TR Feature

LAROUCHE IN DETROIT

A U.S. President for
All Generations
And All Nations

Here is Lyndon LaRouche’s Presidential campaign speech to 230 supporters at
the Pontchartrain Hotel in Detroit, on Nov. 20. The candidate was introduced by
Midwest campaign organizer Robert Bowen; by Michigan State Representative
LaMar Lemmons, who hosted the meeting; and by State Representative Ed Vaughn.

Rep. Ed Vaughn: We’ve got some problems ahead of us, and we’ve got to fight;
I believe we should always be prepared to fight. The man I’'m going to introduce
to you tonight, is always prepared.

He reminded me of this Michigan Senator. His name was Dominic Jacobetti.
He went to Washington one time, and Jake told me this story. He was the most
powerful man in the Michigan House of Representatives. He was Speaker. Jake
said he was at the Waldorf Astoria, and he was supposed to make a speech, and he
said, he just remembered that he left his teeth at home. And he had no teeth. He
said, “I can’t speak! What am I going to do?”

So, the man next to him went into his pocket, pulled out a set, gave them to
him, and said, “Try these on.” So, he tried ’em on and they were too big. He said,
“I can’t talk with these!” So, he went back in another pocket, and he said, “Well
Senator, try these on.” And he tried those on, and they were too small. He said,
“No! No! What am I going do?” So, the man said, “Hold it. Wait.” He went back
in his pocket and brought a third set out. He said, “Now Senator, try these on.”
They were perfect fit!

So, the Senator said, “Sir, you must be a dentist.” He said, “No, I’'m an under-
taker.”

But, he was prepared. And, the man I’m about to introduce to you, this evening,
is always prepared.

Now, I took Economics 101. Samuelson was the author. And I tell you, I didn’t
learn nothing until I started taking Economics 102, 3, 4, and 5, from Lyndon
LaRouche! The man is brilliant. He’s a spiritual humanist.
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He is the man who oversees a new youth movement in
America—the LaRouche organization youth. He is the man
who won the last Democratic Presidential primary in the state
of Michigan. [applause] He is America’s premier economist.
And he is the man with the sensible answers, to be the next
President of the United States of America—Lyndon
LaRouche! [applause]

Lyndon LaRouche: You always do it! You always do it.
Ed, thank you.

Well, I’m happy, on this particular occasion, even though
our Internet connection is going to many other parts of the
world population, that here, I see before me, some old friends
and people who were old friends, but I didn’t know of it,
of my generation. And therefore, as I speak before various
audiences, in particular, I will make that generation, my gen-
eration, a point of reference.

For the following reason: We, in my generation, had a
particular experience, and there’s no one older than us, gener-
ally, who’s had that experience. And all of you, here in the
room, or hearing by way of the webcast, Internet, who had
that same experience — that is, our generation.

We were raised, in the beginning, under the reign of Cool-
idge and Hoover. It was a terrible time. Some people thought
it was prosperity, but it was terrible. We were, as a nation,
essentially immoral. This was the Flapper Era, the era of plea-
sure-seeking, the era of get-rich-quick, and no particular mo-
rality.

I know. I was there. I lived through it.

But then came 1928-29, and already, in 1926-27, the farm
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Presidential candidate LaRouche
speaks to nearly 250 supporters
gathered at Detroit’s
Pontchartrain Hotel on Nov. 20;
he is flanked by Michigan State
Representative Ed Vaughn and
LaRouche campaign
representative Robert Bowen.

beltin the United States began to collapse. Other people didn’t
care. But the farm belt was collapsing as aresult of Coolidge’s
policies. And then came 29, and the great foolishness came
to anend. And then, we had the Great Snow Job, then—today,
we have John Snow, as Treasury Secretary, who tells us that
the economy is growing, that prospects are wonderful. Then,
we had pot in every chicken, or something of that sort. Or two
cars, or two garages in every car, or something of that sort.
Prosperity was just around the corner.

And the poverty got worse and worse, and it became worse
around the world, and people called it the Great Depression.

Now, Hoover was not unintelligent, nor did he cause the
Great Depression. But, he succeeded in making it worse, for
which he gets full credit. Franklin Roosevelt, who was then
the Governor of the State of New York, who was a descendant
of a collaborator of Alexander Hamilton, Isaac Roosevelt:
who headed a Bank of New York, which was allied with
Hamilton against the traitor Aaron Burr. And Franklin Roose-
velt maintained the tradition of that ancestor, in the patriotic
tradition of the founders of our nation. He prepared for his
role as President, by preparing the kinds of measures he would
take, to pull the nation out of this disaster, which was ongoing
while he was Governor.

The Hoover Administration tried to dictate to Roosevelt,
the terms on which he’d go into office; to impose on Roose-
velt, before he actually entered the Presidency; to impose
policies, which in a sense, would have been something like
the Bush policies of today. Roosevelt rejected that offer from
Hoover. And the Hoover Administration cut him off. So, he
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walked into the White House without even a pencil, from
the Inaugural Address. And from that moment, however, he
ordered the beginning of the recovery of our economy.

Understanding Our History

Today, we face a similar situation. We’ve gone through
a long period of idiocy —and I'll go through some of the
experiences, starting from my experience, and the experience
of some of you in this room, to give you a sense of who you
are. Of whatever generation you are, whatever your age is: I
can tell you who you are. In the sense of who you are as a
generation, what the experiences are, which over the course
of the past century, have struck you. You may not have experi-
enced them in your flesh, but you experienced them transmit-
ted from your parents, your grandparents, and so forth. And
they’re part of you. And, if you understand what this experi-
ence is, what is part of you, passed down from one generation
to the next, then you are better able to cope with the great
crisis which faces us now, when we’re in the worst financial-
monetary crisis of modern world history, which is now on-
going.

Some of you younger ones, have conditioned yourself to
think that these conditions are bad, but more or less normal;
to think that these things that are going on now, can continue;
to think that there’s an alternative for the next President of
the United States, which is not me. And, I’ll shock you: There
is no such alternative. And you’re not going to find one. And
I’ll make it clear to you why.

Under Roosevelt, most of you my age remember, the
United States turned up. We were gray-faced. You had people
who had been on the bread lines for two or three years, when
Roosevelt came to power. I saw some of them. I saw their
faces. Their faces had turned gray, because they didn’t know
where they were going. They were more or less like the home-
less of the United States today. No place to go home to. No
future. Struggling from one day to the next— many people
were like that.

Take this part of the world; take the Winter of 1932, which
was a particularly cold winter. Many people who had had
jobs,and had homes earlier, were surviving in “hobo jungles,”
and there was a bitter-cold Winter, that 1932 Winter, and
people died in hobo jungles, which in those days were usually
found alongside the railroad tracks someplace.

Those were the conditions of life, and Roosevelt changed
that, in gradually infusing in the American people a sense of
optimism: that things were going to get better. Well, they got
better slowly. But they got better.

Then, you had programs, public employment programs,
and other programs which began to move things upward. By
1935, 1936, we had begun to become human again; we began
to have some sense of confidence — 1938, after a slight reces-
sion that year, we became a little more confident.

We then entered a war, which Roosevelt knew was com-
ing. We participated in that war, we mobilized for that war,
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we were pre-mobilized for it. And we won that war. We won
it, not because we were the best soldiers in the world. We
weren’t. [ was there —we weren’t. But, we had the best logis-
tics in the world. And, we won the war because we had the
best logistics in the world. And the best logistics came from
our farms, and our factories, and things like that.

We were a great producer society. And when V-E Day
came, the day of peace in Europe, the world was happy, and
we were happy. And then, came V-J Day: And we weren’t so
happy any more. And that’s the beginning of an ugly story.

What happened? First of all, we, with our logistics, and
with the generalship of MacArthur, had won the war in the
Pacific. True, there had been some very serious battles. A lot
of Americans and others had died. There were some unneces-
sary battles: Iwo Jima was not necessary; but a lot of coura-
geous men died at Iwo Jima, fighting because they were told
to fight, a battle that was unnecessary. But, MacArthur, by
avoiding battles where they were not necessary, and using
our air and naval power and other logistical superiority to
dominate increasingly the entire Pacific region; we were able
to bring Japan to the point— with a blockade, a naval block-
ade, an aerial blockade—where the island-nation of Japan
was dependent on imports of raw materials and so forth from
the continent of Asia, could no longer secure those imports.
Japan was a defeated nation, not merely on the field of battle,
but defeated by American logistics.

Japan had already negotiated the attempt to surrender,
through the Emperor —through the Papacy, through the Vati-
can, through the Office of Extraordinary Affairs, with a gen-
tleman then known as Monsignor Montini, later known as
Pope Paul VI. That offer of surrender had been negotiated
with Washington, but Truman refused to accept it.

It is said, what Truman did, is Truman took two nuclear
bombs, which we had in our arsenal —the only two nuclear
bombs we had in our arsenal —and he dropped those bombs
on the civilian populations of two Japan cities: Hiroshima
and Nagasaki.

And we weren’t too happy, when V-J Day came. We were
glad the war was over. But, the smell of victory had turned to a
stink, as aresult of what happened at Hiroshima and Nagasaki.
We had done the unnecessary. Then, when Japan surrendered,
Japan surrendered under exactly the terms, which had been
negotiated through the Vatican, before this happened. The
occupation of Japan occurred under exactly the terms and
conditions, that had been planned and conceded by the Em-
peror of Japan, prior to those bombs being dropped. There
was never a need to do it.

Where the Nation Lost [ts Mission

But that was not the end of the story. That was just a
bad experience. The idea of this superweapon, that could kill
masses of people—a single weapon—so many, so terribly,
all at once. Take the case of the Enola Gay, which now going
up in a museum outside Washington: The pilot went crazy,
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The candidate speaks to another Democratic elected official and other attendees after the
Detroit meeting. Many attended —like State Representative LaMar Lemmons, who invited
LaRouche to Detroit—because their national party leadership, which will not fight
Cheney or the economic depression, is so determined to bar LaRouche from national
debates and coverage.

from the sense of guilt over what they had done, in dropping
the bomb on Hiroshima.

But, it was worse, as I said. We had people, like a man
of peace, called Bertrand Russell: Bertrand Russell was the
inventor of the nuclear weapon. He admitted it. He was the one
who had started the nuclear weapons program in the United
States. He was the one, who planned nuclear preventive war,
to bring about world government. And that’s why some of
you, of my generation, were very unhappy about the end of
the war. Because Winston Churchill came to Fulton, Mis-
souri, and made a speech about the “Iron Curtain,” and we
were then committed, in fact, under Truman, to prepare for
conducting preventive nuclear war against the Soviet Union.
And that continued.

And Truman, who was a little man — very little in soul, in
spirit, if any at all—who made adventures against nations of
the world, assuming that Russia and China would not fight
back, because they were afraid of the nuclear weapons we
didn’tyethave — we could produce them, but did not yet have.
So, they made a provocation against China. As a result of it,
suddenly the North Korean army overran South Korea. The
South Korean army was wiped out— later to be rebuilt—was
wiped out, then, and the American forces were trapped in a
small perimeter, at the southern tip of Korea in Pusan. And
then, MacArthur outflanked the situation with the Inchon
landing. It was on. And then Truman got rid of MacArthur.

Because, what Truman’s policy was, was Russell’s pol-
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icy: To establish an Anglo-American
world empire, through the use of weap-
ons so terrible, that the world would sub-
mit to world government, rather than
face the deadly weapons of this type.
And, many of you who came back from
military service, at the end of the war,
had been optimistic near the end of the
war, because we knew we had won the
war; we knew we had become a prosper-
ous and powerful nation again; we had
recovered from the effects of the De-
pression. Your optimism was spoiled,
because the FBI came sneaking around,
to find out if you really were ready to
fight those Commies and drop the
bombs on them.

One neighbor turned against an-
other. Everybody was turning every-
body else in, and became rotten. Men
who had been courageous fighters, cou-
rageous, dedicated patriots coming out
of the war, lost it. I know them. I knew
them personally. I saw them after the
war. Naturally, you know, the war’s
over, you go look up your old buddies,
and you talk to them and find out what
they’re doing. It wasn’t good. They turned into cowards.

Some of us fought against it. I did. I was convinced to. I
tried to get Eisenhower to run for President, in 1947. He sent
me back a nice letter, acknowledging my argument— get this
bum Truman out of there; run for President. That we, who
had gone to war, the best of us at least, had come back with
some sense that we had a mission. We were the one nation,
the power on this planet: We had a chance to bring about a
just world order, as Roosevelt had promised. We could end
colonialism. We could create a world, with our influence,
of sovereign nation-states—not an American Empire, but a
world of neighbors, of sovereign nation-states. We could help
them become strong with our economic power. We could
cooperate with them. We could eliminate the possibility, of
putting the world through another kind of war, such as the
two world wars we had just gone through in that century.

We were optimistic. Suddenly, this went. We turned
against each other. We lost our optimism. Then, Truman got
us deeper and deeper, and the Korean War had started.

Then, in the course of that, someone discovered that the
Soviet Union had developed the first deployable thermo-nu-
clear weapon on the planet. At that point, a nuclear-armed
United States was not going to be capable of making a surprise
nuclear attack on the Soviet Union.

We entered therefore, into a new order of things. Truman
was told not to run again. And he didn’t. They wouldn’t even
let a Democrat become President, because of what Truman
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had done to the Democratic Party. It was not McCarthyism
that was the problem: It was Trumanism! And now, as then,
the Democratic Party has some bad things in it.

The Shocks of 1962-63

So, we turned to a man, who, like MacArthur, was op-
posed to these kinds of military policies: Gen. Dwight Eisen-
hower, whose first act, in campaigning for President— sig-
nificant act—was to go to Korea, and say, “I can end our war
in Korea.”

So we elected Eisenhower. And we felt better, even
though Adlai Stevenson was not disliked. We felt better, be-
cause we thought we had avoided the worst. And we had eight
years of relative peace,under Eisenhower. But, we had skunks
in there—two Dulles skunks, Allen and John Foster. And
some others, who were lurking there in the woodwork, ready
to strike. Eisenhower left office, at the beginning of *61, and
made a speech, warning the American people against what
Truman had represented: the “military-industrial complex.”
That wasn’t the name I call it, but that was a fair descriptive
name.

Jack Kennedy was President, but Jack was not prepared
quite to deal with what he was getting into. He was taken by
surprise by certain things he didn’t understand clearly, until
he understudied a few things at the bedside of Gen. Douglas
MacArthur, who explained some things to him; that caused
Jack to realize he had to pull out of the Vietnam/Indo-China
operation, and not have an Indo-China war. MacArthur told
him: “Don’t go into a land war in Asia. No U.S. land war
in Asia.”

Kennedy thought it was a good idea. He took this fellow
you know —McNamara—he took him to the White House
and he gave him a tongue-lashing. He probably has still got
scars on his back, from the tongue-lashing that Jack Kennedy
gave him. If you could get him to come out in the open, he
would probably admit that. And, Jack humiliated McNamara:
He made him stand on the White House steps and forswear
everything that McNamara was committed to. He said, we
were going to pull out of this Indo-China operation. We’re
going to get out of there.

But then, Jack was killed. And, Johnson was terrified.

Now, Johnson did a couple of good things: The two best
things he ever did, were two Civil Rights bills. One was the
Voting Rights Act, which he put his neck on the line, person-
ally for. And, Johnson was still courageous on some things.

But: When it came to the issue of war, he could see those
three rifles that had aimed at Jack, were aimed at him. And he
signed on to the war in Indo-China.

Now, in the meantime, we’d gone through one other terri-
ble experience: In 1962, October of that year, in the United
States people were running into bars, looking for God, be-
cause they thought they were going to be blown up by a
thermonuclear barrage,anynext morning. This shock notonly
hit my generation, but hit the generation of young people,
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who were then adolescents, who were about to become the
Baby-Boomer generation of the mid-1960s.

As a result of that, and the Vietnam War, many of the
younger generation then entering university, went crazy. This
began about the time the Beatles scuttled across the stage of
the Ed Sullivan Show,and the great cultural paradigm shift, or
the cultural degeneration shift occurred. Because these young
people were so terrified —terrified of the reality with which
they had been associated — that they decided, “This society is
no good. We’ve gotta drop out. Technology is bad.”

And so, we had the Baby-Boomer generation. The flight
from reality.

No Longer a Producer Nation

So, we were transformed from the greatest producer na-
tion on this planet, into becoming a post-industrial society.
In going from the great producer nation, to becoming the
predatory, great consumer nation. This happened as a process,
a process which was accelerated by 1971-72.1In 1966, Nixon
went down to Mississippi, to Biloxi, and there, he met the Ku
Klux Klan, and he saw God. This was the beginning of the
Southern Strategy. Which the Democratic Party, in more later
years, began to try to imitate. They called it the “Suburban
Strategy.” You may have heard about it.

So, we became rotten. And under the influence of Nixon’s
Administration— or actually, he was a captive of Henry Kiss-
inger, but that’s all right—under that, in 1971-72, the post-
war monetary system, which had been developed by President
Roosevelt, was shut down. And we had a new kind of mone-
tary system, the so-called floating-exchange-rate monetary
system, which is this now.

What’s happened is, over this period, from the period of
the early ’60s: the Missile Crisis, the assassination of Ken-
nedy, and the entry into the Indo-China War; there has been
acultural transformation in our people. This cultural transfor-
mation has gone on, it’s unfolded, it’s developed. But we’re
now at the fag-end of it.

We’ve now reached the point, where we live on the basis
of virtually slave-labor in China, on the basis of Mexican
labor — of a Mexico which no longer has real economic sover-
eignty; we destroyed that, from 1982 on—Ilooting much of
the world, to produce for us, what we no longer produce for
ourselves. Our farms are ruined. Our farmers are ruined. Our
industries are ruined. Our jobs have fled. What is made in
Detroit, is no longer made in Detroit: It’s assembled from
what’s made in many parts of the world, and that increasingly
so. Our productive industries are gone. Our infrastructure
has collapsed. Our mass transit has collapsed. Our air travel
system is crazy, and collapsing. Our power generation and
distribution systems are disintegrating.

We’ve come to the point that the debt of the United States,
under present conditions, could never be paid; and that is the
condition of much of the world, besides.

We are now at the end of the great cultural paradigm-
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shift, from being the great producer nation,
that Roosevelt’s recovery enabled us to be-
come, to becoming a ruined, and rotten,
post-industrial society ,aconsumer society,
living by driving down the values of cur-
rencies of other nations, and forcing them
to work for us, as virtual slave-labor, by
ruining themselves.

But we, while ruining and sucking on
the blood of these other nations, have also
ruined ourselves athome. We’ve destroyed
our own people. The HMO program is
mass-murder; it accelerates the death rate,
and a willful acceleration of the death rate
through the HMO system, is nothing but
systematic mass-murder. Mass-murder of
our own citizens. Our education system is
an abomination, as well as our health-care
system. Our general infrastructure is rot-
ten. Our industries are fled.

We are now at the end of a process,
under which the values which people have
been conditioned to accept, as normal val-
ues —the values which have guided them in
voting,indeciding what they put up with—
has changed the population, to the point
that what people think they ought to do today, by instinct, is
wrong. And, the candidates they think they should vote for,
are the wrong choice.

What’s Wrong With the Voters?

Now, take a look at some of the candidates. Take a look
at Senator Kerry, the Democratic candidate. (I’ll say nothing
about the poor dummy, who’s now the President. He has no
qualification whatsoever, except meanness, and that doesn’t
get you very much.) Look at Kerry: Now, Kerry’s not a stupid
guy. Personally, man to man, he’s not an uncourageous per-
son, he’s an intelligent person. Why is he behaving so stu-
pidly? You have, you know, Gephardt is not a great genius,
but he’s sort of a normal political man. Why is he behaving
so stupidly? Well, on the rest I won’t say much.

But, why do we choose —why does the party itself, the
national Democratic Party, produce nothing but stupid candi-
dates? Or unqualified ones, even among people who them-
selves are personally qualified as human beings, to make
many kinds of important decisions in government?

Why can’t we find a President— who is qualified for the
office, at this time?

Why can’t we find voters, who are qualified to choose a
suitable President, at this time?

So, that’s the nature of the problem: We’re not really
in the process of trying to choose a President. We have to
recognize, there’s something wrong with the voters them-
selves. Otherwise, we wouldn’t have picked the idiot we
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LaRouche’s St. Louis press conference, reception, and campaign meeting on Nov. 18
were also attended by many Democratic activists who demand the DNC stop
obstructing his candidacy. Here Missouri State Representative Juanita Head Walton
introduces LaRouche; she said his ideas and his broad campaign fundraising support
require that he be listened to.

picked recently. There’s something wrong with the voters!
Not merely a lack of courage. Admittedly many people are
afraid: They vote for certain candidates, because they’re
afraid to be caught not voting for them. When you have a
trade union and a political party machine, which is ready to
ruin you and destroy your life, if you don’t “go along to get
along” —hmm? Sure, it’s true: People are terrified into voting
for these candidates. Terrified into not voting for me! They’re
terrified with threats on their job; they’re terrified by their
union, of victimization there. There’s areign of terror by these
institutions — including the Democratic Party and some of the
unions in this country — a reign of terror against the people, to
try to intimidate them, into voting for incompetent candidates,
and incompetent policies.

But, that’s not the end of it. The problem lies in the people
themselves. A people that is determined not to be slaves will
not be slaves.

What are we enslaved to, then? What are so many of our
citizens enslaved to? They’re enslaved to their habits: the
habit of post-industrial society; the habit of living in this kind
of consumer/pleasure society.

Look at Detroit: The jobs have gone! What comes in? The
casinos. Is a casino a productive enterprise? It produces the
money from your pockets into somebody else’s — the croupier
takes your money. You had the case of this boat on the Missis-
sippi, a gambling boat, floating casino: It went to one city, got
the money out of that population, and moved on to the next
city! Moved down to St. Louis, to try to loot the people of St.
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The candidate talks with senior citizen supporters after the Detroit campaign meeting.

Louis next! Why do people gamble? Why do they gamble,
when they’re poor? Don’t they know they’re going to lose?
Otherwise, they wouldn’t set up gambling casinos, unless it
was rigged to have the suckers lose! So why do people go in
there, like shark-bait, to be eaten?

Why do they consider that an alternative, to industry? To
agriculture? To efficient power production and distribution?
Why do they accept that? Because they’ve been conditioned
that that’s the way it is. This is what we’ve learned. In 40
years, we’ve learned how not to be like what we were 40
years ago.

We’ve learned, like the Romans. The Romans had con-
quered pretty much of the world, from Italy. Beginning with
the end of the Second Punic War, they introduced mass slav-
ery into Italy itself. They shut down production inside Italy,
because they began to steal from the rest of the world, the
conquered world. They turned their population into a system
of “bread and circuses.” Bread was passed out, like welfare.
There were no jobs, no real income. To keep the population
quiet, you open up the casinos: the Coliseum. You got in
there, and watched people kill each other, for your entertain-
ment! You watched animals eat people, for your entertain-
ment— as you do, when you watch television or go to movies
today. It’s what you do, when you go to one of these mass rock
concerts, and so forth. The same thing: “Bread and circuses.”
Crumbs to get by on. Entertainment to take the pain; drugs to
take the pain away.

We are destroying our population, because we are accept-
ing this change in values, which came on, as it did for ancient
Italy, upon us, today.
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How We Came To Destroying
Our Nation

That is the reason why I started to-
night, the way I did. Because, when you
look back, and look at the experience of
those of my generation, who are here,
tonight: Recall what our experience
was. Recall the experience of our gener-
ation’s children; the experience of our
generation’s grandchildren. And then,
look at our grandchildren and our chil-
dren, from my generation, and see what
happened to them. What happened to
their minds. How they were changed,
to become people who would willingly
submit to a process, by which they are
destroying themselves.

Because you have the power. People
have the power, intrinsically, if they’re
willing to exert it, to change things. A
generation older than mine, my parents’
generation, voted for Roosevelt, sup-
ported Roosevelt, and took us out of a
time, when we were culturally rotten,
back in the 1920s,and brought us back to becoming ourselves,
so we emerged from the war, as a great producer nation, a
power in the world for good, if Roosevelt had lived.

We were still a producer nation, up till the middle of
the 1960s. We helped Europe develop. We contributed to
the development of many other parts of the world. We were
useful, despite the fact that we were being bad at the same
time. But, then, with the Missile Crisis, the Kennedy assassi-
nation, and the beginning of the Indo-China War—and the
beginning of the great cultural paradigm-shift, which started
on the stage of Ed Sullivan’s CBS show with the Beatles —
with that, we became something else. We didn’t become
rotten all at once. We became rotten, step by step, by step,
by step. Every time you accept doing a rotten thing, you
become a bit rotten yourself. But that becomes a habit. And
that’s what happened to us.

Now therefore, what will change us? What will save us?
We have to change our way of thinking. And the first thing
to do, is to recognize what the changes were, in these three
successive generations, which have brought us to point, that
we are inflicting upon ourselves our own destruction as a
nation. That’s the problem.

It’s my job, not merely as a candidate, to do that for
you. To try to induce you to look into yourselves, to look into
the experience of my generation, look into the experience of
my children’s generation, my grandchildren’s generation.
See what they’ve gone through, how the cowardice of the
returning veteran, in suburbia, taught their children never
to tell the truth—“It might get you into trouble. Say what
is expected of you! Never say what you think: Say what
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you want to be overheard saying.” This is a typical Baby-
Boomer mentality.

When the Baby-Boomer mentality was hit, by the combi-
nation of the Missile Crisis, the Kennedy assassination —and
“Lawd! Horrors! We have to go over, us nice little kids, we
have to go to Vietnam, and fight that war? We don’t do that!
That’s not nice!” So, by these kinds of terrors—“We’ll flee
into drugs, instead of going to Vietnam; we’ll destroy our-
selves with drugs.” So, by this process, we’ve corrupted our-
selves as a people.

But people who are capable of making scientific discover-
ies, intrinsically —people can see what’s wrong with their
own minds. They can see how their minds were ruined over
successive generations, by the change in opinion.

People can change themselves. Animals can not change
themselves. People can change themselves. And they can
change themselves because they have a higher power, to
reflect upon themselves, to decide what they wish to become.

The Relation Between Our Generations

People of my generation also have another advantage:
We’re going to die soon. And therefore, our values are im-
proved thereby. Because we don’t think of what we’re going
to get. We think of what we’re going to give— what we’re
going to give to coming generations. The meaning of our life,
our sense of immortality, is what we give, that is, if we’re
smart; if we’re not stupid. We don’t expect to take anything.
We expect to give.

And that’s our strength. If we look at ourselves as people
who are going to give, rather than take, then we use our lives
to say, “I can die with a smile on my face, because I have
given something! My life means something, because I gave
something to humanity. I gave honor to the achievements and
contributions of the generations that came before me. And I
give a future to my grandchildren, and those of my grand-
children’s generation.”

That gives you strength, because you have a sense of
spirituality, a sense that man is not a piece of flesh: that man
is a mind, which exists only in the human being. And that
mind has a quality, immortality. And therefore, the meaning
of your life, is what you do with what you are while you’re
here. Something that will last. Something that will make your
ancestors smile, and make your descendants happy,and proud
of you.

When you look at yourself, and say, “That is my interest;
that is what I wish to become, that kind of person. To achieve
that kind of immortality —legitimate immortality —that I
have earned.” Then you have the power to change yourself,
and change the way you think, in a scientific way, by looking
at experience, as I tried to summarize that kind of experience
to you tonight: To look at the experience of successive
generations, to see how ideas and passions are transmitted
from one generation to another. And how the young genera-
tion coming into the field now, the one I’m so happy about—
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the youth generation, the 18- to 25-year-old, university-
eligible age youth—why they’re so important, to me and to
you: Because, if we can enable them to help convince their
parents to come back to the human race —leave Baby-Boom-
erism, and come back and start thinking about the future of
humanity. If those two generations—the generation of my
children and my grandchildren’s generation—if those two
generations start working together, to change society, to
meet the challenge of the present, we have, in our nation,
a great tradition, if we can recognize it. We have the power,
the influence —if we do that—to influence the course of
world history.

Economic Recovery and a Durable Peace

Not as an empire. Not as a dictator. I have friends in India,
I have friends in Russia, I have friends throughout Europe, I
have friends in South America,l have friends in Africa: These
are my friends. We have the power, in the United States. If I
can act as a friend of these friends, we can bring the nations
together, with the example of the struggle to establish our
republic, and to bring forth in us the best that we have been:
We have the ability to bring these nations together, and say,
“Here we are. We’re in this period, where we’re all afraid of
the spread of a nuclear-armed war, being organized by people
like Cheney and the so-called neo-conservatives; and some
of the Democrats, like Lieberman and so forth, who are going
along with it— we can avoid this. We can avoid plunging this
planet into war. We have a great economic crisis. We can
lead, in creating a recovery from this world economic crisis,
as Roosevelt led, in bringing us out of the last world crisis.
We can do that.”

We can take my friends abroad, we can bring them to-
gether,and we can say: We all going to be sovereignrepublics.
No empire. Nothing like empire. We’re going to create what
John Quincy Adams and other great leaders of the United
States intended: On this planet, a community of perfectly
sovereign republics, which are united by principles akin to
those enshrined in the Preamble of our Federal Constitution.
We can actually create an order of peace on this planet, a
durable peace. Which can survive.

We can do that, now.

I can do that now, if I'm President. I could do it, today,
if I were President. All the resources are there. We could
recover from this depression. All the potential is there. We
simply have to decide that we’re not going to continue to
play the game — the game which was brought upon us, when
we submitted, one after the other, to these things that be-
trayed what Franklin Roosevelt had tried to give us in his
lifetime.

Not as a result, but as the ability to make the decision, to
achieve those results: We can do it.

And now, there are other matters you want to discuss, and
I will discuss them, as you ask about them.

Thank you.
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Dialogue With LaRouche

Here are excerpts from the discussion period.

The Campaign Has To Address the Real Issues

Q:...Mr.LaRouche, would yoube kind enough to repeat
what you told me earlier, when I commented to you, about
speaking with Mark Brewer, on the 15th; we were at a caucus
session. And at that session, he clearly informed us, that Mr.
LaRouche is not a Democrat. And, that only those candidates
that would be on the caucus list, would actually be counted.
Anyone else who was written in, would be lumped in with
Mickey Mouse and Donald Duck.

LaRouche: Well, let’s take a couple of facts about this,
just to get the idea of how ridiculous this is. Currently, among
nine nominal candidates for the Democratic nomination —
officially registered candidates, with the FEC—I represent
second in popularity; that is, among number of people who
have made financial contributions to my campaign. Second.
The first, of course, is Dean, and Dean has affiliates that I
don’t have, but that’s all right. The others have bucks, but
they don’t have support. They others have bucks, but they
don’t campaign. They campaign, on these things they call
campaign debates. And every one I’ve seen so far, is disgust-
ing. The one in Detroit, sponsored by Fox-TV,whichis hardly
a good symbol for the Democratic Party! As a matter of fact,
I understand that in most areas, Fox is considered a racist
right-wing organization, and I don’t know why the Demo-
cratic Party would want to be hosted by a fascist, or fascistic,
right-wing, racist organization like Murdoch’s Fox-TV.

But, actually, the performance of the candidates on that
particular event, were about as bad, as Fox-TV itself. It was
disgusting. All these campaign appearances, and these de-
bates, have been disgusting. There’s no independent voice.
That doesn’t mean that Kerry’s incapable of carrying an idea
across the room. He is. That doesn’t mean that Kucinich is
stupid. I think he’s a little bit weak, in some respects, but he’s
an intelligent person, and he’s actually intelligent on many
issues, and does a fairly decent function in the Congress. I
don’t think anything of Howard Dean. He’s a guy who never
practiced medicine, but he does practice HMO, which kills
more people than doctors could save.

So, this is the reality!

Now, what we have is, we have a President of the United
States, George W. Bush, who is losing the next election. He’s
losing it on the issue of the war, which is becoming increas-
ingly unpopular. He’s losing it on the issues of the economy.
Buthe might be elected! Why? Because, the Democratic Party
is much better at losing, than the Republicans are! They work
at it, as they did in California.

Just to give an example of this, because this question is
probably in the mind of a lot of people, apart from being
asked, appropriately, by one of our people here: In California,
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you had a fascist—I don’t know whether he is a Nazi Party
card-carrying member or not; his father was. But he thinks
like a Nazi; he acts like a Nazi; he smells like a Nazi: Schwa-
rzenegger. Whose qualifications for Governor, are those he
displays in the movie as the “Terminator”! And, California
is a predominantly Democratic state. Registered Democrats
outnumber any other species in California. Now, they may
come in different colors and varieties, but they’re all the same
Democratic Party species.

How could they lose a Recall election, to an unqualified,
menacing, thug? As a matter of fact, the thug, who happened
to be among those, who helped loot the state of California,
through Enron-style operations! Now, how could the Demo-
cratic Party lose that?

Well, Gray Davis is not a bad guy. But, the Democratic
National Committee came down on Gray Davis, and each of
the other Presidential candidates who came in—including
also Bill Clinton—came in, to tell Gray Davis to cool it. Now,
Gray Davis is an experienced politician, and a well-known
street fighter, when it comes to politics. He didn’t street-fight.
He could have taken on and beaten Schwarzenegger. But, he
“took a fall” — as if the mafia had told him, “It’s time to take
the fall.”

Not all of his people took the fall.

All right. We, with the youth movement, in California—
we had forces which were adequate to deploy into Los
Angeles County. We had the cooperation of the leadership in
Los Angeles County for our operation. We also deployed in
the Bay Area. At the time the campaign started, the polls were
showing Schwarzenegger running 60-40 against Gray Davis.
By the time we ended up, in Los Angeles County, we carried
it 51-49 against Schwarzenegger. In the Bay Area, we did
better. In the other parts of California, the state was lost,
because the Democratic National Committee, and all of the
Presidential candidates, except me, who intervened in that
thing, had gone the other way, and forced Gray Davis to throw
the election.

We then went with our youth movement, into Philadel-
phia, invited by Mayor Street, and [former Michigan State
Rep.] LaMar [Lemmons] was there, when this action was
conducted. And [State Rep.] Harold James set it up, and said,
am I on board? I said, “Of course I’'m on board. That’s a done
deal. We’re doing it.” So we did it. And, we turned a marginal
situation in Philadelphia, into a landslide victory. Because the
participation of the various forces, which were associated
with us — that Harold James brought together, that we brought
in—transformed the Democratic election campaign, from an
election campaign, into a movement. We had a movement of
citizens, in thatcity,and they carried the election,even against
a very well-oiled Republican machine, which came in pre-
pared to win.

Now, under these circumstances, since we win, and they
lose, why was the Democratic Party convinced to do what it
did, in 2000? To elect two bums, Gore and Lieberman —and
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by now, you should see what a bum he is; you may not have
known it beforehand, but now it’s easy. [Lieberman] is a guy,
aright-winger, who was brought into high politics by William
F.Buckley —the great Democrat— and fascist; with a genera-
tion of fascists. The whole family’s a bunch of fascists! And,
also brought into power, by money from the so-called gu-
sanos, the Batista Cubans, in southern Florida. That’s his
constituency. He was picked for Vice Presidential candidate!
He robs Indians! And since he doesn’t have many Indians
in the state of Connecticut, they invented Indians, and they
robbed them: gambling casinos.

And Gore, who “couldn’t lose” on paper, with Clinton
backing Gore, he couldn’t lose —but he did. And, he actually
lost Florida. Sure, there was a certain African-American vote
turned out in Florida, but they didn’t get it counted. Because
the Republicans had done their homework, and made sure that
their absentee ballots were processed, whereas the Democrats
didn’t do it, and therefore, their absentee ballots weren’t pro-
cessed. And thus, a lot of African-Americans voted for
George Bush in Florida. They regret it today.

But, [Gore] could have won in Tennessee. If he’d won
Tennessee, if he’d won Arkansas, which would have been an
easy win, Gore would be President of the United States, today!
But, the bum wouldn’t do what he should do. He wouldn’t
even cooperate with Clinton, at certain points. He went into
this dive, in Florida, which was a sure loser— an unnecessary
battle! He wasted his effort and money in Florida; gave up
Arkansas and Tennessee; and lost the national election with
the plurality of national votes!

And the Democratic Party has apparently —and Clinton,
himself —have apparently learned nothing, from that exper-
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As LaRouche spoke of his youth
movement in St. Louis and
Detroit, some of its California
activists were hitting the
capital in Sacramento on Nov.
18 to demand that the
legislature fight the new budget
cuts, layoffs, and debt
demanded by “beast-man”
Governor Schwarzenegger.
These youth are becoming the
effective leadership of the
California Democrats.

ience.

So, the question is, not who’s going to win the next elec-
tion, but which party is going to lose it, the biggest?!

So that’s the situation. What is obvious, is what I referred
to earlier: We’re in what I referred to as a reverse cultural
paradigm-shift. The things that I'm proposing, the course of
action which I’'m proposing: Take politics back to the street!
Take politics back to the street, to the real people. Take it to
the lower 80% of family-income brackets. Don’t depend upon
the upper 20% of family-income brackets. Get the people
back into politics: the lower 80% of family-income brackets.
The poor, the young. Get them back in!

And, do it, not as getting one vote at a time. Create a
movement!

Now I've designed the catalyst for a movement. And the
catalyst for a movement, is a youth movement, which we’ve
pioneered in creating, of a special type: of young people,
largely between 18 and 25 years of age, that is, of university-
eligible age; and we’re running a “university on wheels,”
among people who are living on virtually nothing, next to
nothing. They get their meals, and they get to find a place to
sleep and do things like that. And, they’re out organizing in
teams. And they can out-organize per capita anybody else in
the United States. They’re the most effective political organ-
izing force in this country!

Now they number in the hundreds. We’re going to have a
thousand of them deployed, probably by about February. We
expect, by the Summer, before the Summer runs around:
10,000, of this type. With 10,000 such youth, we can turn the
country around, we can change it. We can win any election,
that is not done by a police-state method.
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So therefore, here we are. These guys are losers. They’re
losers by every standard. The party itself, the party machine,
the national chairmanship, is a loser, by any standard. Now,
how can anyone say they’re serious about politics, in exclud-
ing the real potential winner, in favor of a bunch of losers?
And why should they try to bore the citizens to death, to have
these nine clowns go on TV, for racist Fox-TV as a sponsor,
rather than having a serious discussion of the real issues,
such as the economy and war, and such similar things, before
the public?

The American people want to hear about the war. That’s
why Bush is going down! The Iraq War. That’s the trigger:
Get this thing out! Quit! Get out of there! People are dying.
They’re sending people, who are normally family people,
such as National Guardsmen and reservists — they 're sending
them into battle, for prolonged duty. That has a tremendous
impact upon communities —because these are family people,
with established families. To lose a member of the family, to
have a member of the family go through trauma, and come
back severely injured —the life-support of the family —and
then, to deny these people the kind of medical care they re-
quire, as a result of these war injuries, and turn them back into
the communities: That’s not going to be popular!

And, we have a ratio of about—what?—out of eight
trauma cases, seven now survive. So, it’s a high rate of sur-
vival, relative to battle trauma, relative to previous kinds of
wars. Which means, we have a lot of injured people, who are
not being treated properly in most cases, coming back. And
the families are screaming about it.

The economic question: Look around you. Look at the
conditions of life of the lower 80%. Look at the 47 states in
the United States that are bankrupt. That is, you could not
raise enough money through tax revenue, to balance the es-
sential cost of running that state. At least 47 states, if not all
50. And it’s getting worse!

We have a trillion-dollar trade balance deficit. We’re
shooting toward trillion-dollar annual deficits.

The Housing Crisis

The thing is falling apart! The world is collapsing. We
could have it, any time. A housing crisis. Just to give you
another example — this may be long-winded, but I think it’s
probably valuable to you. Look, what happened? Look around
you in this city: Has Detroit been depopulated within the past
15 years? All right. Has Michigan largely been depopulated,
during this period. Why? Because the jobs are gone. This is
all around the country.

Now, what happened? The people who moved away, in
large degree —not all of them — would move in, as younger
people, into jobs in areas in California, in Washington, D.C.,
other areas, where you have a housing boom. Now, this hous-
ing boom is rather disgusting: Because, they take a cow pas-
ture; they put a bulldozer through it once or twice; they put a
foundation on it, this area. They take a piece of tarpaper shack,
virtually; they shrink-wrap it, with insulation; they paste some
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plastic on the exterior, to make it look like brick, or something
else. They put a couple of faucets in it. They call it a house.

Now, people who want a job in this area, go into this area
to take the job—because the job isn’t here in Michigan; it’s
not in Detroit. They’ll go down, to say, someplace outside of
Washington. They’ll move into this shack, and they find the
mortgage is $400,000to $600,000 — for a tarpaper shack with
shrink-wrap features. And, it’s not even good for you, be-
cause if it’s sealed, certain kinds of gases will get into the
house, and they’re not good for your health —on top of every-
thing else.

Now, what happens is, these people are now losing
money, because there is terrible inflation. Maybe some of you
know something about this terrible inflation. You may have
experienced it someplace. So therefore, people have trouble
getting by, even families where you have two people with
fairly skilled jobs, working two jobs in a household: They’re
not bringing enough home to pay the rent and the mortgage.
Remember in the old days, you would consider, you spent
20% or 25%, at most, of your family income for housing.
Now, what kind of salary do you require, by that standard, to
maintain a house, which has a $400,000 to $600,000 mortgage
value? What kind of a salary? You’re talking about $100,000
income a year! How many of you get $100,000 a year? How
many people do you know who have it?

So therefore, we have people who are on the margin of
poverty, living in these tarpaper shacks, at a half-million or
s0, plus or minus, mortgage valuation.

How do they get by? A swindle was pulled, by a swindler
called Alan Greenspan. He’s the head of the Federal Reserve
System. What he did is, he pumped money, through Fannie
Mae and Freddie Mac. He did it in concert with real-estate
swindlers, who sell real estate. The real-estate swindlers in
this area, say the area around Northern Virginia, would meet.
And they would tell the bankers that the value of real estate
in this area, has gone up! Therefore, these houses are all worth
more. Now the banks are willing to give a 90% credit, on the
value of the mortgage, to the nominal houseowner. So, they
go down to the bank, and they get cash, by refinancing the
mortgage based on the increase, the purely synthetic increase,
in the value of the house. What do they with the cash? They
spend it for groceries! And “foolish” things like that, to get by.

What happens then, if a 1% or 2% increase in interest
rates occurs? Boom. The real-estate bubble goes. Housing
shacks go down to half the value. And so forth.

And that’s the condition we’ve created, as a result of this
change in the U.S. economy. Instead of taking the area of
Michigan, which is a natural area for certain kinds of produc-
tion—and northern Ohio, the state of Ohio in general; you
take this area, which used to be an area which was designated
geographically, as a place for agriculture and industry, which
has a natural potential because of the Great Lakes, among
other things, for this, because of the transportation system
that used to exist here. You move the people out of the area,
theland area, which is perfectly habitable,economically func-
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Detroit, the former “automobile capital” of the United States, has been depopulated
in the past 15 years, as manufacturers went overseas in search of cheap labor. On
the right: The telephone poles show where streets used to be, in an area of the city
that was completely torn down.

tional land-area. You chase a part of the population into abso-
lute poverty. You chase the other part, to seek jobs in these
areas of these housing-boom speculations, and then you bring
down the shebang.

This is the kind of situation we’re in today. And therefore,
the economic issue, the health-care issue, and other things —
all other things that are crashing down on the people—. So
therefore, suppose we, all of us, discuss in a Presidential
candidacy, discuss before the American people, discuss the
issue of the war: How did we get into this stinking mess? How
did Cheney get us into it? How are we going to get out? Are
we going to go into more wars? Can’t we avoid more wars?
Why have we got more enemies in the world, than we ever
had before? Practically the entire world is against the United
States today, just because of what happened since January
2002.

Isn’t that worth discussing? Isn’t that the issue? What
about the economy? What about the condition of our people?
What about the things that are threatening our people, includ-
ing the health issue? Why aren’t those being discussed, apart
from some “master plan”? Why don’t we say what was wrong,
and say how we’re going to fix it! But first, admit that it
was wrong!

That’s not done.

So, somebody says, I shouldn’t be a candidate. What’re
you doing? Committing suicide? . . .

The Financial Crisis: Perception and Reality

Q: ... In October, economist Paul Krugman wrote an
article in the New York Times, and he described an impending
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economic crisis in the U.S. And he likened the situation of the
American public to that of Wile E. Coyote and the Roadrunner
cartoon: where Wile E. Coyote would run off the edge of a
cliff and he’d run a short distance before he’d realize he was
walking on thin air. And, only after he looked down, and
realized where he was at, then he would fall. And, he described
the situation of the American public, as at the point where it’s
walking on thin air, economically speaking, and only has
to realize what the lack of economic foundation is for its
economy, and then it will start to fall —meaning there will
either be a sell-off or—in any case, ensuing chaos would be
the situation.

Do you see an “Argentina”-type economic crisis here in
the U.S., as inconceivable as that may be to someone of my
generation?

LaRouche: It’s not inconceivable. What you have to
understand is this, about this question of myth and reality:
That what people believe — you see, human beings are volun-
tary. Animals are committed to certain types of behavior, as
a species or a variety of their species; it’s almost a biological
commitment. They have a very slight range of adjustment.
Whereas human beings can choose—. Let me take one
step back.

Now, think of this human mind, or the mind of an animal,
as like a typical utopian geometry, in which you start with
certain definitions, axioms, and postulates, and you assume
that any valid theorem that you reach, any decision you make,
must be consistent with those definitions, axioms, and postu-
lates. In an animal, the range of definitions and axioms, is
very narrow. The animal is capable of certain postulational
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changes; for example, when you make a pet of an animal,
successfully, from childhood of the animal, you may induce
this animal to behave, not like an animal, but like an animal
who now is adapted to human beings. When you adopt a
puppy, or adopt a kitten, for example, the thing will now
respond to you. It does not become human, but it will seem
almost human, because it knows how to react to you, as a
puppy or a cat knows how to react to you, according to its
axioms, and it has certain postulates which you induce. And,
it becomes very attached to you. Sometimes you think it runs
you; but, most of the time, it’ll think that you are its mother,
or father, or whatever. Or with a dog, you are the boss of the
brood, of the pack.

But, with human beings, it’s different. We have the ability
to choose our definitions, axioms, and postulates. Now, we
can choose two types: We can choose definitions that are
accurate, or false. We can choose axioms and postulates simi-
larly, true or false. Or, we can omit some knowledge of some
essential axioms and so forth.

So, what happens is, that in mass behavior, people will
tell you, and you can recognize this in various ways, “This is
what I believe. This is what I have to do.” Sometimes they
aren’t conscious of what these things are, but you can detect
that by observing them. What happens in a cultural paradigm-
shift, the set of definitions, axioms, and postulates, as a set,
of a population is conditioned, in a way which is either rela-
tively true or relatively false.

For example, the existence of the United States, as a Con-
stitutional republic,had a great effect on the American people.
And to this day, we benefit from that tradition, though most
of us are not fully conscious of how that works. In Europe,
they’re different: In Europe, they’ve been living under, at
least,in the relatively less un-free countries in Europe, they’ ve
been living under what’s called an “Anglo-Dutch Liberal par-
liamentary system,” in which independent central banking
systems have the ultimate power. And every time there’s a
crisis, the parliament’s overthrown and a new government is
putin.

In our system, we have never had achange in our Constitu-
tional form of government, since our birth! There’s no other
nation on this planet, which has achieved that success. So
therefore, we have a relatively superior Constitutional sys-
tem — when we use it properly.

All right, now what happens then, is that we, then, as has
happened to us over the past period, by conditioning — “we
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have to accept nuclear weapons”; “we have to accept the Cold
War”; “we have to accept McCarthyism”; “we have to accept
this”; “we have to accept the lessons of the Missile Crisis”;
“we have to accept the assassination of Kennedy, without a
due investigation”; “we have to accept the Vietnam War; it’d
be unpatriotic not to.” Hmm? And so forth and so on. “We
have to accept the free-trade system”; “we have to accept
deregulation.” So, we have a lot of these things we have come

to accept, as if they were axioms of our economic system, and
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FIGURE 1
LaRouche's Typical Collapse Function
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LaRouche’s “Triple Curve” schematic diagram, first presented in
1995, shows how the cancerous rise of financial and monetary
aggregates destroys the physical economy at an increasing rate.

our political system. “You have to accept the leadership of
the Democratic Party.” Haha! I don’t “accept” that axiom.
Therefore, I’'m not a slave to that axiom. I’m not going to be
adummy on somebody’s string, like a puppet. I cut that string,
and express my freedom.

The problem therefore, in economics, what has killed us,
is, if you look at the three curves I often use, as a pedagogical
[Figure 1]: What has happened since 1966, when the change
occurred —under the conditions of the Vietnam War, certain
changes in economic policy began to be introduced, as a prod-
uct of financing the Vietnam War, in the 1966-67 period. We
began to shut down the space program for example. We began
to shut down high-tech. We began to cut down infrastructure
development. All to finance this, to balance the budget for
this Vietnam War, the Indo-China War.

Since that point, since about '66, the amount of financial
aggregate—that is the amount of monetary aggregate and
financial aggregate, per capita and per square kilometer, of
the United States, has zoomed, at an accelerating rate. The
rate of inflation in the United States, is horrendous. Somebody
tells you there’s no inflation, they’re lying: They use the Qual-
ity Adjustment Index, the so-called “hedonic index.” It’s fake.
We have the highest rate of inflation in our history —right
now. There is no zero inflation. We have negative growth!
Which is concealed, by pretending that there is no inflation.
So, they use fake numbers, inflated numbers, and deny
we’re shrinking.

All right. What people say is, “No. You have to go by
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monetary policy. You have to go by free trade. You have to
assume ‘the price is right.” ”

In the same period, in order to maintain this financial
growth, we’ve been printing money. We make the Japanese
print money,overnight, to finance the U.S. markets! The stock
market is a bubble! There’s no value in the stock market: It’s
a bubble! There’s no solid, physical value there. It’s less and
less, all the time. But, we assume, according to the axiom, the
puppet strings, “No-o0-o! You have to respect that! Monetary
authorities tell us. ...” “John Snow, the idiot, tells us. ...”
Treasury Secretary. That perennial liar, who will never come
clean, no matter how long he sits in his bathtub: Alan Green-
span. Never, never tells the truth.

But, in the meantime, if you look at the physical values,
per capita, per square kilometer, in the country: Look at in-
come; look at pensions; look at power generation and distribu-
tion; look athealth care; look at education; look at the physical
standard of living—and look at whether or not we’re using
up infrastructure we invested in a long time ago: highways,
bridges, power stations, educational systems, all kinds of
things. Are we using things up? Yes. We have been precipi-
tously declining.

So, monetary values are up; financial values are up. Physi-
cal values are down. (Except for a few people, who are blood-
suckers, who seem to enjoy a richer standard of living.)

So therefore, the problem is, is that when people talk about
Wile E. Coyote, Wile E. Coyote is the financial aggregate:
He’s soaring wildly. He thinks he’s crossing the chasm, with
nothing underneath. And then, one day, the world looks down
underneath Wile E. Coyote,and says, “There’s nothing under-
neath there. The jobs have gone. The production’s gone.
We’re no longer a producer nation.” What happens, when the
world no longer gives the United States credit? And the U.S.
dollar could drop to about 30% —it’s already dropped about
10-15% in the recent period, under Bush.It’s already dropped.
It’s going to drop a lot more. The drop is already occurring —
but Wile E. Coyote says, “It’s not occurring.” [growling out
of one side of his mouth] “The U.S. economy is sound. Our
policies are sound. We’re not going to change our policy.
We’re going back to more deregulation! We didn’t do enough
deregulation. We already destroyed California. We’re not sat-
isfied, there’s still something left to California. We’re going
to put Schwarzenegger in, to really destroy it!”

So, that’s what the problem is. It’s not just a question of
perception: There’s a reality here. The reality is, one day, the
motor doesn’t start. And, that’s the time you know, that Wile
E. Coyote is going to go down.

Now Krugman is not entirely unintelligent. He’s pro-
Democratic Party, and he has some Wall Street interests,
which are not exactly stupid. But I think the analogy is
tricky, in the sense that this is not something that’s purely
psychological. Economics is not psychological: It has a real-
ity to it, a physical reality. Can you eat? That’s a physical
reality. . . .
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Memory and Knowledge vs. Rote Learning

Q: Should schools teach memory improvement tech-
niques? I think there isn’t a subject that could help more,
different people in different ways, if it were started in elemen-
tary school and incorporated with every other class they take.

LaRouche: People think that memory is like a computer
memory. Human memory doesn’t work that way. Actually,
if you think about, you often find you can regenerate memory.
You may call it recalling something, but it’s actually not re-
calling; it’s that you’re regenerating.

Now, the way that you develop the mind, is to practice
regeneration. How do you do that? You do it, effectively,
from an early age; not by teaching people multiple-choice
questionnaire passing; that’s the worst thing you can do for
the human mind. Never subject a child to a multiple-choice
questionnaire. It’s the cruelest, stupidest thing you can do to
a child’s mind. The thing you want to develop in a child—
and in any person of any age, but it starts in childhood, obvi-
ously —the quality of being able to remember efficiently starts
in childhood. How does it begin?

Well, do you “do as you’re told,” or do you have parents
and teachers and friends who put you through the process of
experiencing the act of discovery of truth? First of all, you
have to believe in truth, don’t you? And I don’t think that
many people in society today really believe in truth. “It’s only
amatter of opinion, you know. So all [ have to do is remember
your opinion; I don’t have to know what the truth is.”

The truth is typified by the discovery of gravitation by
Kepler, for example. It’s a universal truth. It can not be seen,
smelled, or touched by other senses. You can’t see it; you
can’t smell it; you can’t taste it; but it’s there! It’s gravitation.
It’s an effect you can not deny. Every time you see Mars
appearing to loop in its orbit, annually, you realize that there
is a principle out there which is not what your senses tell you
is there. There is a principle called gravitation.

There are other principles, which include general physical
principles, universal principles of physics. We’ve discovered
it. You can not detect any of these principles directly with the
senses. And yet they are an efficient object. And yet,by man’s
controlling these principles, and using them, we’re able to
increase the human species’ potential to live!

For example: If we were baboons— which many of our
Democratic Party leaders are striving to become —then the
human race would never have exceeded, in the past 2 million
years —under conditions of the past 2 million years — would
never have exceeded several million individuals living at any
one time. You have now reported on this planet, over 6 million
human beings. How’d that happen? No monkey could do it.
(And we have a couple of monkeys running for President,
don’t we? But they couldn’t do it.)

How’d that happen? Mankind made discoveries, by think-
ing. The mind discovered a principle which was an existent
in the universe before man existed. But when we discover a
principle, and we apply it efficiently by our will, we change
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the universe. We haven’t added any new principles, as such,
to the universe by doing so; but we have changed the universe,
because we have included another means by which the uni-
verse changes itself. And that is by the intervention of the
human will.

So therefore, we develop life. You develop the conditions
of human life. You develop the technologies by which we
prolong life, by which we increase the productive powers of
labor. And that’s the basis on which we know. Things we have
discovered in that way, we know.

We also know, that what we discover with our senses, we
don’t necessarily know. Things that we thought we saw —
eyewitness reports are the most unreliable sources (outside
of —not like lying) of disinformation today. “I know what I
can taste and see,” and so forth. That’s not truth. That’s an
impression. How do you know when what you’ve seen, is
true? Well, you have to be able to demonstrate it. How? You
have to show that your knowledge of some principle, applied
in the universe, will actually make an improvement which
otherwise could not exist. Then you know it’s true. If it doesn’t
work, either the principle is not true, or you’ve misunderstood
how to use it.

So therefore, if this kind of development in the child, of
the ability to discover universal principles —and a child starts
with many kinds of discoveries which they have to make in
infancy; they’re discovering all the time; babies are discover-
ing at a very rapid rate under normal conditions. You may not
see it, but you’ll see the effect, of how a child, from one day
to the other, may change in character. How in a few weeks, a
child may change in his whole development and character.
Those of you who have been parents know this. How in the
early years, a child changes rapidly. And very slight changes
in conditions, will accelerate that ability of the child to
change. Favorable conditions will encourage the child to
make breakthroughs; and you recognize them as break-
throughs.

Now therefore: Memory should be the ability to redis-
cover what you do not have in mind. Not a memory of an
experience — yes, that too — but to be able to rediscover some-
thing you had forgotten, when you need to remember it.

So memory has a characteristic of not being digital, but
more holographic. Look, your brain cells are dying all the
time. And when you begin to get in bad condition, your brain
cells degenerate more rapidly than you replace them. So you
are constantly regenerating and replacing brain cells. So
where is the memory stored? The memory exists in the form
of a kind of holographic design, which is a process. And as
you develop that ability, as you concentrate on discovering
principles rather than trying to memorize experience, your
ability to retain your powers of memory increases.

So if you want to teach memory in school, you have to
start that way. And people, when they get older, can actually
fight against the tendency to lose memory, by the same
method. So what we should teach people, is that. Because
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when people start to lose memory, it becomes a problem for
them. So why do we teach it? A lot of them teach it by one,
two, and three. But the key thing here, is always start with
universal principles. Always start with the difference between
a human being and an animal. I like animals, but I know
they’re animals. I know the animals like me; they participate
in me; they make demands up me. They feel that they have a
right to control me. The dog that scratches the door, or the
puppy who whines, or the cat who meows or does something
else to let you know they want you to do something. But we’re
human beings, we’re not animals. And that’s the way the
thing works.

Brainwashing and the Drug Culture

Q: My question is very related to that same question. It’s
more related to brainwashing. What is brainwashing? Why is
it so prevalent? It’s very important for our [young] generation
to develop means to combat this. And you brought up this
idea of a thought-object, and how we can have ideas in mind,
with clarity, which you can recall and can use. How do you
create an idea in your mind that you can refer to in a sense
that is continually developing?

LaRouche: That’s why I did what I did with the youth
movement which we started developing several years ago,
with a limited number of people in California. And the ques-
tionis: You have to build a nucleus which is self-regenerating.
So we did develop a self-regenerating nucleus of youth, and
they spread their influence, without my intervention, them-
selves.

They key thing here, was to tap what I think is important.
We’re coming to a generation, part of a youth generation —
and people who are older should think about this, think about
it very seriously —the Baby-Boomer generation, in general,
reject their own children. And the children know it. Now, the
children have become young adults. They live in a terrible
society, which the Baby-Boomer generation has largely cre-
ated for them; a society of drugs.

Now, people will be shocked about drug problems. But
they’re often, as Baby Boomers, not shocked like young peo-
ple today. Because young people today are living in a culture
which is shaped by poverty and by a drug culture. The charac-
teristic of the drug culture is the teacher in the school, that
forces the child to take Ritalin, or worse, Prozac. Several years
worth of Prozac will destroy a personality, biologically. I've
seen it.

So we’re living in a drug culture. People say, “You’ve got
a problem? Take a psychotropic drug of some kind. Manage
yourself with drugs.” The children who’ve grown up now are
imprisoned in a mass drug culture, which is probably rotating
around some Rave dance scene, some gigantic Rave dance.
These young people, if they’re not themselves victimized by
drug usage, have friends that are on the verge of destruction,
and often suicide, as aresult of the drug culture. This is aggra-
vated by the fact that this is a “no-future” society, now; and
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therefore, suicide tends to be an “out” from a society which
is painful, and which gives you no purpose for living as a
human being.

So therefore, given this case, we have the young people
looking at parents who have accepted this way of doing
things —the post-industrial pleasure society, the consumer
society, as opposed to productive society —they’re not of-
fended when factories close down. They say, “I can get it
cheaper from China, I don’t care if the factory closes down.”
They go to Wal-Mart’s, and they say, “I buy at Wal-Mart’s,
because it’s cheaper.” Well, don’t you know that Wal-Mart’s
depends largely on slave labor from poor people, who are
moved into this, just like cattle? Don’t you know that the Wal-
Mart cheap prices are based on American companies closing
up, and shutting down their employment, to buy their goods
from other countries, where cheap labor produces them, as
in China —not the United States? Do you know that when
Wal-Mart moves into a county, there’s a disaster for much of
the county, in terms of business and employment?

This is the kind of society, the kind of culture —and when
you have a generation, which says, “No, it’s better, because I
get more for my money.” And you get young people who are
faced with a society which is degenerating in this way, with
a special kind of drug-culture envelope, which grips it. With
the stink of suicide increasing among people, juvenile suicide
or adolescent suicide trends, spilling over into people in their
twenties as a result of this situation. And the older generation
doesn’t seem to care. It says, “Learn to get along. Learn to go
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The “no-future” society: Youth
turn to video point-and-shoot
games, drugs, and even
suicide, as a result of the
cultural and economic
breakdown that surrounds
them.

along to get along.”

So these young people say, they don’t trust the older gen-
eration. Some of them trust me. Why? Because I understand
the problem. And because I propose an answer. The answer
is their own self-education. And the education has to be based
on a principle of truth. And therefore, I introduced this Gauss
1799 paper [“The Fundamental Theorem of Algebra], as an
exemplary paper, because it shows not only a truth about
mathematical thinking, about how the mind works, but also
itgives us aconnection to ancient Classical Greeks, the Pytha-
gorean period. So, it’s valuable. So you have a sense: Here
are young people who see there’s a gap, a break, in the culture,
from one generation to the next. The Baby-Boomer genera-
tion is like something that came in between my generation
and the younger generation. And the younger people feel that
they ’re cut off from history, cut off from a meaningful connec-
tion to the past. Looking for a reality in the present, and there-
fore they have to have not only a sense of what truth is, but
they have to locate it historically. They have to have a sense
of history, the kind of thing I tried to summarize today, in my
remarks today. You must give young people a true sense of
history. Not history learned from the textbook, but history
relived, re-experienced. You must relive the experience of
generations before you. You must understand, and feel, what
that mind . . . was. Then you have to locate yourself, in respect
to those past generations, and locate yourself in respect to the
future, in that way.

So, the only way this can work, is by young people work-
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ing it out among themselves. Because their parents’ genera-
tion does not have the ability to understand this problem emo-
tionally. And what proves it, is the way they vote! If the Baby-
Boomer generation had any sense, they wouldn’t vote the way
they vote! And the only reason they re going to change, in the
way I want them to change, is because the conditions of life,
on the one hand, show them that their way of life doesn’t
work. They have to change the way they think, the way they
behave. And because they’re given an alternative, and the
alternative comes to them in the form of seeing young people
around them, who are moving ahead. And the people of the
Baby Boomer generation will feel better, because they know
there’s a generation coming after them, and they know that
the meaning of their lives can be safely entrusted to the work
of the younger generation, and the grandchildren who come
from them.

How Do We Find Personal Security?

Q:I'm ... from the Washington D.C. youth movement.
My question stems from discussions with people in various
strata of society, from people of the so-called wealthy, to
those of the poor, to students, to politicians, everything from
Congressmen to state representatives, laborers, union work-
ers—and it seems you find that there’s always a feeling, or a
sense of security within the domain that they’re functioning
in, at that given point in their life, wherever it is. That if I
maintain this present course of action, I’ll be secure. The other
guy might suffer, but my own boat is intact, my own room on
the ship is sealed off from the rest of the ship.

So, in the light that obviously that pragmatism and that
way of thinking is not security, and that security obviously
stems from something that is the difference between man and
beast, can you elaborate on what that is, to give people a better
sense of what security really is?

LaRouche: Security lies in yourself, and the way it is
done—that’s why this youth movement, why this 18-25
working group of self-mutual education is so important. You
see, the crucial thing is not really what you can know yourself.
You pose the question: Can you cause what you know to be
replicated in the mind of another person?

Now, so therefore, the second aspect of being human, is
not really the individual mind’s ability to see the laws of
the universe, as an individual observer, intervening in the
universe. Buthow do we, as society, interact with one another,
to cooperate, in bringing about the application of these princi-
ples that we require for our benefits. Therefore, if you can
cause another person, as in dialogue, as in, say, you’ve got a
bunch of young people who are batting it around —like the
Gauss question, which is still troublesome for many people —
and as one gets the idea, and tries to communicate the idea to
another, there’s an interchange. And then there’s a process of
affirmation where they’re able to affirm for one another, and
demonstrate, that they actually do understand the same idea
or principle, and are able to give examples of application,

32 Feature

which shows they really know what they’re talking about,
and they mean the same thing.

So, when you get to that point, and you’re able to commu-
nicate ideas, and to affirm them, as being valid, by replicating
them in relations with others, and think of practical applica-
tions which show that you both have understood a principle
which is right, and which works, then you have a sense of
identity, of personal identity, as a human being, because you
know that what you believe about yourself, is true. About the
powers of your mind, you believe it’s true. And that gives you
the kind of confidence on which life is built.

If you take the same questions, and you take them out into
social practice generally, in society, and you see people on
the streets, who don’t know this, who don’t have a secure
sense of what truth is, who don’t have a secure sense of per-
sonal identity, who depend, like a so-called other-directed
type, on borrowing their identity, in the favorable opinion of
them by others, and therefore, they ’re controlled by what they
think other people think about them. And the first thing is to
be free of being dependent upon what you think other people
think about you.

It’s what you’re able to think about yourself, and know
it’s true, that’s important.

But this occurs only through a social process, in which
you’re able to collaborate with people, and discover that you
really do discover the same things. They are practical. You
understand one another, and now you understand yourself,
because you now can see the inside of yourself, through the
eyes of other people, in this kind of social relationship.

And that’s why I insisted upon this particular form of the
youth movement. It has to be 18 to 25 people, involved in
these kinds of groups. The same kind of thing that’s recom-
mended for a high school classroom, or for a college class-
room. Not mass classes. They stink. A lecture hall is fine —
they have a function. But the actual learning work of educa-
tion, occurs in the small classroom, with not more than 18 to
25 people, more or less than that. Because it’s large enough
to provoke interaction, and it’s small enough that everybody
has a chance to participate.

And that’s what we’re trying to do. It’s this method; and
if you understand it as a method — which should be what hap-
pens in schools from primary grades; good teachers would do
exactly that. A school should do that. You should never —as
I tell people, you should never test anybody with a multiple-
choice question. You should throw the teacher out, flunk the
teacher, if they give it. And flunk the school if they order it.

WhatIwould do,on anadvanced level, as I’ ve told people
many times, and I’ve done it—at the end of a semester, you
give a questionnaire, with three hours to work it out. Five
questions, of which you can select three of your choice. These
questions will require you to consider things you have not
considered up till now, but what you have learned, should
have prepared you to attack and see a solution to the problem.

And that is the best way to test the teacher. Has the teacher
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of the class been able to communicate to the students a basis
of knowledge, by which you can give them five questions,
which they’ve never faced before, in a classroom setting? Let
them choose three. And work them out within that three-hour
period. If they can succeed in approximating a good answer,
then the teacher of the course, has succeeded.

And it’s the same kind of principle which should prevail,
the same approach, the same concept, should prevail, in all
education. And should prevail in every form of education,
including social communication in general. . . .

Restoring Quality Health Care

Q: Very proud, and glad to see you, Mr. LaRouche. As
you know, I was there in India while you were there, in 1943
and 44, and people were making less than 10 cents a day
picking tea.Iwas there when Mahatma Gandhi buried himself
for seven days, trying to get his people to come together, and
not to fight British people with rocks and sticks. They had to
fight non-violent.

And I have a couple of questions, and two comments. I
want to know the difference between democracy, and the way
this world is going today, which is, what you call it when the
rich get rich, and the poor get poorer—all right, I’ll think of
it in a minute. But jobs and health. My son was born in Eng-
land, and I did not have to buy any milk, juices, and little baby
things, for seven months, eight months or more, in England.
Most of the world has free medicare, even in Poland, and
other places I’m sure you know of. And here, it’s so hard, and
so rough, to get health care, for elder people and the most sick
people. My neighbor I take to the hospital, and different places
every week, who has been operated on, and it costs so much
money. Most people that are poor, can’t even get in the hospi-
tals, unless they’ve got insurance.

What is it going to take for us to get Medicare in this
country? And the difference between democracy, and . . . no,
not fascism, capitalism? All right.

LaRouche: First of all, you’re a veteran. Okay, therefore
you should be able to get through the Veterans Hospital sys-
tem, the care that’s coming to you, as a veteran. You should,
should be able to.

Q: Should is right.

LaRouche: Now, let’s look at what reform I’m going to
make, as I’ve declared before, in the first hour I'm in the
White House.

Number one, D.C. General Hospital is reopened as a pub-
lic hospital, full-service public hospital. And this of course
affects all portions of D.C., but affects especially the poor
around Washington, D.C. People are being killed, by the shut-
ting down of D.C. General Hospital.

Fine, You have the same kind of problem in other parts
of the country. Now, what is a reasonable health-care policy?

First of all, a Hill-Burton policy, which we had until 1973,
in the post-war period. We also had functioning veterans’
hospitals, until we began to cut them down, in the 1970s. So
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that you had veterans’ hospital extension services, and so
forth, around the country. Also you had the veterans’ care
through the public health service, which would acknowledge
the fact that you were a veteran, and therefore, if there wasn’t
a veterans’ hospital there, you could get the service through
the public health service.

Now, what we’re going to do is this: We’re going to go
back to Hill-Burton. It’s going to be a job, because we’ve
destroyed many of the health facilities we had. They’ve been
destroyed by the HMO system. It’s going to be put back.

It’s very simple. You take a few pages of legislation,
which I could submit to the Congress, and if we had won
the election, which means we will have won the House of
Representatives, if the President will carry the majority of the
House of Representatives on his coattails. He will also carry
a great number of the people of the third of the Senate being
re-elected at that same time. He also, if he acts quickly, will
have an authority in the first days in office —and it has to start
right from the first hour of the first day —which establishes
his relationship to the American people, as a President. My
particular act is that: the health-care question. Because the
people of America do not trust their government, largely be-
cause of health-care questions. You can’t trust your govern-
ment, if you can’t trust it with your life.

So, therefore, ... we go back to a system where we’re
committed to provide full health care, as Hill-Burton did.
What we’ve got to do, is we’ve got to put the doctors back to
work. A lot of them have been put out of work, by malpractice
insurance charges. That has to be controlled. We can’t put the
doctors out of business! We’ve put many out of business, with
malpractice insurance —they couldn’t afford to practice. Or
they quit areas of practice which are essential, because they’re
considered high risk, and they couldn’t afford the insurance
rates.

All right, so we have to put them back to work. But we’re
going to have to have a system under which a person falls
down in the street, or needs care —and it used to be that in
New York City, they would say, “Call a cop!” And then the
police would, quick, call the ambulance, the guy would be
taken to the nearest emergency center, trauma center I guess
they call them today, and the person would be treated, in an
emergency center, or what we call a trauma center. Then the
person, once they’ve been treated, will require post-emerg-
ency care, or at least after-trauma observation. So, you put
them into a bed someplace, a hospital bed. You may then
transfer them to a hospital, from this temporary place.

Now, about that time, somebody would have walked in,
and said, “Who’s going to pay for all this?” If the person had
the means, didn’t have insurance, they would pay for it, up to
a certain point, where it became one of these catastrophe
cases. Or, they might have Blue Cross or Blue Shield, or some
other kind of insurance, that would cover it. Then, you might
get down to the bottom of the line, this person has no means,
to pay for much of anything of the care, or provide the medica-
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tion, for the person in need. What do you do? You provide
it, anyway.

Therefore, you don’t need an elaborate health-care
scheme. Tell Hillary Clinton to get out of the way, we know
how to provide health care. We don’t need a dictionary, to
define a law on health care. The point is, those who need
treatment, shall be cared for. The public health shall be de-
fended. Those who can afford to pay, should pay part, if they
can afford to pay. We’ll build up our hospitals, our public
hospitals, our private hospitals, voluntary hospitals. We’ll
build up our clinics. We’ll build up our medical practice. We
will allow the physician to decide, and nobody else, what care
the patient requires.

If the patient does not like what one doctor recommends,
the patient will have a right to go to another physician, to get
a comparative second opinion. Or even a third. This person is
going to be treated, and treated properly.

Now, instead of trying to figure out who is going to pay
how much, on what fee, and such, let’s cut it out. Let’s say
that there are contributory and other kinds of health-care plans
which may work. Okay, fine. But in the case it doesn’t work,
they’re still going to be cared for. And it’s cheaper to do it
that way, by eliminating all of that needless paperwork, and
computerwork, by a bunch of idiots, where accountants are
practicing medicine, rather than physicians.

It’s cheaper! It was cheaper before.

Democracy and Capitalism

Now, on the question of democracy, and the question of
capitalism. Well, it’s very simple. You have two aspects of
the national economy. Most people don’t know either one.
But I’'ll explain the two of them.

Number one, is we have all of the territory, and all of the
people. That is, there’s no “private” involved in that—all of
the territory, and all of the people, regardless. So, therefore,
the first thing we have to be concerned with, is the infrastruc-
ture. The infrastructure of transportation, mass transportation,
water management, power generation and distribution, edu-
cation, general health care, and so forth. These are things that
are required, which no particular private interest is responsi-
ble for. Who’s responsible? The government. Who’s the gov-
ernment? The government is the national government; the
government is the state government; the government is the
municipal government, or the equivalent, or the county gov-
ernment.

So, each, in a division of labor, which is traditional for
our system of government, will take its traditional area of
responsibility, for these kinds of things. Basic economic infra-
structure. Such as education, local health care, sanitation,
things of that sort, which traditionally belong to the local
community; which are supported, the local communities are
supported and assisted by the states.

The states are supported and assisted by the Federal gov-
ernment, which is the only agency which has a real power,
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legally, to create credit. So, if we need to create credit, we
will create it with the Federal government, under Federal
control. We will supply the credit through private banks, or
through the local state governments, or the local government,
to where it’s needed. Therefore, you will develop a national
infrastructure, which determines the structure within which
production and other things occur.

Then we will make laws which encourage useful forms
of investment. Now, investment means, not money, though it
does involve money; but it does not mean money as such.
Investment is physical, For example, China is building a large
water system, including the Three Gorges Dam, and other
things. These are investments, physical investments, which
have a physical capital life-cycle of 25 to 50 years. In other
words, you’re investing for something that you will use up,
or have to replace, over the course of 25 to 50 years. National
rail systems are of the same character. Power systems, power
generation and distribution systems, are systems of a genera-
tion, or two generations. So, therefore, you invest for one or
two generations.

Now, you can divide some of this between government
investment, and private investment. If it’s private investment,
you either have Federal laws; if it involves states, then you
have a cooperation between the Federal government and the
state governments. We used to create public utilities, under
Roosevelt. You have public utilities, say, a power station. A
public utility was created for that area; it was regulated. Peo-
ple could invest their savings in these public utilities, with
relative impunity. People who could not afford to take big
risk, could invest at a low yield, but secure savings for their
old age, or contingencies, or whatever, they could invest in
these things. We created these facilities. We recycled savings,
encouraged people to save, and so forth. Thank regulation.
We want low interest rates, we want a basic interest rate of 1
to 2%, throughout the nation. That way people can invest. We
want investment tax credits, for people who invest in creating
useful industries, we want them to get a benefit of investing
in making that business, rather than taking it out and spending
it all at once, on things like drugs, or whatnot— fast women,
or whatever.

So, that sort of thing. You have two aspects. You have the
relationship between the Federal, state, and local govern-
ments, as one integral unit, that are responsible for the total
territory of the land. And then you have the private sector.

Now, why do you want the private sector?

The private sector is characteristic of human beings, as
opposed to monkeys. See, in monkeys, you don’t want a pri-
vate sector. That’s where the Soviet system made a big mis-
take. You want the individual entrepreneur, who uses his or
her mind, to make innovations which are useful for humanity.
Like the machine-tool engineer, or tradesman, who goes into
a machine-tool shop, and develops a machine-tool business
of usefulness, using his ingenuity, and that of his associates,
in that firm. You want people working in those firms, who
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are contributing their ingenuity, their personal ingenuity, to
making things better, designing things better.

So, therefore, we encourage the private sector, of individ-
ual entrepreneurial type, and similar activity, as much as pos-
sible. That’s where the creativity will tend to come from.
From universities, and from this part of the private sector.

So, we have a division of labor between the public sector,
which involves about 50% of the total economy of any well-
managed economy, the state sector — . If you want to privatize
the entire economy, you’re an idiot, as George Bush does.

What you want s a private sector which,unlike the present
incumbent President of the United States, is able to think. . . .

Policy for Iraq

Q: ... I’'m precinct delegate for the 14th Congressional
District. I have really a couple questions I’d like to ask, Of a
positive nature.

As the nextelected President, of the people, by the people,
and for the people, what would you do to stop the situation
currently in Iraq, from turning into another Vietnam? I myself
am a Vietnam veteran, 91st Airborne Division. And how soon
would it be, before you would actually send our troops home?
That’s the first question.

The second question is: As President, what would you do
to stop the flow of our jobs currently being subcontracted to
other countries, such as in the area of telecommunications,
and other industries, thereby creating massive unemployment
in our cities right here? What would you do to curb that?
Those are my two questions.

LaRouche: On the question of Iraq, of course, I’m for the
immediate withdrawal of the U.S. forces from Iraq. There are
several reasons for this.

Firstof all, U.S. troops in Iraq are now absolutely useless,
because of the crimes that have been committed by our gov-
ernment; that we have lost all credibility in the situation. So I
wouldn’t want a single American in that area, at this time.

Therefore, we have to do something about replacing them.
Now, before Paul Bremer went in there, you had this crowd
of neo-cons around Cheney. At that time, the previous occu-
pying force, the general who was in charge of it earlier, had
proposed to employ the Iraqi army as an engineering force
for the self-reconstruction of Iraq’s economy. That was, to
hire them and pay them to function as an engineering force.
This is about a couple million people —who would then do
the work of rebuilding the Iraqi economy, or the principal
amount of work. They got rid of them, dumped them. We
could have come out clean; they dumped them. And when
they dumped them, and put Bremer in with the other mandate,
a bunch of corrupt swine, who took that thing over —wanted
to steal, that’s all they wanted to do— we created a situation
which has now led to asymmetric warfare in Iraq.

You have over 2 million people in Iraq, who are trained
as experienced, trained soldiers. They know how to fight all
kinds of wars, of so-called conventional war, including irreg-
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ular warfare. What you’re seeing in Iraq now, is asymmetric
warfare, precisely analogous to what happened in Vietnam.
It’s a form of warfare which will increase, with each step of
folly by the United States government.

So, nothing being proposed now is going to work. Okay,
if I’'m President, first of all, I could get by with it because I
would be trusted by the Arab world. I'm the only American
political figure running for President, who would be trusted
by the Arab world, who would respect my word as trustwor-
thy, one way or the other. No other political figure of the
United States, as a candidate, would be trusted. Period.

So, I could do things. Now, what I would do, and what I
would have done now, I go to our friends in Europe, in particu-
lar, and our friends in the Arab world, around Iraq, especially
Egypt, Syria, and so forth, and I would propose that, through
the United Nations Security Council, we establish the ar-
rangements under which Iraq was restored as a nation, rebuilt
as a nation. Chiefly with Iraqi labor, and whatever facilities
are required to assist that. This would be taken over by people
who are not the United States, because I don’t think we should
be there. Our very presence there, is going to incite reaction,
from the hatred we have incurred by the way we’ve handled
the situation since 1991.

My job is to get us out of there. Now, how do you get
them out of there?

My withdrawal plan is very simple: Can we get them all
out overnight? Physically? No. You have to move them. How
do you move them? What you do is, your policy says you’re
going to withdraw your troops into certain areas of concentra-
tion for withdrawal. So you pick these territories, and your
little hedgehogs, and you begin to fly the troops out. And
the other forces or whoever come in to assist the Iraqis, will
replace them. So, effectively, on the day the orders are given,
they will be effectively on the way out. The order will be
believed, and it will be as rapidly as possible. They will with-
draw to positions which are predetermined, as places of con-
centration. And they will be removed, as units. And the other
nations will take over responsibility.

By getting clear of this situation, getting out of the mess
we created, we will then free us to deal with other problems,
in other parts of the world. If I do it, it will simply increase
the confidence of the other parts of the world in my Presi-
dency. And the benefits we will get from that, will be tremen-
dous. We’re going back to be respected and loved again as
a nation.

End the Export of Jobs

[On the job question], no, this is not going to happen in
this country. We’re not going to export jobs. What we’re
goingtodo,is we’re going to go back to a protectionist system,
of the type we had before deregulation, before 1971. We are
going to protect our jobs. That does not mean we’re going to
fight trade wars with other countries. It means that if some-
body is going to invest in the United States,in a manufacturing
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facility we need, or something else we need, and this person
has to make a capital investment,or employ people at a certain
wage level to get that job done properly, that job is going to
be protected, by trade policy. It’s going to be protected by
U.S. financial policy, by credit policy, bearing on the banking
system. The United States government will obviously have
to create a fund. The fund will be loaned through a bank, or
the banking system. This will be earmarked funds of the type
that Kennedy was talking about, in terms of this investment
tax credit. In other words, a manufacturer who’s credible, the
banker thinks is credible, . . . we think is credible, wants to
invest in a certain kind of development, we will encourage
that. We will put up some of the funds, through U.S. credit,
that this man can borrow, to have them get started in this new
venture. We will surround that with protection on wage rates.
We will raise the minimum wage rate in the United States.
Because we have to have a minimum wage rate at which
people can live!

It’s that simple. We will make that possible by protection-
ist policies, which protect the level of wages paid in the United
States. It will be a reverse of what Wal-Mart has done. We’re
also going to have to say: Look at our requirements, for exam-
ple, in infrastructure, which will be our big driver in this area.
We need an energy investment, a so-called energy invest-
ment, we need, over the next 25 years, we need trillions of
dollars invested in production and distribution of power. We
need a comparable amount, in large-scale water management.
We have the western United States, which has never been
developed, in terms of water management. We have North
Dakota, which used to be able to grow a crop once in seven
years, not one lean year, but six lean years, and when the rain
came, the farmers could make a profit. The rest of the time
they would tend to go bankrupt.

So we would develop this part of the country, which is
particularly beyond the 20 inch rainfall line, toward the
coastal range, and the so-called Great American Desert and
its boundaries, and develop it as an area for new cities, new
development, done in cooperation with Canada, if they would
agree, and with Mexico. We’ll develop the United States in
this way. And we develop our school system, our hospitals,
our health care systems. We develop the essential infrastruc-
ture of the United States. Transportation.

High-Speed Transport

Oh, for example, let’s take Detroit. Detroit’s interesting.

I was just in St. Louis. Now, St. Louis has had a Detroit-
style catastrophe, probably worse than that. They’ve lost the
aircraft industry, which used to be centered around there:
McDonnell Douglas, and so forth. It used to be a hub center,
for air transport, It’s dying.

Now, it has in that area, the potential of that kind of manu-
facturing. Well, the United States has lost its rail system. I
intend to give it back its general trunk rail system. Now, when
we built the transcontinental system, which unified this na-
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tion, as one nation from the Atlantic to the Pacific, we started
from St. Louis, and we built a rail system, or a complex of
rail systems, out of the St. Louis hub, which used to be a hub
for the wagon trains, before then. So we built that.

Now, we’re going to have to build a high-speed transport
system, for freight and passengers, from a hub located in St.
Louis, to the West Coast. It’ll go through the North, middle,
and South, as we always did before. But this time, it’ll be
magnetic levitation —not necessarily the one that’s used in
Germany, but the best magnetic levitation system we can
devise, based on the experience of other countries. We de-
velop the United States.

We would use St. Louis as an assembly point for the
development of this system.

Now, let’s go to Detroit— what do you do here? We have
an automobile industry which has outlived its usefulness in
its present form. So, therefore, now we have to take the pro-
duction capability of Michigan, Ohio, and Indiana, and use
that productive potential before we lose it all together, in
devising a new variety of product required. Well, what can
Detroit do? Detroit, the area, used to have engineering facili-
ties, machine-tool capabilities. It was not the automobile man-
ufacturers that were essential to the industry; it was the ma-
chine-tool vendors who supplied the components of the
system. This is the area where a lot of the jobs have gone out.
We now get imported assemblies from poor countries, for
automobiles, rather than making the components ourselves.

You used to be able to go to a store, and buy a part, a
replacement part, for an automobile. You can’t do that any
more. You have to buy the whole blasted assembly. Because
the manufacturer doesn’t know what’s inside it. All he knows
is what the assembly does, in terms of setting up the standards.
Maybe three companies overseas, have some idea of what’s
inside that assembly. We don’t have it. Or at least it’s not re-
liable.

So, therefore, we have to rebuild that, and we have to
orient our production capacity to national priorities, the way
we went for the aircraft industry before, the automobile indus-
try before then, and the railroads. So, now we need a national
transport system, which will do all kinds of things. We have
too many people using superhighways as parking lots, every
day. Family life is being wasted on parking lots called super-
highways. We have all these crazy toll systems. More toll
systems all the time —it’s taking the toll of our population.

So, what we need is, we need rapid transit system, as a
way of reintegrating or reconstructing, our economy. We need
a way that people can walk out the front door, walk a short
distance, get to some kind of light rail, or some other system,
and get to their destination without having to go through a
traffic jam. So, therefore we have a great need in this country,
for developing a new national transportation grid, which inte-
grates high-speed freight, and passenger traffic, which inte-
grates it in terms of local communities, high-speed transit
systems, to get people off the parking lots, highways, in order
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to make it possible for people to live in a community, and
have efficient access to their schools, to the place they work,
and so forth. We need that.

So, therefore, this area must be rebuilt. It must be rebuilt
based on its existing capabilities, redesigned and applied to a
new mission. And the mission is a national transportation
system.

Automobiles were a transportation system; we also have
other kinds of transportation systems. We’re going to do it.
And by this kind of method, we can address the problem.

The Passion for Discovery

Q: ...I’m been actually wrestling with this idea of love,
as a conceptual object, and expressing it as a rational emotion,
and how this can be developed in Classical composition. I
was wondering if you can comment.

LaRouche: Well, it’s a question of passion, as I’ve dealt
this in this article I’ve written, which should be published
fairly soon. People think of passion as animal passion. And
Romanticism, in terms of art, is based on that: A fellow trying
to beat his brains out, with a drum, for example, with a drum-
beat, is an example of passion. It’s not art; it’s something
else—it’s a drug. As a matter of fact, it does have drug-like
effects on the brain. So, it’s not good for your mind, among
other things. This constant drumbeat.

But great art, as great science, evokes a special kind of
passion, the passion of discovery. A child who is elated by
making a valid discovery of a problem. A little child,suddenly
elated by making a discovery. Repeating it over and over
again, because this act of discovery was such a pleasure to
that child. That is an act of love!
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“We’re going to have to build
a high-speed transport system,
for freight and passengers,
from a hub located in St. Louis,
to the West Coast. . . . But this
time, it’ll be magnetic
levitation —not necessarily the
one that’s used in Germany,
but the best magnetic levitation
system we can devise, based on
the experience of other
countries. We develop the
United States.” Here, an
artist’s rendering of a maglev
system in Pittsburgh.

Now, when your relationship with other people has that
same characteristic, it’s a characteristic of love. When you
have a sense of possessing somebody else, that’s a relation-
ship between a bull and a cow. And that’s not love. Contrary
to what some people believe in Washington.

So, in any case, the cultivation of the art of loving, lies
in the development of the personality, and never losing the
beauty of seeing a young child make a discovery. And where
the discovery brings tears of joy to the parents, in witnessing
that child making that discovery. And what happens in our
society, is that quality is lost along the way. And therefore,
people don’t have it any more. The people who have been
married for a long time, who have not become Baby Boomers
yet, and therefore tend to stay married — you know marriage
is the anteroom of boredom for the Baby Boomer; you don’t
change the baby, you change your spouse. But, in actual
loving with older people, older couples, comes with this
sense of joys that they share, and the joys are the same
quality of passion that you have where parents have tears
of joy in seeing a child make an actual discovery, as a
child.

But what we miss in society, is we often lose a sense
of what passion is, good passion is, healthy passion is. And
passion is a sense of lovingness, toward mankind, toward
solving problems, toward seeing children develop, seeing the
poor get out of poverty, seeing a beautiful community emerge
from a slum —these are acts of love. And this is what is im-
portant.

And people should not search for some other kind of love.
They should concentrate on searching for that kind of love,
and if you have to wait to find it, it’s well worth the wait.
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