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LAROUCHE ON THE STOCKWELL SHOW

Money-Pumping Won'’t
Stop Industrial Collapse

LyndonH. LaRouche, Jr. wasinterviewed on March 5 by Jack
Sockwell, morning radio host on K-TALK radioin Salt Lake
City, Utah. Hereisthe transcript, with subheads and graphs
added.

Stockwell: You are lis-
tening to the Jack Stockwell
radio program, and | have a
special treat for you today. My
guest, a pre-candidate for th
2004 Presidential election:
Lyndon LaRouche. . ..

We're glad to have you. |
We've gotalotofthingstotalk ¥
about. We've been worried |
constantly here in the inter-
mountain West with the disap-
pearance of a lot of our com-
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.-'H..&‘ b .l":
Jack Sockwell

puter sector, high-tech sector, the closing down of Geneva

The Great Pumping of the Economy
LaRouche: That's a very good description! Think back
to the Autumn of 1999, in a period where the primary cam-
paigns were coming up, for January-February, and in that
period, the Federal Reserve began printing money, effec-
tively, as it had not done much before. It was a big splurge in
1998, afterthe collapse ofthe LTCM—the Long Term Capital
Management operation—but, then, it spurted up again. And
they started with a really hyperinflationary rate of monetary
expansion, coming out of the Fed, chiefly, for the purposes of
the initial phase of the year 2000 primary election campaigns.
Now, they kept that going, that pumping going, up until about
March of 2000. Once everybody was eliminated from the
primary candidacies, except Gore and Bush: At that point,
they stopped pumping.
Now, the reason they stopped pumping, is because they
know this was hyperinflationary, and they had to worry about
that. And what had happened is, as we saw in March, and later
on, in the course of the year 2000, the bubble, the collapse

Steel, the laying off of over 1,000 people in regards to thatthe New Economy bubble, had already started in the Summer.
And we see the constant—the LTV stuff, Bethlehem, the ~ Now, remember, a lot of candidates were running—the Gore
other steel bankruptcies. We see Kodak in serious troublegandidacy was running on the basis of promising that the New
and some of the other mainstays of American industry, over ~ Economy was going to make everybody rich. So, from the
the last many, many decades, looking at bankruptcy. The Erstandpoint of the Democratic side, they wanted to keep the
ron debacle—. And now, we have daily news broadcasts, bydiphped. From the standpoint of the Bush side, they
assuring us we've been worrried abaathing, that appar- didn’'t want a controversy about the economy; they didn’t
ently all these bankruptcies are over nothing; all these layoffs ~ want a depression, which might make people think like Roo
are over nothing; because we weren't really having seriousevelt, or something. So, they kept it going, until they had the
economic problems at all in this country: “It's justrald primary candidacies essentially locked in, after the intitial
recession, which is already turned around; we’re on our waylarch multi-state primary.

back.” It would make one think that Arthur Andersen is doing Then, again, we had a big slump in the New Economy, in
the accounting for our government! the stock area. Then we had, in the Fall, priming into the Fall
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election campaign, as such, we had the great pumping of the
economy, not quiteasbig asin late 1999, but pumping it was.
They kept this pumping going, until after the inauguration of
President George Bush as the next President. At that point,
they stopped pumping. So the economy did the obviousthing:
The New Economy collapsed. And the collapse of the New
Economy has been going on, rolling on, into other areas ever
since. The Enron collapse, which is readly a $100 trillion-
plus notional value collapse, involving many things beyond
Enron—thisisnot anisol ated case—Enron had counter-party
deals with people who had counter-party deals, with people
who had counter-party deals with—. This totals up to over
$100trillioninnotional valuesof financial derivatives, sitting
up there. Y ou know, that’salot more—

Stockwell: Isn’tthat about 25% of theentireworld deriv-
ative bubble?

LaRouche: Yeah, sure.

Stockwell: One company, sitting at the top of all that?

LaRouche: Yeah, sure. Thiswasthe operation.

So, now, this was collapsing. Now, they’ve got a two-
phase operation going on now. First of al, there’ san attempt
to deal with the primary campaigns and the election cam-
paigns of thisyear—the primary being for the Senatorial and
other candidacies, statelevel, and there’ sacouple of guberna-
torial; and also, the upcoming Federal el ection for high office
and governorships, in the Fall. So they’re pumping again.
Thosewho are pumping, weretalking about the“ recovery”—
it's like Dracula, as | call it—promising the suckers a mid-
night recovery. And the suckers are buying.
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Lyndon LaRouche:
Those who are pumping
money into the system
are* talking about the
‘recovery’ —it'slike
Dracula, as| call it—
promising the suckersa
midnight recovery. And
the suckersare buying.”

Stockwell: Now, by pumping, obviously lowering the
Federal, the overnight lending rate, is supposed to be able to
make alot of money available. It lowered the mortgage rates
for houses, and then we get this big push that we're getting
this tremendous house-buying boom, showing sparks of eco-
nomic turnaround, without ever mentioning whose houses
wereonthemarket, that were being sold: the peoplewho went
bankrupt. But, when you say “pumping,” where, how is that
getting in? What do you mean by that?

TheReal Estate Bubble

LaRouche: Well, first of all, the Federal Reserve System
has the ability to monetize its credit, and it does that in the
formof promissory notes; in effect, they’ repromissory agree-
ments, which isthe promiseto print Federal Reserve notesto
deliver to customers.

Now, what they’ reworking through, largely, or havebeen
working throughlargely, isthrough FannieMae, GinnieMae,
and so forth. That’ sbeenthe basisfor thebubbleinreal estate
turnover. That is, banks which lend money, on mortgages,
turn around, bundle up packages of these mortgages, whole
collections of them bundled as one deal. These are then
dumped with Ginnie Mae, Fannie Mae. And therefore, the
bank getsthe credit back, equivalent to amajor portion of the
mortgage bundled that it has previoudly just taken. It then
turnsaround and takesthemoney, which hasbeen credit given
toit, for sale, or transfer of title to these bundled mortgages,
and turns around, and loans more money.

Now, at thesametime, thereal estate dealersareout there,
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FIGURE 1
A Typical Collapse Function
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who have their own notions of survival, areworking to crank
up the market, so that Joe Jones, who owns ahouse, and took
out a mortgage last year, or the year before, finds out that
the market value of the house has appreciated significantly,
according to these statistics, over that period. He now goesto
his bank, and rewrites hisloan, up, and gets money to spend
for household expenses, or probably, to pay off the pressing
credit card debts, or things of that sort.

So, now you' ve cometo apoint, wherealot of peopleare
going bankrupt: Jobsarebeinglost; firmsarebeing shut down,
enmasse. Now peoplewho are over their headsin mortgages,
find the only way they can get out, isdump their house on the
market, and sell it, at least to recover alot of their debt. So,
thisis one of the the things that’ s going on. But, essentially,
this thing is going largely into the financial markets directly
now. And it'sgoing in there on the basis of two things: First
of al, the insiders, who are saying the recovery is on, are
really saying “recovery,” because that means that they have
achanceto makean extrabuck, by selling some paper, which
isotherwiseworthless. And they intend to be out of themarket
when the market collapses. So, the“recovery” they’' retalking
about, is a “dead-cat bounce,” done by the Federal Reserve
System.

Whatisgoingtohappen, is: Thisthingisgoingto collapse.
Because, as |’ ve pointed out, and these have been the figures
since 1995-96, isthat you havethree curvesoperating: We've
had ageneral declineinthereal economy, that is, the physical
economy. We've had an increase—

Stockwell: You mean like steel, automobiles, farm
equipment, ships, stuff like that?

LaRouche: Food! Necessities, essentials.

Stockwell: Y eah. Thethingsthat makelife of the stature
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FIGURE 2
Corporate Profits: Financial Companies v.
Manufacturers Of Durable Goods
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of thelast 30 or 40 years.

LaRouche: Exactly. So, that’ s been collapsing, and you
see that trend continuing in the collapse of corporations,
which are not too sound, because they’ ve gone over the edge
inthisdirection, anyway. But, therearereal corporations, like
you mentioned this Geneva and LTV. These are rea firms
which have been turned into funny-money stores in large
degree, and they’ re now collapsing, but they also involverea
jobs, real production.

For example, you have a symptom of this changein this
meeting, this interview that was held this past weekend, on
TV, with, | think it was CNN—

Stockwell: Now, Lyn, let meinterrupt youfor amoment.
We need a traffic report. But, we'll pick right back up with
that interview. . . .

Twenty-five mintues after the hour. If you're just tuning
in, Lyndon LaRouche, candidate for the Presidency 2004, is
my guest. He's calling in live today, and we will be having
this discussion probably for the next hour and a half. If you
like what he has to say; if you don’t like what he has to say,
you can get some free information: the EIR, the Executive
Intelligence Review magazine; you can get a free copy of it.
You just cal this number: 1-888-347-3258. Tell them you
heard Mr. LaRouche on the Jack Stockwell show; you'd like
acopy of EIR, tofind out alittle bit more about thisman, and
the subject and the economics he' stalking about.

Now, Lyn, you weretaking about thisinterview on CNN
last week.
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FIGURE 3
Derivatives Soar, Manufacturing Falls In 2001
(Indexed To 2001/1Q = 1.00)
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The Sted Tariff: A Paradigm Shift

LaRouche: Yeah. Well, you had this business with
Daschle, whoisa“ghost” candidatefor the Presidential nomi-
nation for the year 2004. He's laying back, but you can see
he’ sdrooling just abit. And then you have, of course, theman
from Mississippi, Trent Lott, and—

Stockwell: Whoiscaling for stedl tariffs now!

LaRouche: Exactly! Now, what they said—

Stockwell: | about fell over when | read that!

LaRouche: It'sfunny. Becausethey said—both of them
used thesameformula, but especially Daschle; hesaid, “Well,
I'm for freetrade. I'm still for free trade. But we also haveto
have somefair tradeto save our steel industry, and afew other
things.” Andthetalk went back and forth, and L ott wasbeing,
distinct from Daschle, naturally being on the other side of the
official Congressional aisle, but nonetheless, he was saying,
more or |ess, that he was going to go along with that. And the
President was going to push it, as he has done today, eh?
Announced today, or last night.

Then the question came up: Well, what about agriculture?
What about some other vital industries, in addition to steel,
which might need some protection? And, they quibbled a bit
about that. But they indicated that the principle would apply,
that where there was a good case for an overriding national
interest in maintaining some section of our industry, there
would be atendency to: “Well, we' re still with freetrade, but
we' ve got to have fair trade too.”

So, there is a very significant shift, which we saw first
reflected in Bush's reactions, among his reactions, to what

EIR March 15, 2002

happened on Sept. 11 of last year: There stherecognitionthat
the economy’ s collapsing, and government intervention and
regulation may be indispensable to save the economy. So
therefore, thereisarel uctant phase-change shift in the policy-
making of both the Republican and Democratic parties, back
in the direction of, shall we say it?>—New Deal thinking. It's
not really genuine New Deal thinking, but it is a fair, poor
imitation coming to the surface right now, in response to the
fact that the U.S. economy isdisintegrating; that the so-called
recovery issomething that Draculaand other suckers may be
dreaming about; some people may make alittle bit of money
in speculation, if they don't get caught with their pants down
when the market drops.

But, in genera, for the people, the average person, the
small businessman and so forth, and for the industry and so
forth, the depression is accelerating now, and the danger in
the world economy isfar greater than it’s ever been before.

Stockwell: Well, with the fact that we' re going to have
national elections this coming November, and the hype of
war, continuing the hypefor war, with an attack on Irag, mid-
, late-Summer of thisyear—won’ t the pumperskeep pumping
itin for awhile, to make sure that there is some incumbency
return this Fall into Congress?

TheMiddleEast Cauldron

LaRouche: That'salittle problem. To acertain degree,
likeabubble, like apyramid-club game, or any other bubble,
panic, mass belief by the suckers, in the bubble, will cause
the bubble to continue, even contrary to al reality. But then
there’'s a limit, in which the very expansion of the bubble
brings us to a breaking point, at which the bubble can’'t con-
tinue—it pops!

Now, thisis also true on the military bubble: The United
Stateshasno capability, at present, with the present economy,
and no prospective capability, with the present economic poli-
cies, of conducting an extended war, in many parts of this
planet, over an indefinite period ahead. We do not have such
a capability. We have, however, glazed-eyed ideologues, in
and around Washington, D.C., especially, who areinsisting,
“Wearegoingtowar against Irag; you can’t stop us; wedon't
care what anybody else thinks. We'regonnado it!”

Now, outside of Washington, D.C. and those circuits, you
find, as others have reported to me, in East Podunk, and vari-
ous parts of the United States—outside the nation’s capital,
and outside the mass news media—you find the voice of the
American is not exactly enthusiastic for anything, but their
doubts, whether they’ re Republicans or they’ re Democrats—
their doubts. They think this may not be the smartest thing to
do. They don't believe it. They think that Washington and
the mass media are lying to them. They’re not taking a firm
position on anything, but their doubts. They think they’re
being swindled, once again.

Stockwell: Well, therearecertainly doubtsamong Euro-
pean leaders, that they want anything to do with this.
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The collapse of the steel industry is making for some strange bedfellows, as Senate
Minority Leader Trent Lott (R-Miss.) (Ieft) and Senate Majority Leader Tom Daschle
(D-SD.) both call for “ fair trade” —a significant shift away from the suicidal dogma of

free-trade globalization.

LaRouche: Oh, absolutely. Absolutely. But theidiotsin
the United States are convinced, theidiotsin Washington are
convinced they can terrify, with the aid of Mr. Blair, who's
got a face like, you know, boiled kidney-bean paste. They
think that they can intimidate the Europeans into submitting
into apreemptivedecision by theUnited Statesand the United
Kingdom to go full-steam. But there is building resistance—
very strong—among Europeans and others, who are maybe
not the strongest peoplein theworld when it comesto things,
but thisthing isbad. And they are, with all their weaknesses,
they know it’' s bad. And they know it shouldn’t happen. And
they’ reresisting.

And also, the thing that is heating up the resistance, is
what's happening in Israel, Palestine, itself. Which is what
I’ ve pointed out, that what the Sharon government isdoing to
the Palestinians, in the so-called Occupied Territories, or the
Palestinian Territories, isexactly what aNazi general, Jurgen
Stroop, did to the Jews of the Warsaw Ghetto, back in 1943—
exactly the same process. And worse than that, the policy
which is being conducted, under the Sharon government,
against the Palestinians, is based conscioudly, on the Isragli
Defense Forces study of the way that the Nazis dealt with
the “ Jewish problem” in the Warsaw Ghetto, back then.

So, thishorror-show, of what ishappeningin Isragl, under
the Sharon government, with mounting resistance from
among Israglis, in |srael—Europeans react to that, and they
don't trust anything coming from the United States, which
does not do something about the Middle East situation. And
they look at the attack on Iraq assimply making thingsworse.
And so, they coupletheideaof war on Irag now, withavision
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in their eyes, of this Nazi-like operation,
which the Sharon dictatorship—and it is,
in fact, a military dictatorship—is doing
against the Palestinians, and others.

For exampl e, to get theidea of the Jew-
ish resistance, the Israeli resistance to this
thing, whichisgrowing, youhavetorealize
that from the standpoint of the Isragli Jew,
who's looking at what’s happening in his
country and the adjoining Palestinian Ter-
ritory: He seesthat Sharon is provoking—
by horrible attacks on Palestinian inno-
cents—that he is provoking violent repri-
salsfrom desperate Palestinians, whichare

killing Jews.
Stockwell: Yeah. Just another one
thismorning.

LaRouche: Yeah, thisis, this policy,
when seen from Europe and elsewhere—.
They say, to the degree that the United
States does not appear, and the Bush Ad-
ministration does not appear, to be at all
competent, or capable, or sincere, despite
what Powell has sai d—peopl e do not trust Bush on thisissue.
Because when he, presumably, wasinformed of what Sharon
isdoinginthat Territory, hewasinformed that thisisthe same
kind of operation the Nazis ran against the Warsaw Jewish
Ghetto, and he sayshe' sexpressing hissympathy and support
for the democratic government of Sharon, people in Europe
do not trust him.

Stockwell: Well, he did a complete about-face after 9-
11—

LaRouche: Yeah, sure.

Stockwell: Inthe Middle East.

LaRouche: Yeah, sure. Becausehewasscared. And that
was one of the purposes of what happened on 9-11, was to
scare this government, whether they eliminated George or
not. They were determined to create a panic, in which the
United States would go full forceinto this Clash of Civiliza-
tionswar. And they’ ve succeeded, to some degree.

Stockwell: Well, they have now, inside the IDF, some
reserve soldiers and officers, within the IDF—and ladies and
gentlemen, here is awebsite that you can go to and read this
for yourself—it istheir sworn statement; it isin Hebrew and
in English—their sworn statement that they refuse to occupy
any lands that extend beyond the 1967 [borders]; you can go
to seruv.org, and you can read it for yourself. That the state
of “Greater Israel,” that's going on now, is in violation of
several accords and peace agreements in the past. But there
are Israeli soldiers refusing their duty. Some of them have
already gone to jail, because they know what this is doing.
They know what’ s going on. Sharon’ s popularity isdropping
like arock among hisown people. Because whilewe sit here,
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and hear nothing, hardly at all, about the Jewish atrocities
against the Palestinians—all we hear about is another Pales-
tinian self-immolation, or bombing or whatever, inside of
some Jewish cafeteriain Jerusalem. And we're not hearing,
or clearly, watching the other side, unless you are going out,
beyond CNN, to do so, wheretherearealot, asMr. LaRouche
has said, of innocents on the other side, being destroyed and
killed.

People will say, people are saying, “Well, al the Israglis
have are ‘military targets among the Paestinians.” Well,
the tanks moving into Bethlehem, the tanks that are moving
outside of the decisions of 1967, into the state of “Greater
Israel” stuff, isnothing but aprovocation for more attacks, so
that theright powderkeg, at theright time, will finally explode.
And your sons, aswell as mine, are going to be moving into
theMediterranean, for awar that could take 100 yearsto bring
toanend.

Thisiswhat | wastalking about before, ladiesand gentle-
men, aweek or so ago, about how areligiouswar isdifferent
than aterritorial war. | mean, it’ sonething for Hitler to move
histroopsinto the Sudetenland, and say, “Well, thiswas ours
anyway. And, well, the border’ s here, and we' re gonna bring
our surveyorsout, and we' regonnadraw aline here, or we're
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FIGURE 4
U.S. Steel Production And Capacity Utilization
Plummet Throughout 2001
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Left: Demolition of U.S Steel’ s National Tube Plant in
McKeesport, Pennsylvania, 1985. The steel industry is now going
through a new ratchet downward, in its decades-long collapse.

gonnafollow thisriver, or we'll split this mountain ridge in
half"—that’ s one thing. But, when you have areligious war,
where you have the Attorney General of the United States
coming out saying, “Well, you know God sent his Son to die
for us, but the Muslims send their sons to—,” however he
said that, “to kill us,” or something like that.

And then you havethisright-wing, conservativereligous,
fundamentalist barking-dog movement in this country, that
anything that Israel does is God-ordained, and God-blessed.
And then, on the other side, where we' ve been bombing Irag
for 11-12 years now, where awhole new generation, the new
generation coming up in the last 11 years, they’'re already
halfway through their generational development—knows
nothing but American atrocity, imperialism, and hegemony.
And then you’ ve got that same spirit breeding throughout the
entire Islamic world; and then, on the eastern end of the Is-
lamic world, you have the Hindus and the Islamic people
coming against each other in India, again, another attempt to
stop any kind of development in that area.

So that you've got the fires of areligious conflagration
blowing here, that will go way beyond any kind of territorial
dispute, where one generation will feed into the next genera-
tion, and you'll have nothing but years, decades of blood
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flowing in that part of the world. And you know, | get up
every morning wanting, hoping I’m going to find something
in the news, that tells me that that cataclysmic, dismal view
that’ ssitting in front of my eyesevery day, isjust acontinua
tion of a bad dream from the night before. But, it just seems
more real al the time, when they could—. Now they even
have cross-hairs on Arafat. You think we have problems
now—you wait'll they bring down Arafat.
What do you feel about that, Lyn?

The End of the Dracula Recovery

LaRouche: Well, we have a chance of stopping that.
First of al, the economy defines a chance. This economy,
despite this Dracula-like promise of recovery—it's going
down. Because the hyperinflationary tendency, is stronger
than the pumping.

Stockwell: That’ sthekey, isn'tit? Thehyperinflationary
dynamic. It's like the kid with his finger, just trying to hold
back &l the forces of the dam with his finger in a hole here.
That dynamic of hyperinflationary processesisgoing to over-
whelm thislatest round of pumping.

LaRouche: That's the policy since August-September
of 1998. At that point, asof what happened in September and
Octaober, that year, with the changein policy. Therecognition
was, in leading circlesin Washington and el sewhere, that the
pumping policy of the New Economy, pumping policy of the
previous period, was going into a hyperinflationary-defla-
tionary phase. They could no longer continue it. Since that
time, asyou watch the pumping process, youfind the pumping
processisinfluenced chiefly, by the attempt to buy time, ona
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Nazi Maj. Gen. Juirgen
Sroop (third fromleft),
who ran the
extermination of the
Jewishresistancein the
Warsaw Ghettoin 1943.
Today, Israeli Prime
Minister Sharon and the
Israeli Defense Forces
are doing the same thing
to the Palestinians—
explicitly on the Sroop
model.

relatively short-term basis, and also, to manipulate the situa-
tion, especially the U.S. situation, politically.

For example, as!’ve cited, 1999; they did it in 1998 also,
but in 1999, they did this major pumping process for the
purposes of the primary campaigns. They went with another
pumping process during the Summer and into the Fall, for
the purpose of the Fall election campaign, genera election
campaign. They’ve done it again right now, another case of
pumping. But they’re terrified, because even Alan Green-
span’ s advisers know: They can not keep doing this. And the
bubble that he' s trying to talk up now, with this false, lying
talk about a recovery, is simply a temporary phenomenon,
which is aready showing signs, as of today’s markets, in
Japan and Europe, isshowing signsof going throughitslawful
collapse process, because they can only go so far, with the
pumping, without actually setting off a self-feeding hyperin-
flation, of the typethey can’t control.

Stockwell: All right, let’ s get another traffic update. . . .

Talking about the economics—you know, | keep seeing,
| watch the market every morning, reports around the world,
the Nikkei, what London is doing, the gold—I remember
back beforethe Asian crisis, that they weretalking about how
16,000 on the Nikkei was the absolute, you know, anything
below 16,000, and we' reintrouble. Of course, now, it’ sdown
to 10[,000]. And, any day now, with thislong-standing policy
of Western pressure on the Japanese banking system to issue
their 0% | oans, so they can keep putting money intothe Amer-
ican market—the Japanese hold a great amount of notes on
the American banks—I think 35% was the number | heard at
onetime: that should theyenfinally hit some seriousdevalua-
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tion problems, or acrash, the first they’ re going to be doing,
is coming after the dollar.

But, even this morning, I'm watching what the markets
are doing, and they keep hovering around 10,000. The Dow
dropstowards 9[,000]; all of asudden, it starts marching back
up to 10; drops down towards 9. Changesin the SEC regula-
tions; changes in the way the Fed is responding to this; the
creation of the Plunge Protection Team to keep putting money
in there every timeit startsto plunge. Y ou know, every time
anew hemorrhage in the body startsto show up somewhere,
we start pumping inthisfalse blood, almost, to try to keep the
body alive, until, all of asudden, therewon’t beany real blood
in the body at all. What isit that keeps sustaining the stock
market asit isnow, Lyn?

Back to a Production-Oriented Economy

LaRouche: Simply, it's hysteria and politics. Look,
what’ sat stake here of course, is, we are dominated, and have
been increasingly, especialy over the past 35 years, we've
been dominated by a policy which is contrary to what we
came out of the Depression with, and what we went through
thefirst period, the first decade or so of post-war reconstruc-
tionin Europe and the Americas, and Japan. So, wewent to a
policy, where we have been shifted from a producer-oriented
society, to a consumer-oriented society. Now, under these
rules, people operate on the basis of gambling-hall econom-
ics: Am | making money at the table? Am | getting a good
meal after | take my winnings from thetable? Am | getting a
little fun to go with my meal ?

And no longer do people look forward to long-term
achievement, as productive members of society—I mean, it’'s
not considered such abig deal now to be a successful farmer;
therearevery few | eft around of theindependent family farms,
rea family farms; industry, small industry, that is, the red
entrepreneurships, have almost been wiped out, since the
Volcker measures of 1979; systematically, they’ve been
wiped out. These were the gut of our national productivity.
We're not the big corporations. The big corporation is not,
really, atechnological risk-taker; technological riskisamedi-
um- to long-term matter. The only people who took the me-
dium-termto long-term risks, were the independent, technol-
ogy-oriented entrepreneurs, who would, on the basis of their
confidencein the validity of adesign, or a product, or a con-
ception, would push ahead with that, and take agreat deal of
risk and carry it on their back, together with a few trusted
friends, until it did become successful.

In the large corporations, to the extent they succeeded, as
during, what happened during World War 11, succeeded on
the back of basic economic infrastructure development,
largely by state and local governments, or state and national
governments, and on the back of the entrepreneur, who began
to rebuild the farms, who began to rebuild the industries.
Andthelargecorporation depended upon thetechnol ogy they
mustered from these entrepreneurs, becausethe big corporate
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management, especially after World War 11, becamelessand
lesstechnol ogy-oriented, and became more and moremarket/
stockhol der-oriented, and consumer-oriented, so everything
isshort term. And that’ s our problem.

So, therefore, in that state of affairs, you have something
that happens now, that could not happen 35 or 40 years ago.
Y ou could not have fool ed the American people, into accept-
ing theideas of consumer value, asbeing reality, andignoring
producer values. The guy then would say, “What happened
to my industry in this community? What happened to this
shop, that Joe was running, this business over here? He em-
ployed 40 to 50 people. They were producing agood product.
What happened to them? What happened to the farmer out
there who was running a good animal-breeding program, as
well asacropimprovement program?What happenedto him?
What happened to the infrastructure? What happened to the
rail system? What happened to our power systems? What
happened to the things that we used to think were important
achievements, on which our ability, for example, to win
World War |1 depended?’

And, it' sadifferenceinvalue. The present generation has
been so conditioned, since the middle of the 1960s, to an
increasing emphasis on so-called consumer values, con-
sumer-oriented values, and has lost its sense of producer-
oriented society, or production-oriented society. Y ou saw this
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thing shifting, in a significant way, with what we mentioned
earlier: this case of this Daschletelevision interview together
with Trent Lott, on television this past weekend, where they
say: “We're still for free trade.” That's consumer-oriented
society. “But, we must also have fair trade,” which is pro-
ducer-oriented society.

Now, as this emphasis on producer-oriented society in-
creases, you will have a shift in values—asthe financia sys-
tem collapses, and collapses on the economy, a further shift
in values—the question is: Can we find the leadership, in the
nation, to reassert anational consensusbased onaproduction-
oriented, producer-oriented society?

Stockwell: Well, why don't, in the few minuteswe have
left inthefirst hour-and I’ m going to be having traffic on here
again in about a minute—in the time now to the top of the
hour, why don’t wetalk about that transition, how that would
occur. In other words, if you were walking into the White
Housetoday, what kind of policieswould you begintoimple-
ment to turn us back around from consumer to producer?
What kind of incentives would there be for the American
industrial force to get back to work, and jump on the band-
wagon, without taxing everybody to death? Because every
time we talk about moving in that direction, out here in the
Marlboro Man-land, people immediately assume, that any
time someone from back East begins to talk about “the gov-
ernment needs to do this,” or “the government needs to do
that,” that the only way they can possibly do it, is by tax
dollars, by further taxing peopl€ sincomes, whichiscounter-
productive, anyway.

But, there' sanother way, and that’ swhat I’ ve been trying
to talk about for several years now. And that’s kind of ana-
tional banking, in the tradition of the American intellectual
system of the past. If you werewalking into the White House
today, what would you start to implement? Policies, changes,
what wouldyou get Congressto do or get the American people
to put people into Congress, who would do these things?
That's what | want to finish the hour with. . .. If you were
moving into the White House, how would you change this?

What the President Must Do

LaRouche: | woulddo essentially what Franklin Roose-
velt did first. Y ou’ ve got to tell the American people, “Look,
we' ve been making some mistakes, we' ve got to correct these
policies, | need your support for these corrections of policies,
to help me get the Congressto do these things that have to be
done.” Weare now abankrupt nation. Most Americansknow
it; they fedl it; they experienceit. And they think in terms of
producer values, and they think about, canthey affordtoraise
afamily, in which there are some kind of family relations at
home, not latchkey children; where they’ re not working two
or three jobs, with no time, no family time; commuting im-
mense distances to jobs which are moved away from where
they live, maybe two jobs at different places. That sort of
thing. We're destroying our people.
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FIGURE 5
America's Richest 20% Now Make More than
the Other 80%
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Y ou look at the standard of living of the American, at the
lower 80% of family-income brackets, which represented a
70% or more, of thetotal national income, until Carter became
President. And since Carter became President, it's dropped
down to what? Forty percent or so of total national income.
These are fake figures even. It is reflected, however, evenin
the conditionsof lifeof our people. Now, peoplehaveto make
a connection, which iswhat the President must tell them, as
a leader of the people. He must tell them: “Y ou have been
making a mistake. You have accepted values which you
thought were right to choose, but you have been destroying
yourself by consenting to these changes in values. Y ou used
to believe in work. You used to believe in basic economic
infrastructure. You used to believe in more power plants,
more modern, more efficient. You used to believe in water
management, to turn the desert into a prosperous area. Y ou
usedto believein technological progress. Y ou used to believe
in education, which would provide your young people that
kind of skill for afuture society. Y ou gave up that belief. Y ou
werewrong.

“If you want to survive now—and we can survive—
you' ve got to take some drastic measures, which can only be
taken through the agency of the Presidency, with the support,
which the President can have under our Constitution, from
the people, from the states, and from the Congress. And we
need that. What we have to do, is put this bankrupt system
through bankruptcy. It is bankrupt, so let’s be honest with
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FIGURE 6
Eurasia: Main Routes and Selected Secondary

Routes of the Eurasian Land-Bridge
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The United States can not completely solve its economic problems, except by cooperating with other countries. The Eurasian Land-Bridge

presents a tremendous opportunity for devel opment—including mar

ourselves. The present U.S. financial system is hopelessly
bankrupt.

“Now, we're not going to shut down the banks. We need
the banks as instruments for getting credit out, and for hand-
ling people’s deposits and savings. But we are going to put
thisthing through bankruptcy reorganization, aswe have had
to do in the past. And on the basis of cleaning up our act,
and wiping the gambling debts of everybody off the books—
gambling debts are not real credit, they're not real assets.
Let’s wipe the gambling debts, including the stock market
gambling debts and so forth, from the books. Let’s get back
to reality. Let’s expand production. Let’s expand useful em-
ployment.

“Now, we can do some things inside the United States
with our own resources. We can not completely solve the
problem, except by cooperating with other countries. There
exist, potentially, in Eurasiain particular, aswell asin Central
and South America, tremendous potential development of
raw material's, which means that these people could improve
their standard of living. They need our cooperation. We've
got to turn the United States around, from being a kind of
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ketsfor U.S. capital goods—in theinterests of all mankind.

economy which livesonimporting cheap productsfrom other
parts of the world, while shutting down our own industries,
to rebuilding our industries, our educational centers, our sci-
ence-driver programs, to become apart of those sectorsof the
world which produce high technology for the peoplein Asia,
in Central and South America, and also in Africa, who need
that technology from us, from Japan, from K orea, from West-
ern Europe. And we must do that.

“What we're going to have to do, is create a new mecha-
nism of credit, of long-term credit, and regulation, under
which we can get loans out for worthy purposes, at between
1 to 2%, on long term, both for foreign trade, and also for
domestic investment in production. We must increase, and
build up the industries and agriculture, and infrastructure in-
side the United Sates. We have to upgrade the employment
of our people, from make-work, and useless employment,
into productive employment in increasingly high-technology
areas. Because it is in the export of advanced technologies
fromus, from Western Europe, from Japan, Korea, especially,
into the parts of the world that need that technology, to raise
their standard of living—that is the future of the U.S. econ-
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omy. The 25-year to 50-year future of the U.S. economy.”

Stockwell: Okay, we've got to go to the news. | want to
get specific about how you would do that, becausethere some
things that Roosevelt did that were good; there were some
things he did, that weren’t so good. And so, let’ stry to be—I
want to be alittle bit more specific about what we' re going to
do, right after we get back. . . .

[commercial break]

Stockwell: My guestisLyndonLaRouche, Jr., candidate
for the Presidency of the United States in 2004, and | must
admit, one of the most brilliant minds | have ever had the
pleasure to listen to, who has a way of cutting right through
the crap, and the confusion, and the games, and getting right
totheissues, especialy, inahistorical setting, wherewe have
seen in the past what has worked, and what hasn’t worked.
So, we will continue that conversation with Mr. LaRouche.

Lyn, | have you back.

LaRouche: Yep.

Stockwell: And | have some people who would like to
speak toyou, andwho have somereally good questions. We'll
get to them here shortly. But again, in the way of Roosevelt,
because of the heavy right-wing influence out here in the
West, any timethenameRooseveltismentioned, it’ simmedi-
ately assumed that the man is a communist; he was the only
communist President we had. That’swhat |’ ve heard alot of
times. He gave away Eastern Europe to the Russians. He
instituted all of the welfare kind of plans that we have, that
have ruined the productive backbone of America, and all this
kind of—well, that’s how people feel. And so, what you
meant how—despite the fact that what Roosevelt did to put
people back to work, without tax dollars, but through govern-
ment credits—if we could highlight that for afew moments,
and explain—.

Becausethefirstthingyou said, when| said, “What would
youdoif youwerethe President?’ Andyouimmediately said,
“Well, I'd go into a Roosevelt-kind of program.” Be specific
about what you mean by that.

The Disaster of the 20th Century

LaRouche: Wdll, first of all, if you look at the history
of the United States, we had the assassination of President
McKinley by admirers of Teddy Roosevelt in 1901. That
assassination brought Teddy Roosevelt into the Presidency.
Roosevelt ruined the United States—that Roosevelt,
Teddy—he changed the character of the United States, from
what it had been in the best part of the 19th Century. And
he then took his successor and ran an operation against his
successor, William Howard Taft, to bring the Ku Klux Klan
fanatic, Woodrow Wilson, into the Presidency.

Woodrow Wilson, with the backing of Roosevelt, pushed
through the Federal Reserve Act, which had been started un-
der Roosevelt, through the Briti sh government, through Jacob
Schiff, who was an agent of the British monarch at that time,
King Edward VI, and put into place the Federal tax code,
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which was set up under Wilson, as aguarantee for payments
in support of the Federal Reserve System. What this guy,
Wilson, did, with Teddy Roosevelt’ sbacking, wasto turn the
country over to the money-changers, and turn the power in
the country away from the people, and productiveindustries,
into the financial sharks of Wall Street and London.

Thispolicy of Woodrow Wilson, who was ano-goodnik,
in my view—a Democrat, but many Democrats were no-
goodniksin the past—we may get acouplein the present—I
think Carter qualifiesfor that title; | think that Joe Lieberman
would qualify for that title, and certainly Al Gore.

But we' ve had some good Democratsalso, and we' ve had
some good Republicans. McKinley wasafairly good Repub-
lican.

And so this country was ruined. Coolidge continued that,
Harding was a question mark; he had some independence as
a Republican, he was a Republican from Ohio, which is a
little bit better than a New Y ork Republican. But he had the
Conkling and similar crowds of Republicans from the New
Y ork banking community on his back. So he was a question,
a questionable President, with many good intentions, but he
had an encumbrance on his back.

Then, he[McKinley] was assassinated. That brought into
power a real no-goodnik, Calvin Coolidge. And Coolidge,
together with Mellon, Andrew Mellon, Secretary of the Trea-
sury, Federal Reserve Controller, ruined the United Statesin
both its character and its economy, over a period from the
assassination of McKinley, until 1932. The economy was
broken by these people.

How FDR Saved the Nation

Roosevelt, who was a great-grandson of a New York
banker, | saac Roosevelt—

Stockwell: Now, you're talking about Franklin Roose-
velt—

LaRouche: Yeah, Franklin Roosevelt—his ancestor,
Isaac Roosevelt, was a banker who collaborated, to defend
the United States, against traitors such as Aaron Burr, in col-
laboration with Alexander Hamilton. Now, Franklin Roose-
velt, unlike some other sides of his family, was a patriot by
tradition. And in recovering from poliomyelitis—it's areal
struggle on his part—he renewed his studies, which he had
announced his policy in his graduating paper from Harvard
University; he continued hisstudies of American history, and
went into 1932-1933 as Governor of New York and then
President, with this knowledge behind him. He knew he had
to overturn alarge part of what had happened to the United
States between 1901 and 1932. So that's where he started
from. What he did, isfirst of all, herestored, heput in, agold-
reserve system to replace the gold-standard system which had
bankrupted the United States. He took measures of national
reorgani zation, in banking, to put banksin reorgani zation, but
to keep them running. He reorganized the credit of the United
States by creating protected markets, such as he did with the
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Tennessee Valley Authority, such as he did with many of
the RFC [Reconstruction Finance Corporation] operations,
which were private credit—it was rotated in a more efficient
way, to build up the economy.

Asamatter of fact, when Germany wasbeing rebuilt asan
economy in the post-war period, the RFC policy of Franklin
Roosevelt was what was used, together with the German
bankers, such as Hermann Abs of then Deutsche Bank, was
used to create the Kreditanstalt fur Wiederaufbau, which was
the most successful program of using private funds, under
government protection, to make an economy grow. Now Roo-
sevelt did that. He aso launched large infrastructure pro-
grams, to maintain thelevel of employment. Also to build up
for World War 11, which he knew was coming, from 1936 on.

In his Presidential campaign of 1936, this reverberates.
He knew, that what the bankers in New York and London
had done, in putting Hitler into power, and allowing Hitler's
power to be consolidated in Germany, guaranteed World War
I1. Heknew it in 1936, and he began to prepare the economy
for that. As aresult of his recovery program, from 1933 to
1940, before going into the war in 1941, Roosevelt had built
up a baseline, and a plan of reconstruction, to enable the
United Statesto carry, and win, World War 11.

At the point of Roosevelt's desth, the United States
emerged for thefirst timeinitshistory, asthedominant nation
on this planet, over everybody else. Roosevelt had plans for
reconstruction of theentireworld, which would have worked.
We should have had them. Unfortunately, he died prema-
turely. As a result of that, his successor, Truman, who was
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President Franklin D.
Roosevelt, in March
1933, signslegislation
empowering himto
reformthe nation’s
banking system—hisfirst
important act as chief
executive.

not exactly to my taste, shall we say, made terrible mistakes
under theinfluence of the Federal Reserve crowd. And so, he
did not carry out thefull program of reconstruction Roosevelt
intended, but we carried out part of it. Part of it was the post-
war Bretton Woods system, which had been designed largely
by Roosevelt—not by Keynes—and that system served us,
the Americas in general, Japan, and Western Europe, very
well, during the period up until about 1964. So the Roosevelt
legacy liesthere, not inthe propaganda, the right-wing propa-
ganda, which was started against Roosevelt in 1944. | was
there, | remember this—the 1940s. And people say things
about Roosevelt today, whichto me, which |, asaperson who
lived through that period, was active in that period, know
never happened. Smply not true. So many of the bogeymen
we have about Roosevelt arefalse.

Roosevelt, however, was a politician. And paliticians,
like all of those you have today—he was better than most of
them—nbut all of those you have today, make compromises.
They say, “Go along to get along.” They say, “We had to cut
this-here deal.” Roosevelt made deals. He cut deals. Like all
politicians have. Name me one in the post-war period who
did not cut deals. At the highest level or any other level. The
legitimate gripes against Franklin Roosevelt are few, but in
termsof hisadministration of the U.S. economy, all thegripes
| know of, that have any merit, werethat he, like every politi-
cian sincein power, cut deals. One of the reasons |’ m not too
popular, is| don't believe in making policy by cutting deals,
because | know that when you make abad policy, theworld’s
going to haveto livewithit.
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President John F. Kennedy (left) with German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer, April 1961.
Kennedy supported a capital improvementstax incentive, in order to encourage the flow
of capital into areas where the private sector is doing what is good for the nation asa
whole.

Stockwell: All right, let me get another traffic update
here, a brief comment about the difference between a gold
standard and a gold-reserve standard, and then | want to get
some callersontheair with you. . . .

Now, you said, Lyn, you said the gold standard bank-
rupted us, he [FDR] moved us into a gold-reserve standard.
What' sthe difference?

Abraham Lincoln’s Greenback Policy

LaRouche: Well, the gold standard was based on the
British control of most of the monetary gold in the world.
And the British, by manipulating the market in gold, would
manipul atethe value of currenciesintheworld. For example,
when the United States made the mistake of repealing, re-
versing the greenback policy of Abraham Lincoln, the result
was, the United States was bankrupted by the British, over
the course of the 1870s, because the United States—includ-
ing the New York bankers, who were in on it—began to
manipulate the price of the dollar, and collapse the value of
the dollar on the world market. The great depression that
we had in 1877 into the 1880s, and the later crises of the
1890s, crises of the immediate turn-of-the-century period,
and the crises of the 1920s, the financial crises, the deep
depression of 1932, were directly the result of the imposition
of the British gold standard and the manipulation of the
world market in currencies, selectively, by runs organized
around the gold standard.

Now, the gol d-reserve standard wasintroduced by Roose-
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veltinitially on hiscomingintothePres-
idency, by cdling in gold, in order to
establishthe U.S. control over gold, do-
mestically. Theninthepost-war system,
this was continued, in which a gold-re-
serve standard was set up, which meant
that the world currencies would be now
valued on the basis of settling their bal-
ance-of-payments accounts, the unpaid
balance of payments, by transfer of title
to monetary gold at a fixed price. That
was, the gold was at afixed price, not a
manipulable price.

Sothiswas, essentially—meant that
the power of the United States was
greatly increased. How? Because we
were then the chief exporting, produc-
ing nation of the world: in agriculture,
inmanufacturing, and soforth. Wewere
the big exporters. Thus, our balance of
payments could be sustained, because
wecould promiseto meet our tradeobli-
gations to foreign countries by either
paying them with commodities which
they bought, or, if there was a balance,
wewould cover the balance by transfer-
ring title at the end of the year to monetary gold at the fixed
Bretton Woodsrate. Thiscreated world stability, and enabled
us to do one thing that is essential to growth: The essential
thing, is to get the basic interest rate of lending, down to
between 1 and 2%. That’ s generally the government rate, the
prime rate, down to 1-2%. At 1-2% simple interest, you can
sustainlong-term credit. If you havehigher ratesof interest, or
if you compoundinterest, you can not sustainlong-termtrade.

So therefore, if we make our loans—and we' re going to
have to make a lot of them—to foreign countries at 1-2%
prime simple interest rates, on large projects, for example,
15-year investments, 25-year projects, if we makeit at 1-2%,
it'll work. If we make it at higher rates, and if we make it at
compound interest rates, and if weallow fluctuation in values
of currencies—

Stockwell: Like we have now—

LaRouche: That'sexactly what'skilled us.

Stockwell: Yes.

LaRouche: So, if we're going to have arecovery, what
we have to do istake amodel of, say, 25 years—or actually
50years, but 25 yearsminimum, whichisabout theequival ent
of onegeneration—so think about investing in the next gener-
ation: What kind of a generation are you going to produce?
What are their productive capabilities going to be? What are
the opportunities you' re going to have for them ready, when
they graduate from university? That sort of thing. And that’s
what you baseit on.

Y ou have to take a long-term commitment, you have to
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strike agreements with other nations to share in that, and we
have now the position we could pull that off, again. And
then you have to get the world going. You have to set up a
protectionist system; it's a fair-trade system as Daschle has
said, not a free-trade system—and don’t worry about free-
trade systems, it’s free-swindle systems, not free-trade sys-
tems—but afair-trade system, and set up durablerates, fixed
interest rates, long-term, stable employment, not runaway in-
vestment, but stable investment, and maintain a net improve-
ment in the standard of living, the physical standard of living,
and necessary services of the typical household and commu-
nity. If you can do that, nobody’s going to complain about
taxes.

It's when the taxes come in to rob them or, some people
sguawk about taxes becauseit preventsthethievesfrom mak-
ing alot of money—

For example, give you an example of thieves. Now, Jack
Kemp was afellow | knew, back inthe early 1980s. | visited
with himin Congress anumber of times, and wetalked about
hisideaof incentives. And | explained to him, there are good
incentives and there are bad incentives. But poor Jack Kemp
got involved with adviserslike hisfriend Jude Wanniski, got
involved with thisthing that became Kemp-Roth legislation.
What thisdid waslower thefinancial capital-gainstax rate: at
thesametime Garn-St Germain passed thesameyear, enabled
bankersand othersto swindle and | oot savings and |oan asso-
ciations, and other things. It’ sthe beginning of thederivatives
system, that kind of nonsense.

So this thievery, over which some people drooled and
gloated, because they could make something for nothing—
not by producing, but by swindling, by manipulation. Now
the capital-gains tax was necessary to prevent that, and it will
be necessary now.

However, remember what Kennedy did, and Roosevelt
had asimilar program, but Kennedy wastryingto get thething
going again—on good advice—was a capital improvements
benefit. That is atax exemption, which was atax incentive,
that firms, farmers, industrialists, others, whoinvestedin cap-
ital, in productive capital, in improvements, could get a tax
reduction on the basis of that capital investment. So that peo-
plewho saved money from production, or invested in produc-
tion, capital goods, would get atax benefit from that because
theideawasto encouragethe flow of capital into areaswhere
the private sector isdoing what is good for the economy, and
tolet thetax burdenfall onthe higher income-brackets, which
are not doing anything for the economy. So let those who are
the free-loaders, the peoplewho areinvesting for speculative
profit, not for good, let them carry the load, while the rest of
us, who do the work, pay alower tax rate.

That’ sthe difference, and that’ swhere some of the objec-
tions come, iscome from thiskind of folly. And people have
to learn that many popular opinions are mistaken opinions. If
popular opinions were not mistaken opinions, we wouldn’t
have the problems we have! We have problems because peo-
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ple accept mistaken opinion astruth, and then act upon them.
And that’s how we get into problems.

Isthe Bush Administration Listening?

Stockwell: All right, it's halfway through the second
hour. Those of you who' ve been holding, if you' re still there,
I commend you for your faithfulness. Walt—

Q: Good morning, Jackson and Lyndon. Thanks for be-
ingontheair, Lyndon. I’mwonderingif youareableto verify
if the Bush Administration has been listening to you from the
past up to the near present.

LaRouche: Of course they listen to me. Everyone—I
don’t know about Bush himself. Bush is a man of certain
characteristics, shall we say. But | can assure you that they
pay alot of attention to me. As a matter of fact, they send
people from around the world, to various places, to argue
against me, | guess is what I’'m saying. So | know they’re
listening. | can tell you from people in Italy, tell you from
peoplein India, from peoplein various parts of Europe, high-
level military circlesinNATO, and soforthand so on, they’re
listeningto me. Sometimes, they agree; sometimesthey don't.
And sometimes they make it very clear, they don’t agree,
because they send mouthpieces, including official ones, to
various parts of theworld to argue against me.

Q: Okay, giventhat in mind, if the Bush Administration
offered you aguaranteed, full-term position asU.S. Secretary
of State, would you accept it?

LaRouche: Well, that would beadifficult thing, because
what you're making is a big supposition. That means that
Bush is going to buy me as Secretary of State. Which means
he' s going to make afundamental changein policy, and rely
upon on me, rather than some of the advisers. In that case, as
acitizen, 1 would be morally compelled to act in the interests
of the institution of the Presidency of the United States, a
Constitutional institution, and if the President of the United
States said they wanted me to guide the nation through a
period of immediate crisis, the period now, | would have to
take that suggestion serioudly. I'd have to look at what’s in
the package first. But if the package were an honest one, as
simply asyour questionimplies, thenwould | havetotakethe
wholething very serioudly.

Q: Okay, thank you much.

Stockwell: All right, thanksalot Walt. | a so have Sam—
Sam up in the north, you' re on the Stockwell show.

Fusion Power and Rebuilding Infrastructure

Q: Yeah, I'm impressed with Lyndon’s knowledge of
history and economics. And | know he also knowsalot about
fusion and physicsand thingslikethat. | used to read amaga-
zine called Fusion magazine, and | think Lyndon was in-
volved in that in some way. And | just heard athing on the
news at the top of the hour about fusion power, and I’'m just
wondering how hefelt about fusion, and how it could fitinto
rebuilding the infrastructure.
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Stockwell: Good question.

LaRouche: Well, what was heard, which | just heard on
thisbroadcast, onthe news section heretoday, wasnot fusion,
actualy. Itisaform of luminescence: This has been studied,
thisis not new, this has been studied for well over a decade,
these phenomena, in water. The problem hereisthe fact that
the kind of physics which has been generally taught, or ac-
cepted, in most departments of physics, teachesthat thiskind
of luminescence should not occur.

Weéll, the point is, it should occur. And does. There's no
question—those experiments are valid, in the sense they do
produce the phenomenon. And the phenomenon has been re-
peated, and israther faithful to honest repetition.

The question of whether this is truly fusion or not, is
another question. And thisgoesinto the Coulomb force ques-
tion, which is the bugaboo, which has been sitting on the
back of science, ever sincefusion energy, or controlled fusion
reactions, werediscussed: The argument wasthat, because of
a so-called Coulomb Law, of attraction/repulsion, that be-
cause of that, this would operate on the microphysical level,
and thereforewoul d present Coulomb forcesof such strength,
that could you never effect fusion in a controlled way. And
thisthing also appliesto this question of luminiscence.

When you get into effects which are generated on the
microphysical level, according to the discoveries and experi-
mental demonstration, made in the 1850s, by a scientist who
was a collaborator of Gauss and Riemann and so forth,
Wilhelm Weber, that scientific experiment demonstrated im-
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plicitly, that when you get to thelevel of the electron orbit, at
that point, the Coulomb force seemsto bereversed. So, if you
take into account that kind of physics, as opposed to what is
sometimes the ordinary classroom physics, then this lumi-
niscence thing does not pose any problem of comprehension.
It simply isaphysical fact.

Whether thispertainsdirectlyto controlled thermonucl ear
fusion, is questionable. Doesthe principleinvolved, apply to
studiesof nuclear fusion? Absolutely, it does. But the connec-
tion is rather remote, it's not a direct connection. It simply
means that, it's another demonstration that the physics of
Wilhelm Weber is valid, and the physics of the Coulomb
tradition, which isthe opponents of Fresnel, the opponents of
Ampeére and so forth, that the physics of Coulomb and Pois-
son, is false. And the physics of Ampére, Fresnel, Gauss,
Weber, is correct. And that’s what is demonstrated. It does
have arelevance to the fusion question, but it's not asimple
and direct one.

Stockwell: Okay, Sam.

Q: | wasjust wondering about the possibility of fusion-
generated energy, and—

Stockwell: As to whether or not they actualy will de-
velop it in asource that we can tap and light our homes with?

Q: Right.

LaRouche: Oh, I think there’ sno question. Thequestion
is, we are several steps away from that, because we have not
done the kind of experimental work which I’ve been cam-
paigning for, for, now, 25 years, over 25 years. We have not
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done some of that crucial experimental work which must be
done, to devise the means by which we can have an actually
controlled thermonuclear reaction, asacontinuing controlled
thermonuclear reaction, as a commercia process. That, we
have not done yet. If we do the work, there’ s no question we
canachieveit. Canwetakeit off thedrawing boardstomorrow
and do it? | doubt it. | think we have to go through, maybe
another 10 years, or 15 years, of serious experimental work,
before we get there.

Stockwell: All right. Thanks a lot Sam, I've got Roy
holding on here, Roy hasaquestion. Roy, you' reonthe Stock-
well show.

The Tyranny of ‘Popular Opinion’

Q: Mr. LaRouche, would you comment on the blindness
of the people?Y ou know, Jack, he saysyou’ re not real popu-
lar, and he saysthat in the views of the West—I don’t really
know who he' smeaning when he saysthat, if that’ sjust Utah,
oruU.S—

Stockwell: Oh, I'm talking about Nevada over through
Colorado, and Montana down to Arizona—that basic inter-
mountain area.

Q: Redlly. | see. Well, I’ velistened to you, Lyndon, for
acouple of years now, and through Jack’ s program, and |’ ve
read alot of your literature. Recently , I’ve got this Road to
Recovery book, and | got into it just a few pages, and | was
convinced. | never had a problem with any of your views,
anyway, but—. It' sagreat work, thisbook is, and the further
| got into it, and the more | read, it all makes perfect sense,
with your ideas. Anyway, | think it’s good stuff.

But, | don’t understand—it’s like the news hour came
up. Thislady, her husband waskilled, apparently. And she's
saying, and she' sal proud that he died for our freedom, and
all of this, and | just think, that’s an insane way of thinking.
My God, our freedom isn’t threatened by these people over
there! It's threatened right here on our home soil. And the
peopledon’t even seeit. They don’t even know it. They don't
even understand it. So, what’s blinded the people to do all
this? Likeyou say, we' ve destroyed our families, our homes,
our—. Y eah, you look at the American family like you com-
mented earlier, you just want to talk about it for aminute?

Stockwell: Well, | guess the question is, what's hap-
pened to the American mind-set that they can't see, that
they’ re not doing anything about this? Isthat it?

Q: Yeah, how havethey fooled the people?

LaRouche: Very simply, yes. Y ou go back—sometimes
you can understand the present better if you | ook to an histori-
cal precedent, which you can look at, say, with greater objec-
tivity, sometimes, than things that are close up to you, like
the neighbors.

But the problem, take the case of the Roman Empire. And
think about the United States today, and its people, in terms
of the people of the city of Rome, during the Roman Empire
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period. From Augustus, through Nero, and so forth. What
happened then? In those days, the member of the society of
Rome was called a citizen, if he was not a dave. He was a
citizen. And hewould betreated asif hewereacitizen, whose
opinion meant something. But he would march, then, into a
stadium, an arena, like the Coliseum, or the Circus Maximus,
and he would sit there and cheer to see gladiators kill each
other, or to see Christians eating lions, or things of that sort.
Now, thiswas called “ popular opinion.”

The problem with the American is, that we used to be a
nation, at our best, in which people took responsibility for
their opinions. They didn’t think of themselves as dlaves, as
underlings. They thought of themselves as citizens, who had
to take personal responsibility, for contributing to shaping,
and determining, the policies of our nation. The idea is, we
were not a democracy in the sense that we just simply took
the average opinion, and accepted that as law. We rejected
that. Because we know what that means—that’s corruption.
It meant that every citizen has to be taken into account for
what they think, and what they can say, in the process of
determining the policy of our nation.

Now, that change occurred, especialy in a couple of
phases, where our people became frightened. And they re-
treated over various periods—that’s from 1901 to 1932—
they retreated into being fools, into being fools who believe
in popular opinion. They didn't think for themselves; they
tried to think in terms of what are neighbors thinking? What
are the mgjority thinking, what does the news media say?
And what do top officials say? And they would try to follow,
like a dave follows a slave master, they would follow the
opinion which is created for them, which is called popular
opinion.

Today, asin ancient Rome, most of the opinion of Ameri-
cans is not made in their minds, not by reason; it's made in
watching football games, other bodily contact sports, rock
concerts, mass entertainment. And if you look at the mass
news media, you find the mass news media plays the same
recipes that you see in mass entertainment, mass popular en-
tertainment. The problem with the American peopleis, they
treat themsel vesasunderlings, who think that thereare people
up there, “the Establishment, who are very powerful; and if
we want to win, we've got to get the Establishment on our
side.” Therefore, popular opinion dominates the mind of our
citizens. And it takes a great shock, to get citizensto realize,
well, they can not rely on popular opinion, they have to start
thinking for themselves.

Q: Yes, that's very, very sad. And you know, I'm like
42, 43, and | just simply don’t understand that. | have never
thought that way, and | am not fooled, and | was never afraid
of any of it.

LaRouche: That'sgood.

Q: | never went with no popular opinion, or any of that.
And | guessit boils right down to a few things: It's smply
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Popular opinion in America today is dictated by the mass entertai nment media—and the mass
news media, which amountsto the samething. “ It takes a great shock,” says LaRouche, “ to
get citizensto realize, well, they can not rely on popular opinion, they have to start thinking
for themselves.”

that, if someone has been given eyesto see, and earsto hear,
| guess.

Stockwell: WEell, it's our job to give them better sight
and better hearing, Roy.

Q: Yeah, it seemslikethere sfour or five of us, Jack, out
of thewhole—

LaRouche: Oh, we've got more than that.

Stockwell: Roy, thanks so much for your call. . . .

All right. I've got Jim here, and then we'll go to Jerry.
Jim, you're on the Stockwell show.

Q: Good morning, Jack, Good morning, Mr. LaRouche.

LaRouche: Good morning.

Q: Mr. LaRouche, if you were elected President, would
you bring back the Reconstruction Finance Corporation?

LaRouche: | would do something like that. As you
probably know from my writings, | would use models from
the past, whenever they’ re appropriate. Because asapolitical
matter, if you can find a satisfactory solution, represented
by a model which is obviously successful in a fairly recent
time, it's an easier way to get the thing moving, than if you
come out with some new-fangled thing, which may be even
slightly better, but is not going to win acceptance as easily
as something which you can show people aready worked.

Q: Right. Well, for instance, the miracle of our being
ableto get it together, and be prepared through our industrial
might for World War 1. Of course, [Jesse] Jones started set-
ting it up two years prior to the war starting.

LaRouche: Yep.

Q: And they were people who could actually see the fu-
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ture. It seems to me that most politi-
cians today can’t see much farther
than the end of their noses.

Stockwell: Well, like Lyndon
was saying, they can't see beyond
popular opinion, and they have to
stay inthelimelight of popular opin-
ion, if they’re going to stay in that
job.

Hey, Jim, thanks a lot for your
call. We've got some Wall Street
Journal coming up herereally quick.
Jerry, up in the North, you're on the
Stockwell show.

Q: Yes,acoupleof things. | tend
to disagree quite strongly.

Stockwell: Okay.

Q: | think of the Constitution
and the position of the Framers, that
people will tend to misuse it, there-
fore you want the Federal govern-
ment to be a very limited power. |
don’t see how these proposals can be
harmonized with the Constitution.
And particularly in connection with
the monetary system, | think the position of the Framers
was very clear, that you can’t trust anybody to manage the
money, because sooner or later, they’ll mis-manage it, so
the only thing you can do is make the money, the precious
metal itself, so that it isn't managed by anybody.

LaRouche: Well, Jerry, what you are saying isformally
true. The question is, you've got to say, what does it mean
in terms of the relative situation at the time? Remember,
that the idea of limited government was the flaw of the
original Articles of Confederation. And the Constitution
was adopted, in its framing in 1787, and then its adoption
in 1789, because theideaof maximum freedom from govern-
ment, proved itself to be a vulnerability which amost
destroyed us. And therefore, the purpose of the Constitu-
tion is very clear in several ways, and you have to—of
course, to understand the Constitution, and its intent, you
have to go precisely to the period in which this composition
was made.

Remember, theU.S. Constitutionisthefirst true Constitu-
tion, in al modern history. Why?

Q: Jack, let merespond to this. Don’t cut me off.

Stockwell: Let him answer the question.

Q: Yeah, let him answer, but let me answer him, af-
terward.

LaRouche: Okay. Thepointis, that thefirst thingis, that
the United Statesis based on a principle, the principle of the
sovereign nation-state, as opposed to those forms of society
which existed earlier. Thesovereign nation-state’ slegitimacy
isrestricted, to the efficient promotion of the general welfare
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of all of the present and future generations of the nation, and
also, of course, of defense of the existence of that nation. The
purpose of the genera welfare, means the promotion of the
development of the well-being of all the members of the so-
ciety.

Now, otherwise, the Constitution and its structure, in set-
ting up the independence of the three general branches of the
Federal government, and the allotting of residual powers to
the state and the individual, is the most perfect Constitution
ever composed. Roosevelt, infact—if you say what wasgoing
on in the 1930s, was a threat to the Constitutionality of the
United States government, a threat to the existence of the
United States—what Roosevelt did was save the United
States, quite literally, from something precisely parallel to
what the British and New Y ork bankers did in putting Hitler
into power in Germany in 1933. Roosevelt saved the United
States, fromthealternative, whichwould havebeenan Ameri-
can Hitler.

So, therefore, you have to judge Roosevelt’ s actions, and
the fact that the alternative to Roosevelt, was an American
Hitler. And you think back to 1931, ' 32, ' 33, and you look at
the eventsin Germany in that period, and you look at who the
bankersin New Y ork were, who, together with the bankers
in London, put Hitler into power, and you think about the
thing that was reported, the attempted military coup which
wasbeing staged against theincoming Roosevelt Administra-
tion, as reported before the Congress, that this kind of thing
showsyou what kind of aperiod welived in, and how Roose-
velt saved the Constitution, and saved us from what a more
negligent approach would have left us open to: a kind of
dictatorship in the United States, like that of Adolf Hitler
in Germany.

Stockwell: Okay, we' vegottogototheWall Sreet Jour-
nal. Jerry, you can respond to that in ajust amoment. . . .

Q: Okay. Real quickly. I still disagree in a major way.
Asfar asthemonetary systemisconcerned, wherethegovern-
ment has the power to manage the money, what you end up
with is confiscating the wealth of the people by monetary
policy. Second, the welfare clause is simply not a grant of
power. The Constitution is so clear, that the powers not as
such specifically granted, are not granted, are withheld, from
the Federal government. So, all thisthat’ s being discussed, is
simply contrary to the Constitution, to the real Constitution,
not as more recently interpreted, to atotally different Consti-
tution.

Stockwell: All right, al right, Jerry, thanks alot. Lyn,
you want to say anything about that?

LaRouche: No, he stated his point. | disagree.

Stockwell: All right, John. John, you're on the Stock-
well show.

Q: Yes, thank you, Jack. Lyndon, I'm interested in your
perspective asto over theweekend, therural Hindu council’s
determination to build anew templein Ayodhya, in the state
of Gujarat [sic] inIndia, the birthplace of Lord Ram, and over
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that mosque site that they tore down in 1992. I'm interested
in your view as to what the Chinese role is, with regard to
Pakistan, the current hostilitieswith India, and that serving as
aflashpoint, rather than the Middle East, for World War |11,
and nuclear warfare.

LaRouche: Weéll, the first thing is that the targetting of
India, for operations such as the religious conflict which was
orchestrated in Gujarat, comesfrom acircleinsidethe United
States, from the period of late 1998. People like the Cato
Ingtitute, up from around Harvard, aretypical of many groups
which formulated this policy, of targetting Indiaasthe major
threat to the United States, and targetting particularly, on that
basis, the then-Prime Minister Yevgeny Primakov of Rus-
sia—a speech delivered in Delhi, in November of that year,
proposing a strategic partnership, a triangle, among Russia,
China, and India, to establish the kind of cooperation which
would be needed to bring Eurasia together in a cooperative
formation.

Then the reaction was, from people like the Rand Corpo-
ration, Cato Ingtitute, and so forth, was to target India as
the primary target for strategic destruction. And the second
level of thisthing, of course, comes again from the Harvard
Department of Government, which, of course, is the old
stalking grounds of Samuel Huntington, Zbigniew Brzezi-
nski, Henry Kissinger, and others of the Nashville Agrarian
persuasion; again, thisisthe Clash of Civilizations objective.
What we're seeing in Gujarat, in India, is a directed, Anglo-
American-directed orchestration, by covert intelligence spe-
cial-warfare means, of an incident which is intended to set
forth the destruction of India, by bringing this Clash of
Civilizations religious-conflict philosophy into India, to de-
stroy it from within. And if you go back to the letters from
the Cato Institute, at the end of 1998, you'll find exactly
this policy; it's very clearly expressed, when you read the
Cato and Rand Corporation studies, in light of the Clash of
Civilizations policy.

Q: Okay. Onefurther question: With Vajpayee as Prime
Minister with the BJP party, and particularly with Advani
being the Home Minister, for Gujarat, aren't Cato and the
Rand studies quite obviously in full control there?

LaRouche: China's policy at this point—China is
China—and China' s policy now is pro the strategic triangle
orientation. And especialy for cooperation with India. Paki-
stan isin adifficult situation, because Pakistan is not atruly
independent country, eventhough the President of the country
would like to be independent. But its financia situation as
such, isthefact that it’ snot independent; it’ s subject to being
played from the outside, because of the pressures, internal
and otherwise, uponit. Y ou seethereactivation, which | think
wasinevitable, the reactivation of theinsurgency in Afghani-
stan right now.

Stockwell: Hey, we've got to go. John, thanks for your
call. Mr. LaRouche, we' vegot to take of f. Thank you so much
for being available for this program.
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