What we’re going to do, is actually go to
nuclear power, not only because nuclear power is better, but
because nuclear power enables us, chemically, to do things
we can’t do with any less dense form of power.

See, we’re in a period where the natural resources of this
planet so-called, are largely mineral and related resources
which lie in an area called the Biosphere. What we call the
Biosphere is largely a deposit of dead animals and dead plants,
which have concentrated certain minerals in this area, which
is an area of sedimentation, of by-products of the existence
of living processes. We are now tending, with the present
population, at the rate of requirements, we’re tending to use
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up the richest of the most densely concentrated natural re-
sources of these types. Therefore, with more than 6 billion
people living on this planet, with the aspirations of the planet,
and the people of the planet for progress, we can not rely
upon the methods we have used previously, for extracting raw
materials from the sedimentary product of the Biosphere.

For example, the atmosphere, the oceans are part of the
Biosphere; they are produced by living processes as a by-
product. Therefore, we now have to go to a higher-density
power source, of which the minimal is nuclear power. And
beyond that, we have to develop within a generation thermo-
nuclear fusion power, to get these higher energy-flux density
levels of power, where we can actually develop raw materials,
and transformations of raw materials, to meet the needs of the
planet, without depleting, in net effect, the entire stock of
these mineral resources. We can not do this, we can not supply
enough water—just water alone. About 20-40% of the water
we’re using, is fossil water. It’s water, that once we draw
down, we don’t have any more. We have land subsidence.
Whole areas of the country, and of the world, become unin-
habitable. There’s no water, because it was fossil water. Some
of it is 2 million years old! Some of it was put down during a
glacial period 2 million years ago. And you’re using it up?

Well, we can deal with that. There’s plenty of water on
this planet. It’s just not in the right form. With nuclear fission,
we can do a lot to deal with that problem, such as the Ogallala
Aquifer out in the West, which is a big crisis for us now. And
with thermonuclear fusion, we could go to a mass basis, we
can transform the desert into a land of plenty. So therefore,
we can transform the planet only by using nuclear power.

This will enable us to increase the productive power of
labor per capita, to raise the standard of living throughout the
planet. This is typical of rational solutions for things which
seem very threatening to us if we look at them square in
the eye.

But it’s the fact that we don’t think in those terms, that
allowed people to be pushed into the alternatives to technolog-
ical progress, as solutions for these problems. And, that’s how
we got sucked into this stuff. And if we recognize that this was
not a mistake, not a little technical mistake, not a mechanical
mistake: We were sucked into believing crap!

‘But What About the Oil Prices?’

Freeman: I’m going to take a question now that was just
submitted as Mr. LaRouche was speaking, from the Demo-
cratic Senate Campaign Committee. We still have a lot of
think-tank questions, but after Mr. LaRouche answers this
question, I’ll alternate back and forth, and take some questions
from the audience, and mix them in with some of these other
questions.

This is a question, a rather agitated one, on the question
of the price of oil. The questioner says:

“Mr. LaRouche, I don’t disagree that we are witnessing
isamassive increase in the price of various hard commodities.
However, the price of copper, nickel, and the like does not
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immediately impact the ability of the average American to
survive, nor does it impact the ability of the economy to func-
tion. The price of oil absolutely does do that. In addition, it is
asimple, indisputable fact that the oil companies are reporting
unprecedented profits at the expense of the U.S. population.
You know as well as I do, that a significant portion of this
population simply can not afford to do something as simple
as purchase gasoline at $4 a gallon. Yet, that is exactly where
we are headed. If you’re saying that we should not take mea-
sures to force the oil companies to take the hit, what exactly
are you proposing?”

LaRouche: What’s being proposed in the Senate is a soft
approach, which won’t work. What I propose is something
much rougher.

I'would take, for example, just as a little tidbit: Remember
what President Kennedy did with the steel industry. Remem-
ber? Some of you recall what he did? He hit the steel barons
in the neck with the power of the U.S. government. You get
the Senate together—my style—and stop this pussyfooting
around issues, and trying to nibble at issues! Sometimes
you’ve got to go in and take the problem by the throat.

Yes, we should do something about the price of oil. Look,
what is the price which Saudi Arabia charges the U.S. for its
0il? What does that mean in terms of price at the tank? Yes,
it’s a gigantic swindle, but if you’re not prepared to go in and
do some trust-busting, you’re not going to solve the problem.
You simply have a finding, you have a quick emergency Sen-
ate hearing, even if it has to be a rump Senate hearing—
because if you get started, nobody’s going to dare oppose you,
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because the scandal you’re going toraise, every Republican is
going to be saying, “Yassuh, boss!” Because this issue is so
hot, use it! Don’t take amelioratives. Take it by the throat!
Take them by the throat! This is a threat to the U.S. security
and the general welfare.

This price is not being earned. What is the price at the
pump? What is the price at the wellhead? What is the agreed
price that Saudi Arabia charges the United States? Let’s look
at the primary suppliers, and eliminate the middleman! By
proving that he’s a swindler!

You could do all kinds of things. You could apply a tax
on excessive pricing. George would love that! It would make
his day. It would send him back to the asylum.

But, there are measures we could take, because here’s a
threat to U.S. society. A threat to the well-being of our citi-
zens. Itis a swindle! The cost of producing petroleum has not
risen to that degree! Nowhere near it! Therefore, in between,
some swindler has come along, a bagman. Well, that’s not
allowed. This is an attack on the General Welfare.

But, this would mean that the Senate, for example, would
have to say that the General Welfare is a fundamental Consti-
tutional principle of government.

I would say, that what you do, is, you take two things.
You take this, and, I would take one other issue, which is also
the hottest issue in the public mind: Take the Conyers health
bill. Take this measure against the oil predators, the petroleum
predators, and the Conyers health bill, and push them through.
You would mobilize an immense constituency from among
the American citizenry, because the price of petroleum is
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driving them wild. The shortage of petroleum, the threats,
driving them wild. They want something done about it! Don’t
go for the De minimus tickle action: A kick in the ass is
what’s required!

Greenspan’s Bubble Mortgages

Freeman: Well, I'm glad we clarified that!

I’'m going to take a couple of questions from the people
here who have submitted questions. Many of them have trav-
elled quite a distance to participate with us, today. Council-
man Warren Turner, from Charlotte, North Carolina.

Turner: Thank you. A lot of my question has been an-
swered. But I'm going to try to put this question in a proper
perspective: I want to go back to when you were speaking in
reference to Greenspan. And I want to talk about, around
about 1998, at the time in which this country was facing a
depression, and no one wanted to admit it, and none of our
current leadership.

And low interest rates were lowered, in order to boost the
economy. But today, we are facing foreclosures all over the
United States of America. At a time when people had no jobs,
we were lowering rates, so people could be a first-time buyer,
to buy a home. Those very same people which we used to
make banks rich, and other folk that benefitted from this, are
now in desperate need, because they have nowhere to live.
They’re actually in bankruptcy, they have no home.

Could you expand a little more with regards to, what was
the process. And why did these people think that that was the
necessary way to bring back the economy?

LaRouche: Well, you have to go back again to 1987,
because what happened is, that Greenspan used bundled mort-
gages as a way to get banks this paper; and so you take these
bundled mortgages from these banks, who are otherwise out
of cash, out of liquid assets. Now you liquify this for them,
by putting these through Fannie Mae, for example, and having
the Federal Reserve System give a subsidy to Fannie Mae, to
pay the banks for picking up and buying these mortgages. So
that way, you put cash back in the banks. So this has been
going on since then.

Now, you’ve had various other programs that were going
on over the period since ’87. Because this curve of increase
of inflation was building up. For example, we had the Y2K
speculation. It was a fraud! There was never areal Y2K prob-
lem. But they used the Y2K, as a way of funneling vast
amounts of funds through people like Microsoft and so forth,
in order to tell firms they had to quickly buy oodles, and
oodles, and oodles of new electronic equipment, so that when
the numbers ticked, they wouldn’t go bankrupt—the comput-
ers, hmm?

But what happened in ’98, in particular, was, the system
was blowing out!—’96 was the turning point. I warned
against this in 96, when I published this Triple Curve, as to
what the problem was. In "97, you had the blowout in so-
called Southeast Asia, which was again the so-called Soros
Scandal—or Sore-Ass Scandal. Then in ’98, you had the Rus-
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sian bond scandal, which was ready to blow the whole system
up, and the bailout was tremendous. And they got the bailout
through, because they threatened to impeach Clinton. They
tried to impeach him, because Clinton made noises, together
with Bob Rubin, about restructuring the monetary system,
which is what should have been done then. It wasn’t done.
They went ahead, and they tried to impeach him. And, at that
point, Gore was on the wrong side. The Democratic Party
was on the wrong side, largely, because they were deserting
Clinton. And that’s what happened. So we didn’t do any-
thing then.

Now, comes 1999. Now, you’ve got the collapse of the
IT bubble; the so-called Information Technology bubble col-
lapses. It collapses in 1999 and 2000. So then, Georgie Porgie
Bush comes in, flying into a disaster, and saying “I’m not
going to improve anything.” And he got it.

And he was only saved by Sept. 11, 2001—as I had
warned would be the case. Not 2001 as such, but a terrorist
act, like Goring setting fire to the Reichstag, would take a
weak President and make him a power. I said that was going
to happen. It did happen.

So the system has to be understood from that standpoint.
In these cases, the remedy here, again, is General Welfare.
We can not have people out of their homes. Now, you’re
going to have two levels on this. You have to deal with mass
evictions, which are summary evictions for non-payment, or
other pretexts. Furniture on the sidewalk stuff, hmm? Then
you have condominiums, and whole homes which are mort-
gaged, which go through a mortgage foreclosure proceeding.
What has been happening so far is that there’s been forbear-
ance on actually issuing the eviction notices that go with the
foreclosure. What that means, of course, is that very simply,
you get into a situation: Are you going to evict these people,
through foreclosure proceedings? If you do, what percentile
are you going to evict, when you look at the percentile of
people whose obligations on the loans are greater than the
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listed equity of the property?

Now, the property values are going to collapse, as the
bubble collapses, which means more and more people will
be thrown into a point where their equity is less than their
obligation. This is going to hit the whole area around the area
indicated: western New York, western Pennsylvania, Ohio,
Michigan and Indiana, and other places. A sudden surge. It’s
going to hit on the West Coast, it’s going to hit on the East
Coast. It’s going to hit on New York City.

So, the whole nation is going through this—what are you
going to do about it? Well, you’re not going to have people
evicted, are you? You’re going to have to go through areorga-
nization. You have a national crisis reorganization. And there-
fore, the General Welfare—in our system, the General Wel-
fare prevails. That is, not some sentiment, be nice to people,
or kiss your neighbors. That’s not what the General Welfare
means. (As a matter of fact, your neighbor may think that’s a
threat to his General Welfare.)

But, what you’re going to say is, the principle we have to
protect is—the government is for the people. It’s the defense
of the people and their posterity. That’s the essential thing.
Therefore, we have to examine the causes and nature of the
problem, and we have to find a just solution for the crisis
which was given to us. And the crisis has been given to us by
whom? All those damned fools who got us into this mess,
over these years.

So let’s not let them get too loud in protesting against the
emergency measures we have to take to stabilize it. We are
going to have people stay in their homes, period. We do not
want mass evictions. We’re going to seek an equitable solu-
tion for this problem. We’re not going to have disruption.
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And the long-term solution is we’re going to have to in-
crease people’s pay. That means, essentially, not merely rai-
sing the pay rates, but upgrading them in terms of quality of
employment: education, and things like that.

We Need a Bank Reorganization Act

Freeman: I'm going to take another question from the
audience here, and then I’'m going to return to some of the
questions that have been submitted from some of the institu-
tions here in Washington.

I’d like to call to the microphone, Mr. Marty Green from
the Grand Rapids UAW. Mr. Green are you here? Okay, then
T’1l call on him, when he comes back. And then, I’ll instead
take one of these other questions.

“Mr. LaRouche, as I understand it, you’re proposing that
the current crisis be addressed with a very hard-nosed lid on
credit expansion, and keeping the issuance of new credit tied
up in long-term capital investment. Obviously, this would
have an immediate effect of gutting the entire hedge fund
market. But that gutting could also lead to the collapse of a
good portion of American banks.

“The real-estate bubble presents a similar problem. Many
Americans have maintained their current lifestyle by refi-
nancing mortgages and taking cash out against grossly over-
valued properties. Others have been more conservative, but
still have purchased homes, and borrowed, taking out mort-
gages that are equal to twice or more the real value of their
property.

“Putting aside for a moment that more than half of the
assets of American banks are mortgage notes, and what this
means for them, if we adopt a hard-nosed policy on credit
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expansion, how do you address the problem of the ordinary
American? Or is it the case, that what you’re proposing is one
policy for investors, and another policy for the individual
American? I think it’s very important to expand on this, be-
cause in the past, a tight-money policy has just meant univer-
sal high interest rates. Obviously, what I’'m referring to, is
what we experienced under the reign of Paul Volcker. I don’t
think that’s what you’re proposing, but I would like you to
say a little bit more about this.”

LaRouche: Yes, fine. What you have to do when you’re
in a situation like this, you have to reorganize the banks.
And you need something like a Bank Reorganization Act, to
recognize the generality of this problem. Now, you look at a
bank with the eye of a government official. And you look at
this bank, and you say, “Is it important to have this bank
continue to function in a normal way? If so, then it’s going to
function, and the Federal government reorganization inter-
vention will provide for that.” In other words, the doors will
stay open, the normal clientele will continue to be serviced,
but certain payments, or demands of payments, will be con-
verted from short-term into long-term, or reorganized. So a
Bank Reorganization Act is required.

Now, the credit should come in various forms. There is
emergency credit, which is General Welfare credit: You’re
not going to let a mess sit someplace.

But, the more important thing is, credit for expanded in-
vestment in productive employment. The most immediate
thing we have available, is the vast shortage of basic economic
infrastructure. Over the period since 1971-72, the United
States has lost, through depletion and other things, most of its
essential basic economic infrastructure. We’ve lost our rail
system. And when you see what’s happening with highway
traffic—like they had this crazy Washington Post thing: peo-
ple coming from Luray, Virginia, to jobs working at George
Mason University—hours to get there! The suburban policy
is insane! The sane policy is to move the goods and supplies
into local communities, in an efficient way, and let people in
their neighborhoods, or in the local community, have access
to what they need, rather than having to drive, at today’s
gasoline prices, long distances to get simple food—Iet alone
clothing (which is generally not worth wearing, anyway. . . .)

So, therefore, we have immediate needs. For example:
freshwater systems: How many people are getting their water
commercially from small bottles in stores. And there’s some
question about some of that water. Why don’t we have safe
drinking water in communities, as acommunity function? We
used to. All through the east of the Mississippi, we have a
disaster, in terms of water supplies, relative to what we had
40 years ago. The systems are rotted out, depleted. We need
it. So, we need mass transit, we need a new policy of operation
of decentralizing distribution in an efficient way, so people
are not driving 50 miles to get to a bottle of milk, or whatever.

We also have vast power shortages. We’re nowhere near
the level of power production needed to maintain industry,
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and even air conditioners. And so forth. So therefore, we have
tremendous needs in the public infrastructure area, either in
what government should do as such, or which government
should invest in and turn over to a private enterprise to main-
tain as public utility projects, and things like that. So, we have
areas which are necessary to build up the infrastructure of the
U.S. economy, an infrastructure which is essential to expand
productive industry.

And the orientation is not to have cheap labor. The orienta-
tion is, in a world which we’re trying to integrate—Eurasia
and poor parts of the world with those parts which have not
been so poor—we need to, in the areas like the United States
and Western Europe, we have to concentrate on high-technol-
ogy production, capital-intensive production, to produce the
high technology which is needed in other countries to develop
those countries. So, therefore, we want to emphasize the high-
technology industries, capital-intensive industries. We
should try to encourage as much as possible private entrepre-
neurship as opposed to corporate ownership. We want to have
the entrepreneur. We want to have the ingenious entrepreneur
in each community. We don’t want so many large corpora-
tions, giant corporations controlling everything. That’s part
of our problem.

So therefore, we should have a policy of credit, forgetting
the European type of monetary system. We should have an
American credit system, reorganized in the direction of creat-
ing, in fact, a national banking system out of the remains of a
bankrupt Federal Reserve System. We should then provide
cheap credit, on long term, for meritorious work. And then
have, of course, the government’s function as a resort of the
General Welfare, for acertain amount of funding for emergen-
cies, to tide people over in trying to get the transition through.

But there should be no difficulty among specialists in
understanding how to do this. I know what specialists know.
And what I propose is perfectly feasible. We did it before.
We can do it again.

The Machine Tool Principle

Freeman: I understand that Mr. Green has come back
into the room. Let me just mention, that today’s proceedings,
for the first time, are being broadcast inside the Mexican Con-
gress building, where a number of people, including about 20
members of the LaRouche Youth Movement, are gathered.
So we’d like to welcome you, officially, to this broadcast.

Green: Mr. LaRouche, my name is Marty Green. I'm
from Grand Rapids, Michigan. I’m a skilled tradesman there.
represent approximately 700 die makers and machinists there.
And within General Motors, there are about five die-building
shops with about 1,274 die makers. By July 1, 2006, we’re
looking at a downsizing of approximately 40%. You’ve tou-
ched on the idea of the machine-tool industry and the plans
you have for saving that. I was wondering whether you could
highlight some details on that?

LaRouche: The problem with our educational system,
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In the next 25 years, we have to have a full-scale nuclear program, LaRouche said,
including the breeder reactor, and we have to develop an operational thermonuclear
fusion program. This fusion power plant design from the 1970s, based on the tokamak
concept, is one of many types of fusion that were not funded in the United States, and have

languished only as small research projects.

including our science system, has been that people don’tknow
what creativity is. They talk about it, because they don’t know
what it is. It’s like the guy who married a cigar store dummy.
He didn’t know what a real wife was. And that’s the attitude
toward science and technology among the reigning genera-
tion in the United States today. As a matter of fact, I'd take
the whole General Motors management and I’d fire it, for
incompetence. Because we really don’t need them. We could
easily elect a body to represent the stockholders of General
Motors, who know how to run the industry, and they could
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run the industry. We probably have got a guy over here who’s
about to retire: He could do that too, much better than the
present General Motors.

Because the typical leaders in the auto industry don’t
know anything about technology. They know about money.
They don’t know about technology.

Now, this question of creativity is what’s at issue. And
very few people today, including economists, have any idea
of what the actual meaning, functionally, of the term creativity
is. We have in the Youth Movement, as some of the youth
know—I believe some of them know—an emphasis on physi-
cal science. Well, we emphasize two things: We emphasize
physical science, in a certain way, and I indicated that. And we
emphasize also Classical choral singing, modelled on Bach.

The reason we emphasize these, is because these are the
two areas of practical experience, which correspond to the
creative powers of the mind. If a Bach
choral work, for example, is done prop-
erly, it forces you to do something
which you can not get out of a textbook.
It forces you to make a discovery of
what really is happening that makes
music work, when it works success-
fully. And therefore, if you know Clas-
sical music in that way, then you know
everything about art. You may not
know the details, but you do know the
principle: Because you’ve applied it,
you're familiar with it, it’s not a
stranger to you. Most people today,
who think they know music, don’t
know anything about music. Especially
those we see howling on the television
screen, and things like that.

The same thing is true in science.
People don’t know what physical sci-
ence is. For example, as we’ve demon-
strated, to the shock of some of our
young people who have encountered
professors of this and that at Harvard
and elsewhere, they don’t know what
creativity is. They don’t know what a
universal physical principle is. They
don’t know! They couldn’t pass a
course in the doubling of the cube. They couldn’t! Which is
one of the most elementary demonstrations of the principle
of creativity.

Just to explain what I mean by this: We have a sensory
apparatus, and when we’re being childish, we believe that
what we see, smell, hear, and so forth, is real. When we’re
not childish, or when we understand science, we know that
what we think we see, smell, hear, so forth, is a reflection, a
shadow of something that is real. But what is real, we don’t
actually see. We see the reflection. The human mind, then, is
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“This question of the machine tool principle, should be the
paradigm which we think of in thinking about how do you organize
industry for technological and economic progress. . . . When
you’re on the machine-tool edge of production, machine tool
development, you’re really touching the essence of the next stem in
actually advanced scientific discovery.”

capable of understanding how this thing that is reflected, func-
tions.

Now, one thing that we never see as an object, in an object
form, is a principle of the universe, a principle of nature.
You can never see a principle of nature. Why? Because it’s
universal. How can you see something that is universal? It’s
bigger than you are. You’re inside it.

In all creative work, especially in advanced machine-tool
design, you’re up against this, where somebody has made a
discovery of a physical principle. Now, you want to prove
that principle, and prove that it’s really universal and that it’s
truly a principle. What do you do? Well, what you do is you
look at what you’ve said, what your argument is. You say,
“I’ve discovered this principle. This is a principle of the uni-
verse. I’ve discovered it. I think I’ ve discovered it. Now, let’s
test, and see that I can prove or disprove that this is actually a
principle of the universe.”

What do you do? Well, you have to construct some kind
of an experimental apparatus, which will test precisely that.
Now, you’ll never see the principle! It never is an object of
the senses. It’s like gravity. You can never see gravity. You
can’t taste it, you can’t take it home in your pocket, but it’s
universal. It’s throughout the universe. Can you prove that it
exists? Well, there’s a very simply experiment, designed by
Johannes Kepler, after much work in making the discovery,
and that discovery proves that gravity is universal and exists.

For example, least action. Naive sense-certainty says that
time moves uniformly, that light moves uniformly. But least
action says it doesn’t, as Fermat proved. The physical princi-
ple is universal least action, or quickest action, which is the
fundamental basis of all modern physics, this concept of least
action. You can’t see it. It’s a universal principle, like gravi-
tation.

EIR May 5, 2006

The nature of the human being is that no monkey can do
this. Nor can George Bush, which qualifies him as a monkey,
but not as President. The power, the progress of humanity: If
we were monkeys or baboons or gorillas, there could not be
more than several million of us ever living on this planet. We
now have 6 billion people living on this planet, more than
6 billion. How does that happen? Because we represent an
accumulation of discoveries of universal principles, by indi-
vidual minds, discoveries which have been passed on as prac-
tice, from one generation to another.

Now therefore, progress in economy is progress in the
increase of the physical power of the human species over
nature. How do you do that? Well, you discover new princi-
ples, or you bring them into new applications. How do you
discover these principles? Well, you construct an apparatus
which enables you to test the principle. It’s called a crucial
experiment. Now, once you’ve tested it, and proved that it
works, now you look at the experiment you’ve just conducted.
Hey! We can improve on this experiment, now. Okay. What
are you going to do with it? Well, we are going to design and
build something now, that we could never have built if we
hadn’t made this discovery!

So therefore, it’s the machine-tool sector of capital-inten-
sive development of the productive powers of labor that is the
driving force of progress. It’s the driving force of creation of
wealth. So, what we want to do: We don’t want people doing
repetitive work—simple repetitive work, on and on. and on,
as their grandfathers did before them. We want people who
are going through the experience, either by doing original
discoveries themselves, or reenacting discoveries made by
others, and applying them to improve the kind of things we’re
able to do for humanity.

And therefore, we want an investment policy, which con-
centrates on saying: Is it promoting creativity? If we abso-
lutely have to have it, do it. Butif we have a choice, choose the
thing that means capital-intensity in increase in the productive
powers of labor, productive powers of man over the universe.
And that should be a our policy. Exactly that.

And therefore, when you’re on the machine-tool edge of
production, machine-tool development, you’re really touch-
ing the essence of—the next step is actually advanced scien-
tific discovery. In the old days, you would have a university
professor or somebody, who’s working on his experiment.
He now has come up with a discovery, an hypothesis, an
experimental hypothesis. He comes to you, and he says, “I’ve
got to build an apparatus to test the principle.” So, you sit
down and you sweat with him—what’s he talking about? You
say, “Well, I can build that. I know how to build something
that will test that, as you say.” And that’s the cutting edge.

What you want in industry, what you want in general, is
that approach to production. That should be the driver of
production. Always doing something better, trying to do
something you couldn’t do before; looking for some guy
who’s got a screwball idea that you can test and prove that it
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will work! And that’s what’s important. That’s the way indus-
try should be organized.

For example, in military production, in the immediate
post-war period, that was primary. The things we did for
World War 11, and the things we did after that, were all based
on that. Crashing out, breaking out of this—breakthroughs,
transformation of a product. You know, when they would
wheel off the plane, for example, in those days, they would
find they’d drilled so many damned holes in the plane, from
going from one set of specs to the next, that the plane couldn’t
fly any more, because the rate of progress and innovation was
that high.

And that’s what we need today.

Today, for example, we don’t want the gasoline-run auto-
mobile. We may have to use them, but what we want is a
hydrogen fuel hybrid. And we want that for planes too. And
that requires a nuclear plant. It requires an 800-megawatt
nuclear high-temperature gas-cooled reactor. Then you can
get the hydrogen-based fuels generated there. Now, you’re
independent of the oil industry.

So, it’s in this direction that we have to move. We have
to understand—you raised this question of the machine-tool
principle: That should be the paradigm which we think of, in
thinking about How do you organize industry for technologi-
cal and economic progress?

The Importance of Regulating Credit

Freeman: Representative Clark, you’re headed for the
exit, but I was about to call you to the microphone. Do you
want me to take another question? Senator Clark now, that’s
right!

Clark: I really had a question written down earlier, Mr.
LaRouche, but I think you’ve answered that pretty well. I
appreciate you explaining to everyone, because a lot of people
don’t quite grasp it, the Constitutional authority of Congress
to coin and to regulate money. And really, when you look
at the Reconstruction Finance Corporation under President
Franklin Roosevelt, you really are talking about a National
Bank. It’s not a very difficult concept.

And when they made the RFC, and I believe that was
actually done under the Hoover Administration—and it was
used to bail out the banks and the railroads, at the time, and
not for the General Welfare—did they also use the French
fractional bank reserve method, and create more money, to
make more projects occur at that time? Or, is that something
we need to be looking at very swiftly?

Here seems to be the problem. In Kentucky, and here, in
the United States, is, all of us are very good at trimming the
tree, but very few of us are very good at striking the root. And
I think this is the root. Thank you very much.

LaRouche: Now, this aspect was copied in Germany in
the Kreditanstalt fiir Wiederaufbau [Reconstruction Finance
Agency]. It was copied; it was picked up by Hermann Abs,
who was the leading banker of Deutsche Bank at that time—
much better than the Deutsche Bank bankers they have these
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State Sen. Perry Clark from Kentucky asked LaRouche about the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation and credit management.

days. And it was taken directly from the Roosevelt system,
which was the RFC model.

Essentially, to manage credit, we have to be very careful
about getting into monkeyshine money printing. What you
do, is very simply, is, in the first instance, you make an initial
issue of credit, by authority of the Federal government. This
may be in the form of a loan, by the Federal government, the
Treasury, to a national banking system, to a member bank of
the system, a private bank within the system. And under cer-
tain rules provided by law, this bank can now issue a loan for
some purpose, approved purpose.

Now, what happens is, that you are turning over the capital
which has been advanced in the money form, to this user of
this money. Now this person who’s now paying back into
the thing, so now what you’re doing is you’re developing
secondary and tertiary credit, on the basis of the primary loan,
which is what they did with the Kreditanstalt fiir Wieder-
aufbau. The money was being paid in pro rata, by the firms
which had been the beneficiaries of the credit extended to
them. So, what they were paying back in, became the basis,
like interest, for a corresponding issue of new capital against
the security at that rate of interest, which is that fractional
fraction. Yes, use it. But you have to regulate it. And it has to
be a very good system of state and Federal regulation, to make
sure that the system is going to be an orderly one.

The main thing is, yes, the principle is sound, but it must
be orderly.

‘Mississippi Is Not Manchukuo’

Freeman: Let me also just mention: Since so many of the
questions that are coming in, are addressing this question of
retooling in the auto industry, today does mark, finally, the
release of a 60-minute DVD, produced by LaRouche PAC,
on “Retooling the Auto Industry To Rebuild the Nation.”
This does in fact, include in it, a detailed exposition of Mr.
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LaRouche’s emergency proposal to the Congress on this
question. I would really urge people to pick up a copy of this,
not only for your own use, but I think that the more organized
showings that we have of this DVD, the more enhanced peo-
ple’s understanding of some of the ideas that Mr. LaRouche
is addressing today, will be.

Okays, this is a question that was actually submitted this
morning, before you spoke, and it came from one of the eco-
nomic think-tanks here in Washington.

“Mr. LaRouche, I understand from one of your associates,
that you now plan on taking up the banner of those who are
protesting the current corporate experiment that Nissan is
conducting in Canton, Mississippi. While the situation there
is extremely disturbing, it is by no means unique, and we
have, over the past six months, documented at least half a
dozen such experiments across the South. Our view is that
what this actually represents, is a cynical solution to the flight
of job overseas.

“The proponents of this argue that, if American workers
can be persuaded to work at this wage level, then jobs can be
kept at home, and the outsourcing will end. And at the same
time, these workers will be put to work at (quote/unquote)
‘productive jobs.” This is certainly not our view. But we’d
like you to actually address what is going on in Canton, and
how you plan on campaigning against it.”

LaRouche: Well, my first thing is to tell the French and
other ownership of Nissan, that Mississippi is not Manchu-
kuo. Japan occupied the Manchurian part of China, in a very
brutal way for an extended period of time, and renamed the
area “Manchukuo.” And this was typical of the Japanese occu-
pation in various parts of Asia, which was very brutal. The
Japanese tend to be rather nasty, extremely inhuman, in treat-
ing people who they feel are, shall we say, their helpless sub-
jects.

And for Japan, at least a firm which is associated with the
name of Japan, to engage in what is happening in Mississippi
in particular, but also speckled in other locations around the
United States, is something which is not easily forgivable on
the part of Japan. And I think that the American citizen who
sees a Nissan car, for example, offered to him, should think
about that: That this is not a right, just thing for Japan to do
to the United States. It would not be a good idea, a prudent
idea, for them to take up.

Now, on the question of the location of this operation in
the United States: The peculiarity is, the United States, despite
all else, has a higher level of culture than is available to invest-
ors in other parts of the world, even a poor area, like the poor
area where they’re concentrating on a largely African-descent
population in this particular case.

Remember that before this time, Japan invested signifi-
cantly in auto-producing plants in the United States, and while
the UAW was functioning, and when the Big Three existed,
that when the Japanese would set up an industry, they would
do everything possible to keep the unions out of those plants.
But! The way they would combat the unions, is by trying,
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appearing at least, to match the benefits, which the UAW had
negotiated with its relevant firms.

Now, what’s happened in this case, in this particular case,
and others, is a move to break that pattern. They say, screw
them. And what they do is, they go into areas where the popu-
lation is relatively poor, poverty-stricken. They get conces-
sions, in which all kinds of concessions are made—no taxes,
no this, no that—from the local community. In other words,
the local government funds the operation. And they use this
as a pattern to break the unions. And to break the standards
of labor, and welfare, in this country. This includes pensions.

Now, what they’re doing is, by the General Welfare prin-
ciple, is something we can not tolerate. But the reason they
do that, is not because they’re doing something for us. It’s
because the United States is a better source of skilled labor,
than any other part of the world they have available — even
poor people who are of African descent in these areas of
Mississippi. They have an inherent cultural advantage over
the labor force available in other parts of the world. And
therefore, the Japanese are very astute to that. They always
moved in, the United States, in producing automobiles, be-
cause they could produce better here, than they could in Japan.
Because the culture of production in the United States, is
better than Japan. Japan has a very high investment in high-
capital intensive machinery, which is how they produce. But
the subtleties of production, the American labor force, and
the American environment, is much better for production,
than Japan itself. As Japan cases show.

So, therefore, they’re coming in here, and looting us, be-
cause we’re here. And they intend to loot us on a large scale,
gobbling up the entire auto industry, loot us, with the conniv-
ance of the people in the auto industry itself, U.S. auto indus-
try. But at the same time, they’re picking up the advantage of
labor of a degree of skill and productivity, they can not get in
other parts of the world.

So, it’s not a benefit to us, that they intend. They come to
suck our blood, not to benefit us.

The Medieval Imperialism of Felix Rohatyn

Freeman: This is a question from the Democratic Senate
Caucus. It’s on the subject of Felix Rohatyn.

“Mr. LaRouche, you have recently made some very harsh
statements regarding Felix Rohatyn, and what it is exactly
that is behind his infrastructure proposal. Proponents of it
argue that all he’s actually proposing, is a public-private part-
nership, that is not all that dissimilar from FDR’s Alliance of
Producers. I think it’s extremely important that you address
the difference between your proposal, and his, since many
people here simply don’t understand what the difference is.”

LaRouche: Well, Felix has said it. And Felix counts, as
he has said himself, on suckers who believe that he is just an
innocent guy. Only the suckers believe him. Don’t be a sucker.
Number one.

What Felix has said, and he’s said it publicly, he’s said it
in my circles, that what his aim is, is this: “The time has come
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“Fascists—and I say fascists—like Felix Rohatyn, he’s sort of the
Artful Dodger class of the international financial oligarchy, and he
doesn’t like me one bit.”

in which gigantic financial complexes internationally, are
more powerful than governments. Therefore, the world
should be run by a syndicate of these financial syndicates, not
by governments.”

This is a medieval concept. It’s the concept of the ultra-
montane system. It’s the concept of the Lombard League,
which went into the deep crash in Europe in the 14th Century,
the so-called New Dark Age. This means the end of the author-
ity of government. This is what is already happening. It’s
happening internationally—it’s called globalization.

Globalization is a form of imperialism. It’s specifically
an imitation in modern times, of the medieval imperialism of
the time it was run by the Norman Crusaders, and the Venetian
bankers, typified by the Lombard League. You want that?

Also, the other characteristic of this, interesting enough,
was religious hatred. The Crusades were a system of religious
hatred. And they died out, because they went bankrupt. But
then, they came back again. They came back again in 1492,
with the expulsion of the Jews from Spain. And the expulsion
of the Jews from Spain by the Grand Inquisitor, which was a
process actually which started in 1480, was a process that
led to continuous religious warfare, throughout Europe, until
1648, until the Treaty of Westphalia. Europe was ruined by
murderous religious warfare beyond belief. And Europe was
murdered by the Crusaders, who were nothing but fascist
thugs of their own time, who were hired out, like. . . ah! Halli-
burton. Private armies, hired out by Venetian bankers, to con-
duct Crusades, to butcher as many people of Islam, and other
religions they didn’t like, as they chose—including Christi-
ans. That’s what the system is, and that’s what Rohatyn repre-
sents.
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Also, remember what Rohatyn’s pedigree is. He’s a pro-
tégé of Lazard Freéres. He’s connected heavily throughout
France, to the French Nazi organization associated with La-
zard Freres, in the Hitler period. He himself was brought
into this through Lazard Brothers, which was the New York
branch of Lazard Freres. He is the guy, who financed, ar-
ranged the financing, to bring the fascists, the Nazi-like Pino-
chet, to power in Chile. And the Pinochet who ran genocide,
virtually, in South America.

This guy has no humanity. He is the Artful Dodger, on an
evil scale, out of Charles Dickens’ Oliver Twist. And he’s a
very twisted character.

‘Go Full Tilt on Nuclear Power’

Freeman: We have about half a dozen questions thathave
come in from both the House, the Senate, and from members
of the Youth Movement, on the question of nuclear energy.
And what I’m going to ask you is a kind of composite of all
of these questions put together.

Basically, what’s being asked is that the principal opposi-
tion to the question of nuclear power in the United States, is
the question of how to deal with nuclear waste. From the
House of Representatives, in particular, the questioner says
that it’s his belief that this is less a problem of technology, and
more a problem of simple basic trust, but that nevertheless, it
does come up as the major opposition to the broad expansion
of generating nuclear power as a principal source here. How
can you address that?

LaRouche: Well, this difficulty is largely mythological.
We have the technology to deal with this kind of thing, if you
are going to go with a full-spectrum program. If you’re going
to go plant by plant, and then pile up the waste, and not process
it, then you’re going to have a problem.

Now, remember, you’ve got, out of 100% of the nuclear
material put in as fuel, when they reprocess it, 90% or more
is automatically simply sent back, as repackaged material.
Much of the other material can be converted. It can be con-
verted into various forms. Some of it is required for medical
and other applications. And some of it could be dealt with by
special methods of spellation, which we know how to de-
velop, but are not yet generally in use.

So, obviously, if we’re going for a full-scale nuclear pro-
gram of the type required, we’re going to go full tilt, with a
full-scale multiple program. Because this will be our primary
source of power in every area of the United States.

Now, the problem becomes then, not how to we get rid of
the waste, but how do we get more of it, in order to reprocess
it, and to get more fuel? So, we have to go to a breeder reactor
program, as part of the spectrum. Because we have to breed
more fuel. We have a shortage of fuel—we have to breed
more.

Now, we’re looking, at this scale, we’re looking at ap-
proximately a period of a quarter-century, a generation. We
have to, in this period, by about 25 years from now, we have
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to have developed a thermonuclear fusion program, which is
operational. This includes many of the raw materials manage-
ment requirements of the planet, that I referred to earlier. So,
therefore, we have a 50-year perspective: Go now, with a full
tilt on nuclear power, international tilt. With international
cooperation on an integrated effort at developing fuel, nuclear
fuel, and its byproduct, and its management. So now, you set
up cooperation on all these phases of necessary management.
In that case, you don’t have a real waste problem, an accumu-
lated waste problem. That’s a myth. It only happens if you
don’t do what you should do.

But we have to at the same time, go with a crash program
on development of thermonuclear fusion. Thermonuclear fu-
sion is key to management of the so-called raw materials
problems of the planet, such as water problems on a mass
scale; also, organizing the mineral resources of the planet for
human needs; and for, actually for balancing out the ecology
of the planet as a whole.

So, that’s our necessary program. Every day we don’t do
this, we’re putting humanity in danger. The great danger,
from nuclear power, is not using it.

Why the Democrats Are So Nervous

Freeman: We have a question that has come in via e-mail
by one of the leaders of Democracy Now! on the West Coast.
He says:

“Mr. LaRouche, immediately after the election, begin-
ning with the actions of California Sen. Barbara Boxer, it
really did look as if Democrats were in a fighting mood. In
that state of mind, we successfully held back the privatization
of Social Security, as well as other initiatives that the Bush
Administration was pursuing. However, something seems to
have happened. And right now, despite the fact that George
Bush has the lowest approval rating of any President that I
can recall—including Richard Nixon—it does in fact appear
that the Democrats are in complete disarray. What happened?
And how do we address it?”

LaRouche: Well, you notice that the popularity of
George Bush, as reported, has fallen below the level of clini-
cally insane people. It’s a complement to the mortgage prob-
lem here.

No, this is obviously what I’ve been concerned about. I
saw them fall apart. And it was obvious that there was a
countermove, and Felix Rohatyn was a very significant part
of it. And you have openly, out against me, Felix Rohatyn,
[Warren] Rudman, and Sen. Chris Dodd—and people like
that. So that, they’re openly against it, and the problem that
came up is, the management of the Democratic National Com-
mittee.

The Democratic National Committee suddenly found it-
self out of money at the beginning of the year. They should
have had $30 million and it was down to $4 million, or some-
thing like that. Because the present—*‘official” of the Demo-
cratic Party, the former candidate, goofed—but good.
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So now, the Democrats are suddenly scattering, and
scared about money. And this is one of the complications. All
kinds of pressure was put on. Pressure from Cheney, tremen-
dous pressure from Cheney and company, and his friends.
Tremendous pressure from all kinds of channels. They’re
afraid of me. It’s that simple. And everybody in the Senate,
who knows anything, knows that they’re very upset about me.
They’re afraid of me. Not them, but they’re afraid of the
people who don’t like me.

Look, I’ve done a number of things in my history. I’ve
always been pro-Roosevelt, in the entire post-war period. I
came back from the war, from military service abroad, in
1946, in the spring of *46, and I came back to the different
country than I had left. A ruined country under Truman. And
for a while I hoped that the Democratic Party would have
Dwight Eisenhower as a Presidential candidate, to get that
bum Truman out of there. And Eisenhower didn’t think he
was in a position to do that, and he wrote me to that effect.

So, it got worse. And then Trumanism became worse and
worse. Trumanism was practically fascism. Everything about
him really stunk. He went as far as he could to create a police
state. But then, what Eisenhower later referred to as the “mili-
tary-industrial complex,” was defeated on a couple of counts.
It was defeated because the war in Korea was a fiasco, and it
couldn’t continue. It was a fiasco also, because the Soviet
Union had developed operational nuclear weapons much ear-
lier than Bertrand Russell, and the Truman Administration,
had planned. Because the plan had been, for a pre-emptive
nuclear attack, on the Soviet Union, which it was believed, at
that time, did not have nuclear weapons, and would not have
them. So that by the time the United States was actually pro-
ducing a production line, a series line, of nuclear missiles, the
Soviet Union was somewhat ahead of us technologically.

Then, at the beginning of the 1950s, the Soviet Union was
the first to develop an operational prototype of a thermonu-
clear warhead, which meant that Truman’s plans for preemp-
tive nuclear war, went off the table. And we went through a
long process, over the course of the 1950s into the beginning
of the 1960s, where we went to this new system of Mutual
and Assured Destruction, of this Strategic Arms Limitation
approach.

So, in this period, I fought against Truman. I fought
against McCarthy. I was prominent in some areas on this.
Then, the FBI tried to get me to run an operation for them,
which I refused torun, in 1957, and they did everything possi-
ble to screw up my life, my marriage, and everything else, as
a result of that. And this came out of a very dirty part of the
U.S. intelligence services which is called the internal security
apparatus, associated with the Justice Department.

And thenin 1971, when the bubble blew on the IMF, with
Nixon, and I contested the issue, the policy, at that time, then
I was considered an effective advocate against the policies of
this crowd, and they’ve done everything possible since then,
totry to destroy me. Then I exposed what the plans of Brzezin-
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ski were, for nuclear showdown with the Soviet Union, in
1976, and that screwed that up, and I was not liked for that.
Brzezinski wanted me dead.

And then Reagan adopted my proposal for a negotiation
with the Soviet Union, for what became known as the SDI.
And that almost succeeded. And for that, the order was imme-
diately, in 1983, “kill him!” No less. It was actually that,
literally. And I and my associates went through an operation,
from the end of 1983, through the early 1990s, a continuing
operation, until Clinton became President. And then the oper-
ation tailed off. But up until Clinton was elected President,
they were out to kill me, and they only didn’t kill me, because
some people inside the institutions said, don’t do it. They
would be very unhappy if I were killed.

So, I was imprisoned instead of being killed. If I hadn’t
been imprisoned, they said, I would have been killed.

And again, these guys are deadly afraid of me, because
I’ve been very effective, in a lot of operations. And I'm a big
thorn in their side. And I fight when other people don’t fight.
And this makes some people very unhappy. And fascists—
and I say “fascists,” like Felix Rohatyn, he’s sort of the Artful
Dodger class of the international Nazi oligarchy, and he
doesn’t like me one bit. And so forth.

So, you have people in the Democratic Party, in the Senate
and elsewhere, who tend to be a little bit on the coquettish
side. And when they sense there’s trouble, and it might dam-
age their Presidential and other ambitions, they tend to get
Very, Very nervous.

Provide a ‘Beacon of Leadership’

Freeman: This is a question from the House of Represen-
tatives, but it also reflects questions that have come in from
some foreign journalists and others.

“Mr. LaRouche, as you’ve repeatedly stated, the drive for
amilitary attack against Iran, has less to do with their nuclear
energy program, and more to do with the overall war policy
of this Administration. Right now, rumors are circulating on
Capitol Hill that a military attack on Iran will result in a large
number of resignations of high-ranking military officers.
With all of that said, however, it seems that the potential for
a military move against Iran, is not only real, but that in fact,
it is growing. It seems that a new war, or a major terrorist
incident on U.S. soil, may be the only thing that can save
Bush’s Presidency. Would you be so kind as to assess the
danger, and to also address what you think can be done to
prevent it?”

LaRouche: Well, the idea that the people behind Cheney
and what he represents, could actually succeed in their goals,
is nonsense. For example, if you study, as I have and others
have, the history of military affairs, since, in modern times,
you would have to say that the Nazis of our time, such as the
backers of Cheney, and the associates of Rohatyn, are the
most incompetent goons ever manufactured. What goes with
this is, remember, the leading generation internationally, in
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running these kinds of operation, which Cheney and so forth
are part of, these people are what age group? They’re the age
group—Cheney was slightly older. He was born, probably
born in about the middle of the 1940s, but essentially, he’s
otherwise a Baby Boomer. The people who are running these,
are generally of that generation.

Remember what they are. They are people—most of them
fit in the 68er category—that is, the campus 68ers. These are
the freaks. They don’t believe in science, they don’t believe in
rationality, they believe in emotional impulses. You compare
them with the Nazis, and you look at the Nazi machine in
detail, and some of the other military machines in detail—
that was a very serious operation, which had the capability
but for the United States, it would have ruled the world. For
how long, we don’tknow, but it would have ruled the world. It
was an efficient machine, with a very careful and competently
planned, military plan of operations. And it would have suc-
ceeded, except for the United States.

This bunch of clowns! Yes, they’re thugs. They’re like
that famous mafia gang in Brooklyn, the gang that was called
the “gang that couldn’t shoot straight,” which ran a mafia war
in Brooklyn, some years ago. These guys are incompetent.
They couldn’t run anything successfully.

The problem here is not the danger that they will succeed.
Because if they succeed, they will fail, and take the world
down with them. So, therefore, these people must not be al-
lowed to be anywhere near power. They’re perfectly capable,
by quality, of launching an attack, an aerial attack, on Iran;
and their capabilities of launching a very serious kind of attack
exist. But the sequelae will be: The world will blow up. The
world will just blow up. There’s no way you can have civiliza-
tion if they start that attack; that road leads downward to a
pit, nowhere.

So, they can’tsucceed! So, what’s the problem? The prob-
lem is not how ugly they are. The problem is how gutless we
are. We could stop them. If the American people did not want
this show, we could stop them. If we had more guts in the
Congress, we could stop them. They can be stopped! But you
have to talk the way I talk about these things. Not [simpering
voice], “Well, he’s slightly mistaken, misguided, unfortunate
child-rearing, you know. Doesn’t know who his real mother
was. Don’t say he’s a Nazi. Misguided, a little disturbed, a
little disoriented.”

If you talk like that—if you say, “you can’t call Rohatyn
a fascist”—I mean, what kind of a boob are you, that you
can’t call Rohatyn a fascist?

Now, what do you have to do?

We have to, in a sense, which is what I concentrate on,
we have to provide a beacon of leadership—when you don’t
have any beacon of leadership, otherwise, in the United
States. That’s our problem. We don’t have any public leaders!
We have people who like to call themselves leaders, who like
to pretend to be leaders. But they don’t have the command
capability to win a war! If you’re fighting an enemy, a mortal
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enemy of civilization, you’re fighting a war! You’ve got to
have the temperament to go at that as a war, and win that war!
That doesn’t mean you’re going to kill people. I means you’re
going to stop that operation!

And you’re going to mobilize people to do that. How do
you mobilize people? Well, first of all, the first thing you have
to do, to mobilize people for a serious effort, is, you’ve got to
have some guts yourself. And the problem is, our Baby
Boomer generation doesn’t have guts! Not the kind of guts
that is required for this kind of operation. It’s not a matter of
going out and killing somebody or mashing somebody—it’s
just plain guts. And they don’t have guts. They may have guts
on one thing, they may want to fight this, and do this or do
that; maybe they’ll shoot the neighbor next door. But they
won’t have the guts to face this kind of problem, and the
intellectual challenge it represents.

The problem is, they’re deeply inbred in the corruption
of sophistry. And they’ll say, “Well”—. They’ll say to me,
“You’re right, but they’re not ready to listen to you yet.”

You mean they’re not ready to live yet? They want to die?
They’re not ready to stay alive? They want to watch their
children go into the concentration camp? And do nothing
about it, because they’re not “ready” to act?

We’re now in a situation, as I described it today, we’re in
a situation where, in a matter of months, the entire world
order, as we have known it, is in danger of collapse. There
are remedies, to prevent that collapse. But no one, yet, has
been willing to take up the cudgel that I wave—and actually
do it! And that’s why I do what I do. Because nobody else is
doing it.
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The hope of realization of
everything we’ve wanted for
our nation and for humanity,
said LaRouche, lies in the
hands of the generation of
young adults, especially
between 18 and 25 years of age
today. Here, the webcast
audience.

EIRNS/Stuart Lewis

Is It Too Late?

Freeman: This is a question from one of the LYM mem-
bers. He says, “Lyn, there isn’t any question that there’s a big
change in the degree of interest that we find here in Washing-
ton, especially on Capitol Hill. People have loads of ques-
tions, and want to talk about everything from Kesha’s cam-
paign for chairman of the Democratic Party in Texas, to the
housing blowout, to the war. Even so, if you asked me if
somebody was prepared to actually do something, I’d have to
say no.” (I’d have to agree.)

“But it’s a scary situation, because from what you’ve
been saying, especially the last few weeks, we don’t seem
to have a whole lot of time. I think if there were more of
us, we’d have a better chance, because people are definitely
open. But I guess my question is that, if it actually comes
to the point of a full-scale blowout, and no one has done
anything yet, at that moment, is it too late, or can we still
save the nation?”

LaRouche: Well, I don’t think it’s too late—there are not
simple guidelines like that. As long as people are willing to
fight, and have the right ideas about what to do, and have
cultivated an approach to the population more generally, peo-
ple don’t like to die. They especially don’t like to die a futile
death. I mean, to die for a good cause, or in the hope that the
cause will survive, is one thing. But, to die for nothing, stinks.
And therefore, as long as we’re in there fighting, as far as 'm
concerned, I'll continue to fight. And I'll be there. And I just
hope some other people are there, too.

The webcast concluded with the LYM singing a canon on
“Felix the Nazi.”
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