the defense of Mexican sovereignty, and on behalf of
LaRouche's proposal for convening a conference for a New
Bretton Woods monetary system.

‘Enron-ization’ of Mexico

The strategy being pursued by Fox and the PAN, to break
the resistance to this transformation in Mexico, has been de-
velopedinthe boardroomsof energy firms, banks, andinvest-
ment houses in Houston, New Y ork, and London. The goal
of these “privateers’ isto grab Mexico’s oil and gas, and its
national energy company, CFE.

One of the leadersin this effort is Enron—though bank-
rupt and disgraced in the United States, operatives of this
crooked company are till engaged in subversion in Mexico,
in collaboration with the party of the Mexican President!

Until recently, their strategy was openly discussed in the
United States. For example, on April 17, 2001, alecture was
presented in Houston as part of aseminar series, withthetitle,
“The Qil IsOurs! Whither Pemex?’ areferenceto Mexico's
national oil company, Petroleos de México. The speaker was
Dr. Michelle M. Foss, assistant research professor at the En-
ergy Institute of the Bauer College of Business, at the Univer-
sity of Houston. The institute is funded by Enron, Dynegy,
DukeEnergy International, and Reliant—thevery companies
responsible for last year's California electricity crisis—as
well asBPAmoco, Shell, and Texaco Global Gas. Fossserved
as coordinator for the Natural Gas Project, established by
former Enron CEO Kenneth Lay.

In her lecture, Foss said, “ The search is on for aloophole
inthe M exican Constitution that woul d providefor other com-
panies besides Pemex” to profit from Mexico's oil and gas
reserves. Theproblem, shesaid, isthat “ Pemex filtersthrough
all of Mexican society. It hasto bedealt with.” After praising
Fox as a “remarkable man . . . who understands business,”
she added that “it is encouraging that this matter is creeping
into the national debate.”

The speech given by Rodriguez Pratts last week, which
was accurately characterized by Senator Bartlett asa“threat
to the existence” of Mexico, represented the next phase of
this debate, for which Foss and her financial sponsors have
been preparing.

Deregulation Fraud Exposed

In private meetings during our visit, Senator Neal and |
reported to Mexican officials, businessmen, and university
figures how Enron, et al., had succeeded in their efforts to
deregulate the energy sector in the United States. Senator
Neal, an expert in this area, who was responsible for halting
deregulation in Nevada, explained that the regulation of en-
ergy—particularly the regulation of electricity—had been a
major feature of President Franklin Roosevelt’ s anti-Depres-
sion program, to reinin Wall Street predatorsin the 1930s.

One of the most significant of these meetings occurredin
ahall in the Chamber of Deputies (the National Congress of
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Mexico), in the presence of the national press and at least
ten Congressmen. Senator Neal and | presented not only the
reasons for the collapse of Enron; but that, far from being an
isolated case, it is part of the systemic disintegration of the
post-1971 neo-liberal model which has been imposed on the
U.S. economy.

“Itisthissystemic coll apsewhich compel sthe U.S.-based
cartels to seek new sources of loot, asin their campaign for
deregulation and privatization in Mexico,” | said, in con-
clusion.

Thissparked anintense debate with the PANistas present.
PAN Deputy Héctor Gonzalez Reza expressed his anxiety
over these presentations, which devastated the argument for
more liberalization, deregulation, etc. At the conclusion of a
debate in which he took part, the badly flustered Deputy fled
the room, saying he would continue the discussion “via
e-mail.”

Another highlight of thistour was a public meeting spon-
sored by the MSIA, attended by approximately 100 officials
from leading institutions, which was addressed by Lyndon
LaRouche (see report following).

Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.

Energy Policy and
The Strategic Crisis

U.S Demaocratic Party Presidential pre-candidate Lyndon
H. LaRouche, Jr. addressed the April 16, seminar in Mexico
City sponsored by EIR and the Ibero-American Solidarity
Movement (MS A). The meeting convened on the 20th anni-
versary of LaRouche's influential document Operation
Juarez, which he dedicated to Mexico, while that nation was
fighting for its economic survival and independencein 1982.
After LaRouche spoke by telephone, Nevada Sate Sen. and
LaRouche campai gn spokesman Harley Schlanger, whowere
visiting in Mexico, also spoke. Here is LaRouche's speech,
and the discussion after it.

We have three subjectsto consider, in order to put the energy
policy issuesinto focus, particularly asthey affect both Mex-
ico, and specifically the relationship of Mexico with the
United States.

Now, as you probably have noticed, the United Statesis
presently not capableof delivering an effectivepolicy inmany
crucia areas. And, the number of areas in which thisisthe
case, hasincreased. Y ou’ venoticed, recently, thecoup andthe
counter-coup inVenezuela. Thisistypical of theconfusionin
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the state of the United States govern-
ment, the Executive branch. We have a
similar situation, which you may have
observed in Colombia. Y ou have three
policies on Colombia, all coming from
the same government, but from differ-
ent factionsinsidethe U.S. government:
One: proposals now to support my pol-
icy on dealing with narco-terrorism.
That’ ssane. Then, you have some other
people, who want to have U.S. troops
in Colombia, in effect: That'sinsane. |
opposethat. Y ou haveathird group, that
doesn’t want it to happen at al, because
they are making money in doing busi-
ness with the narco-terrorists.

So, therefore, you see the mess of
indecisionin Colombia, asal sothemess
you see in the Venezuela coup and
counter-coup. And who knows what
comes next.

You look at the monetary-financial
system: Theinternational monetary and
financia systemiscollapsing. The poli-
cies of the United States, at present, will ensure the accelera-
tion of that collapse, which ison the edge, now. And, there's
no sign of any rational policy fromtheU.S. government, from
any leading faction, on thisissue. The collapse is onrushing,
and that’ sakey part of our energy policy problem.

Y ou see astrategic crisis. You see awar in Afghanistan,
which has not been won, but whichisjust beginning. Y ou see
the danger of aMiddle East war, an attack on Irag, on top of
the present Israeli-Palestinian war. And, we are told by the
U.S. military, that it would take a half-million U.S. troops
into the Middle East to deal with the Irag war, planned for
later thisyear. The United States does not have ahalf-million
troops to put in. And, the same thing goes in the genera
areaof military policy overall. The United Statesislosingits
strategic military capability; while it's spending a lot of
money in the military areas, it is not being effectively spent,
and will not, at the present rate. So, these are the kinds of
problems.

In addition to that, we have the failure of the so-called
“New Economy”; it's totally collapsed. We have a cata-
strophic failure of globalization, in the respect, that the so-
called role of the United Statesasan “importer of |ast resort,”
is breaking down. This affects Ching; thisis causing a crisis
for Japan, which may blow up at any time; thisis, also, of
course, a great crisis for Mexico, whose dependency upon
the U.S. market, both through the maquiladoras and other
operations, isacrucia factor.

So, at the present time, thereisno sign of a solution from
the U.S. government. And, under the present policies, there
will not be. So, my job isto inform you of what the situation
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LaRouche told the Mexican officials and intellectuals, “ The coup and the counter-coup in
Venezuela[are] typical of the confusion in the state of the United States government: the
Executive branch. We have a similar situation, which you may have observed in
Colombia.”

is, whilel, at the sametime, am doing asmuch as| can, to try
to change the situation, in and around the U.S. government,
hoping that the crisisitself will force the government to clean
up some of the messesin its own policy-making and policy-
implementing apparatus.

Go Back to Policies That Work

Thequestionis, what i sthe solution to these crises, partic-
ularly on the economic side, asthey affect energy policy? On
the one hand, it’ s obvious, that what worked in the past, was
what Franklin Roosevelt, as President of the United States,
did from 1933 through 1945, in organizing an economic re-
covery of aUnited Stateswhich was ontheverge of going the
way of Hitler, if Franklin Roosevelt had not been President;
conducting the struggle during the war; and leaving alegacy,
which, whileit wasnot fully carried out, was generally bene-
ficial to much of the world, over the period between 1945
and 1965.

From 1971, and in particular from 1982—especially for
Ibero-America—the changed policies, which were intro-
duced in the middle of the 1960s, have proven themselves a
35-year-long disaster, for the United Statesitself, and for the
entirety of Central and South America. So, therefore, we've
made a terrible mistake, with these changes in policy. We
should be going back to the direction of the Franklin Roose-
velt policy between 1933 and 1945, as an exampl e of the way
in which to make policy, both within our nations, and among
our nations. And, we must al so recognize the importance of
going back, specifically, toaprotectionist model of economy,
which is the type of model which has always worked for the
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United States, and has been the best model for the countries
of Central and South America

Now, the problem today is this, in terms of energy, as
such: We do not have enough energy. That is, we have de-
stroyed the energy system, especially since immy Carter be-
came President of the United States. Carter’ s boss was actu-
aly Zbigniew Brzezinski. And, while Carter is responsible
for what hedid as President, | don’t think hewasresponsible,
in the sense of knowing what he was doing. But, Brzezinski
did represent the forces which planned these policies, which
have caused a crisis for Mexico and other countries, as well
asfor the United States people, themselves. Y ouwill observe,
if you study the figures: If you look at the lower 80% of the
family-incomebracketsof theUnited States, thelower 80% of
the U.S. population family-income brackets have beenlosing
positions at a catastrophic rate, ever since Carter wasinaugu-
rated as President. And you see similar, or worse effects,
throughout the nations of the hemisphere—Mexico and
south.

So, obviously, what we have to do, is go back to policies
that did work, to the idea of a protectionist approach, to basic
economic infrastructure, including energy supplies. What we
have to do, essentialy, isto have two things. We must have
areturnto aprotectionist model of theinternational monetary
and financial system, to replace the present, bankrupt model.
There's no way that this present system, can survive; it is
doomed. Thereisno recovery possible, withinthe framework
of the present IMF system. It can not recover, ever, under that
system. However, it could recover, if we applied the lessons
of 1945-1965, to reform the monetary system, to functionin
the way we did for the post-war recovery, following 1945.
We could organize arecovery, by returning to the model of
monetary system, which worked successfully for us, in those
immediate, two post-war decades. And, that’ s what we must
do.

We must go back, largely, to what, in the United States,
are Franklin Roosevelt policiesfor recovery and security.

Credit for Economic Infrastructure

Now, what we require for this purpose, is alarge mass of
publicly organized credit, at borrowing costsbetween 1% and
2% simpleinterest rate. This credit must be used, largely, for
basi c economicinfrastructure. The building and maintenance
of basic economic infrastructure, is properly about one-half
of the total economic activity of any nation. Thisis an area,
which, in general, must be either government-directed, gov-
ernment-operated, or government-regulated: This includes
thingssuch as public education systems, energy systems, gen-
era transportation systems, like railways and so forth; it in-
cludes water management systems; and, of course, social,
health-care, and general welfare systems. These are essen-
tially the responsibilities of either a national government, or
state and municipal authorities. And, they are public works;
they are public events. Sometimes, you can legally create an
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Lame Duck

arrangement, under which private investors may invest in a
public utility, under government regulation, and that is also
an acceptable form. But, we're still talking about 50%, or
more, of total expenditure, total activity, of a national econ-
omy must be in the area of basic economic infrastructure.
Otherwise, the economy will not be an effective one.

It sthe lack of such infrastructure, which causes the per-
petual underdevelopment of so-called developing nations.
They don't have the infrastructure, in order to make their
labor force, as awhole, productive. Even by investing in so-
called modernindustries: The poverty of theeconomy around
these industries, drags even those industries down.

We must also have an adegquate amount of thisinfrastruc-
ture, especialy inthe areaof energy. Sinceit takes somefive
to ten years, to put into place, even the basic elements of an
increment of an energy supply—that is, for a large power
station, and its associated distribution apparatus—we must
put these things in there, before they are needed. Otherwise,
we won't have them, when we need them, under conditions
of growth. This means, we have to set prices, we have to
regulate prices; we have to set up the kind of regulations we
had before, in order to get this going.

The Case of Mexico

Now, let’s take the case in Mexico, in particular: In the
post-1982 period, Mexico shifted increasingly toward depen-
dency upon the U.S. market for Mexico's existence. Now,
much of that U.S. market has collapsed. Under present condi-
tions, that market will collapse more. Mexican exportsto the
United States will collapse, under these conditions. There-
fore, Mexicoisforced toturn back to putting agreater propor-
tional emphasis upon itsinternal market, such as power sta-
tions; development of energy resources, and their regulation;
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the development of the transportation system; the develop-
ment of new urban centers, which can be centers of well-
supported production, that is, in terms of infrastructure—that
sort of thing. Thismeans, regulation of thesethings. It means,
as | said, a totally regulated infrastructural section, and it
reguires protectionist measures. This does not mean that the
U.S. market should collapse entirely for Mexico. It means
that Mexico must return back to a greater emphasis, on the
internal market, an internal market, which could be most
greatly stimulated, by the impact of increasing employment
in state-backed basic economic infrastructure.

That' sthedirectionwehavetogoin, in Mexico, Mexico-
U.S. relations. That is the way the world has to go. As you
know, I’m very much involved intellectualy, in proposing
what because first known as the “European Triangle,” for
the post-1989 construction of Europe, and for the post-1992
effort to establish a Eurasian Land-Bridge, which will be the
greatest market in the world, if it's developed; in which we
would hope we would participate, as partners.

But, we'rein that typye of period, in which alarge-scale
new system, large-scale objectives of thistype, is absolutely
necessary, for arecovery in any part of the world.

But what we havetoday, being proposed in various coun-
tries, ismoreglobalization, whichisdisaster. More deregul a-
tion, which is national suicide. And, the problem is—also at
the same time, as | said, the problem is, that the idea of the
nation-state, hasbeen undermined. It snolonger popular. It's
no longer fashionable.

But, inpoint of fact, |et’scome back to asimple question:
If you have adepression, how do you get out of an economic
depression? There's only one way you can get out of an eco-
nomic depression: as an act of will. And, that is, an action
taken, chiefly, by government. Government reorganizes its
financial affairs, reorganizesitsbanking system, with the pur-
pose of using the power of the state, to create state debt, asa
way of generating the capital flows needed to employ labor,
in expanded production. The greatest amount of expansion
in any economy, will come, first, from expansion in basic
economic infrastructure. The expansion in basic economic
infrastructure will have two effects on general employment:
First of all, the fact that you’ ve increased employment, will
increase the purchases by peoplewho are employed. Y ouwill
increasethebusinessavailableto contractors, who participate
in construction projects, and things of that sort. It will then
stimulate the growth of new industries, in the environment of
the infrastructural development. The benefits of the infra
structure, will improve the opportunities for new industries
and employment. And, thus, by theintelligent use of creditin
aregulated way, you can stimulate an economy, to recover
through this process of increased public employment, and
directed efforts to cause private employment to respond to
the increase in public employment, for a general growth of
thetotal national income.

That' stheanswer for Mexico. That’ stheanswer for virtu-

8 Economics

ally every country in the world. It's the answer for every
country in Europe.

Essential Role of the State

In order to do this, however, you must have an account-
able, nation-staterepublic, whose government can makecom-
mitmentsof indebtedness, of aspan of 25 yearsintothefuture.
That is, in order to do this, you must have a national govern-
ment, which, under its Constitution, is ableto incur adebt, of
25years life, at fixed, low interest rates, and use that public
debt asaway of stimulating the growth of theinternal market.
If that is not done, any country that does not do that, now, is
doomed to a horrible economic depression, beyond anything
presently experienced. Therefore, in this area of energy, en-
ergy isoneof thechief categoriesfor investmentin thiskind of
infrastructure requirement. Energy investment goes together
with masstransportation; it goestogether with water manage-
ment; it goes together with public sanitation, and so forth.

So, thisistheleading edge: If you can not have afocus of
public credit, on aregulated energy industry, regulated for a
forward period of up to 25 years, thelikelihood of arecovery,
intoday’ seconomies, isvery small. Withthat, wecanrecover.
That means, a protectionist system, of the type we used to
have, inwhichweused totakepride. And, what we haveto do,
islook back at the best aspectsof theexperience, especially of
thepost-war period—1945t0’ 65, and alittle bit beyond; ook
at what we did, then. And say, “Those rules, by which we
operated, weresane. Weimproved. Justicemay not have been
fully achieved, but we improved.” Since then—and for, of
course Central and South Americas—since 1982, the econo-
mies have been going into the pit. The people have been sent
into the pit.

So, obviously, the policieswe had between 1945-1965—
as against those we've had later, to the present time—we
know that we made a mistake; for the past 35 years, largely,
for the United States, have been a big mistake. We have to
admit our mistake, and go back to the idea of a nation-state
economy, whichitusedtotakepridein, when Franklin Roose-
velt was President, and before Johnson left office.

Thank you.

‘A Dialogue AboutIdeas’

Q: | am aretired electrical worker. My questionis: Why,
today, are we as bad off as we were in 1923? The problem
today isthe corruption which existsamong President Fox, the
director of theLuzy Fuerzacompany, and theMexican Union
of Electrical Workers. We have to put an end to corruption.
The solution isto raise electricity rates for industrialists, and
lower therate for the people.

LaRouche: | don't think it's necessary to do much, in
termsof discriminatory prices. | agreethat we haveto look—
as| said before—at things from the past, at lessons from the

EIR  April 26, 2002



Mexico's sovereignty over its national energy company, Pemex, is
directly at stakein the fight to stop Enron-style“ deregulation,”
which has been proposed by President Vicente Fox' s government.

past, as a basis for popular understanding, especialy, of the
present. Thatis, if youwishtomakearadical changeinpolicy
that is needed, now, you must, to the degree possible, find in
the experience of the people—at least, as a people—the les-
sontowhichyou canrefer, which enablesthe peopleto under-
stand what you’ re proposing and what you’ re doing.

Often, usualy in palitics, that is a precondition, for any
sudden change. So, obviously, the experience of Mexico of
the past, is very important for the present. But, in general, if
we do the right thing, we can produce energy; and if we're
stimulating the economy, we can produce energy in quantities
and at pricesthat will benefit the people. And, we don’t have
to be discriminatory about it.

If somebody isan employer, and produces andisemploy-
ing people, then we encourage that. But we also protect the
people who work. If someone wants energy, which is, say,
in short supply, for purposes which are not useful for the
economy, well, obviously, they should pay a premium. But,
otherwise, | frownondiscriminationinprices. | think wehave
to have abundant energy, available to all, and especially for
theneedsof all concerned: for the househol ds, for thecommu-
nity, for projects of national and local importance, for indus-
try, for employers, and for anybody else—with, of course,
naturally, 1 would agree, priority on those people who are
most important for what they do for society, that they should
certainly always have that first.

In the United States, we have alaw, which is the funda-
mental law of the United States: It'sin the Federal Constitu-
tion's Preamble. It's not original to the United States, al-
though it's known as that. It's actualy a law, which was
introduced into European civilization in the 15th Century, in
thegreat Renaissance. It’ sthelaw of the Common Good: that
government has no right to rule, except as it is efficiently
committed to promote the Genera Welfare, the Common
Good, for the people as awhole—for all of the people—and
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for their posterity.

| think the question of prices, the question of priorities
and so forth, is best approached, not with aformula, as much
aswith an understanding of that law: That no government has
theright to rule, except asit is efficiently committed to serve
the purposes of the General Welfare. Under those conditions,
yes, we can do well.

What happened in the 1920s? Well, Mexico had acertain
experiencewith Woodrow Wilson, who was an enthusiast for
the Ku Klux Klan, and afollower of thefilibusters, who, from
Polk on, and so forth, invaded and looted Mexico. So, if we
find that the 1920s are not a good period in the history of
Mexico-U.S. relations, don’t be surprised. Theimprovement
camewith Franklin Roosevelt. It may not have been aperfect
improvement, but at least it was an improvement, and Roose-
velt proceeded from the standpoint of the General Welfare.
So, if amanisefficiently serving the General Welfare, evenif
he’ snot doing so perfectly, we' |l put up with hisgovernment.

An Initiativefor Nation-Building

Q: Good evening. My name is Manuel Frias Alcaraz,
and I’ m the author of the “Mexico in the Third Millennium”
national project. Mr. LaRouche, you’ ve touched on afunda-
mental point for reactivating the economiesof al of thedevel-
oping sector countries. It's the case that, during the terms of
President Roosevelt, with his New Deal program, the econ-
omy of the United States was reactivated in depth, and it is
now the great world power that it is. In Latin America, in
the recent gathering on “ Financing for Development,” it was
again shown that globalization benefits the industrialized na-
tions, and the international trade and financia institutions.

In Mexico, we have along-term project of broad scopeto
reestablish our worth as a nation, to develop our enormous
hydroelectric potential, our water-management potential,
and, in general, our energy potential, and to create conditions
appropriate for the country to overcomeitsterrible underde-
velopment. This project consists of important basic infra-
structure projects, which, asyou correctly noted, arethebasis
for the reactivation of the economy through productive labor
and constructive activities. Mexico and the countries of Latin
Americahave an enormous debt to their populations, and we
have this enormous potential, which | believe that people as
important in the world as yourself and other great thinkers
would have the responsibility to promote in countries such
asMexico.

This“Mexico in the Third Millennium” project, | would
like you to know, has been presented to Mexican authorities
and various organizationsin my country, and has asits objec-
tivethat the country advance and resolveitsunderlying prob-
lems, which arethose of poverty, inequality, and that we have
abetter future.

| would just like to congratulate you, and especidly, |
would like an answer from you: How can we Mexicans, with
this nation-building project, find the opportunity to solve
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our problems?

Thank you very much, for your attention.

LaRouche: Well, first of all, what we have to do, iswe
haveto work together. Thisisnot merely amatter of working
together as nation-to-nation, government-to-government;
thisis also people-to-people. That's extremely important—
like the discussion we' re having. These represent ideas. We
haveto establish adial ogue about ideas. We haveto establish
asense of what should be the common purpose of our respec-
tive sovereign governments; what our interestsare. For exam-
ple: The security of Mexicoisan essentia part of the security
of the United States. Therefore, people in the United States,
who have any sense, should bevery concerned about thewel |-
being of the people of Mexico, and the stability of Mexico,
and the prosperity of Mexico. It sto our benefit, that Mexico
be prosperous; that it be secure; that it be stable. And, anyone
in Washington who doesn’t understand that, isan idiot!

Now, there’ sonething I'd like to emphasize to you: The
United Statesisnot aprosperous nation. L et me point at what
happened (it happened also in Mexico, too, but in adifferent
way): From the middle of the 1960s, the United States began
to undergo afundamental change in its character asanation,
especialy initseconomy. Weused to beaproducer economy.
That is, that the basic idea of most people was that you pro-
duced thewealth, for society, in amounts adequate to provide
what you required asincome. So, you saw a cause-and-effect
relationship between your productivity, the productivity in
your community, and the welfare of the nation, in which
you participated.

In the middle of the 1960s, we changed that: We went
from a producer society, to a consumer society. We went to
that, just like ancient Rome, at the end of the Second Punic
War, shifted, fundamentally, with the massive introduction
of davery in Italy; it went to a consumer society, in which
Italy produced less and less of its own needs. And, extracted
itsown needs, at cheap prices, from countrieswhich had been
subjugated by the Roman legions.

An Economic System Based on Slavery

What has happened in the past 35 years, especialy since
1971, when Nixon repeal ed the gold-reserve standard, isthat
the world has been put increasingly, into slavery to produce
what the United States eats. That is, by driving down the
pricesthat arepaidfor theproductsinthe Americas—Mexico,
South America—thepricesactually paid ontheworld market,
for the products of these countries were slashed. The United
States says, “We'll take these at our prices.” Europe was
involved in the same agreement. So was Japan.

So, now we had dependent countries, which were being
looted of their product, at priceswhichweredictated, through
international monetary authorities, and they werelooted! The
United States population lost its employment. The jobs went
to Mexico; they went to China; they went to Southeast Asia;
they went to other places. And, American factorieswereemp-
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tied. The United States people do not produce most of their
own products, any more. They areanon-productive, consum-
ing society, employed in make-work services, which have no
intrinsic value.

Now, how do we pay for that? Well, wedon’ t—we, inthe
United States. We have a current-account deficit, which is
now approaching $1 trillion ayear. (Maybeit’ sthere, | don’'t
know: Thefigures are so faked, you can’'t tell. But it’sin that
order of magnitude.) In addition to that, the United States
financial markets, which otherwise would collapse, are being
kept supported, by a vast amount of financial inflows, into
the United States, into the U.S. markets, from Europe, from
Japan, and elsewhere. So, therefore, we are a parasite econ-
omy! We are not a prosperous, healthy economy. We are a
sick economy! Very sick! Living on the rest of the world,
through what’ s called “globalization” and “free trade.” And,
that’s what free trade and globalization means: It means, in
Mexico, in South America, in Asia, and so forth: “We eat,
from your labor. But we don’t pay for it.”

And, that’ swhat the problem is; acompletely inequitable
system. And, we haveto understand what kind of aworld that
system will lead to. We have an example, in the fall of the
Roman Empire. It took about 300 years, from Augustus Cae-
sar, seizing power, until the Roman Empire in the West col-
lapsed. But it collapsed. Now, over the past century, we've
had asimilar trend in European civilization: amoral degener-
acy, which has spread increasingly, through two world wars,
and especially through the past 35 years. And, thisisdestroy-
ing civilization around us.

Our interest goes deeper, than what we eat today. Our
interest goes, essentially, to what kind of grandchildren are
we going to have? What kind of life are those grandchildren
going to have? What kind of a chance do these nations have?
Or our grandchildren, under those kinds of conditions, of a
collapsing caricatureof adefunct Roman Empire? And, when
we can rise to a higher standard, than looking at our material
interests, as such, and look at our immortal interests—that is,
the interest in our mortal life, which lives beyond us; the
interest of ideas; the interest of benefitsto our grandchildren,
and those who come after them; and find our purposein life,
in living our life, such that we give them the benefit of our
having lived, and say, “Our interests are defined, accord-
ingly”: When we think in those kind of moral terms, then, we
shall understand what we need to do. And, if wethinkinthose
terms, we can talk to one another, understand one another,
and cooperate.

How Can We Change Bankrupt Policies?

Q: Good evening, Mr. LaRouche. I’'m aprofessor of con-
stitutional law at the National Autonomous University of
Mexico. | agreewith many of your views. | think that, in fact,
we have to promote the construction of infrastructure. The
problem which you are posing, is to contract debt, to issue
25-30 year debt bonds. | have adoubt about this: What would
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betheinflationary effects of this? And, also, what power can
be used to motivate the political structures to change their
policies, which, at this point, are shaped by a neo-liberal
model ?

LaRouche: Very good. Well, first of all, look at the prob-
lem that George Bush, the President of the United States, is
having. That'swhy | mentioned this, at the beginning of my
remarks. Because, if you look at the messwith U.S. policy in
Colombia, which some of you, of course, who follow these
things in the Americas, would recognize. Thisis an absolute
disaster! It's not only a disaster for the people of Colombig;
it's a disaster made in the United Sates, by the inability of
the incumbent Presidency of the United States—and that is
not to say anything good about the previous Presidencies—
but theincumbent President of the United Statesisabsolutely
incompetent, so far, to come up with a consistent, effective
policy on Colombia. And, that is, that policy which affectsthe
entire hemisphere. If Colombiaisdestroyed, what happensto
the hemisphere? We' ve already got enough problems.

Now, look at Venezuela. Now, I'm not going to take sides
on Venezuela, on either side. But, the way the United States
handled the coup and counter-coup—and every politician
who knows anything, knows that—shows you that, in Wash-
ington, the Presidency of the United Statesis not competently
in charge of its own policy-making! Somebody made a coup,
with U.S. blessing. After negotiations in Florida—the usual
thing. And, a coup was organized in Venezuela against the
Chavez government. This backfired. Somebody in Washing-
tonrealized that thisthing wasn't working, so they supported
and they accepted a counter-coup! What kind of government
isthat?

You look at the monetary and financial policies of the
United States: They’ retalking about arecovery! There never
will bearecovery under the present policies! They talk about
astimulus package: Their present military stimulus package,
isnot astimulus package. It won't work. Y ou' rejust passing
out some money to some of the people who backed George
Bush, inthelast election. That's all itis. There’sno real, net
gain, to the military, of what they’ re proposing.

There's a genera strategic crisis—the Middle East.
They're trying to plunge the world into a general Clash of
Civilizations war, which is what this attack on Iraq would
mean. You have an Isragl, that's out of control. Literally a
fascist government of Israel, and the United States calls it
a “democracy.” The United States, if it would support the
Europeans and others on thisissue, we could bring that thing
under control, and end this bloodshed. We might not have a
perfect solution, but at least, wewouldn’t have al thekilling!
And, then, we can work our way up from there.

The problem isjust this; thisiswhat you' re looking at. If
you look at it as an historian, you'd say: “Thisis aClassical
tragedy. The tragedy of an entire nation; of a great power,
which is about to crumbleinto dust, from its own incapacity
to deal withitsproblems.” Now, | don’t want my government
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of the United States, to crumble into dust. But, that’s where
it's heading, right now, together with the government of Is-
rael, which is headed toward doom, a self-imposed doom.
And, therefore, in history, we find that we come to a point of
crisis, inwhich you either have atragedy—that is, theinertia
of the present policies continue to work their way to doom,
like the Persian Emperor going to Plains of Gargamela, to
beslaughtered—overpowered, and slaughtered by Alexander
the Great. Or, the so-called Sublime happens. We inspire
ourselves, with an idea of what will address this crisis and
changeit.

Our greatest chancefor doing this—I realize what you' re
saying: Yes, we have terrible problems, with these institu-
tionsto ever dream of their accepting what we' re discussing.
Ah! But, there’ safactor in history—the factor of crisis: Ata
point of crisis, when it becomes manifest, that a certain kind
of government doesn’'t work, that a certain public opinion
doesn’t work; you comeinto atime of very sudden, sweeping
changes in public opinion. And, if you have a good idea,
which can inspire the people, and inspire institutions to
changetheway they behave, that nation, that people can save
itself, fromwhat is, otherwise, inevitablecrisis. And, | would
propose to you, that what we' re seeing as some of the symp-
toms, I've just indicated—and | could give you awhole list
more—at present, unless we change, unlessthe U.S. govern-
ment changes—changestheway it doesthings, changesmany
of its policies—this United States is not going to last very
much longer. It will crumble, just like the Roman Empire of
the past.

And, therefore, | think, in a time of crisis, those of us,
who present the optimistic alternative, to a present disaster,
suddenly have a capacity to influence populations, which
would have seemed impossible, inthe preceding time. | think,
that is our opportunity. And, this is the time we must seize
that opportunity.

Neo-Liberalsand ‘Universal Fascists

Q: Mr. LaRouche, I'm auniversity professor. | congratu-
lateyou for your ideas, withwhich | agree. | would liketo ask
you to please tell me what the role of the Trilateral Commis-
sion was in the development and design of the neo-liberal
model. And what role is it playing today? Thank you very
much.

LaRouche: Well, the key author of this design, the neo-
liberal model, the central agency involved, was an organiza-
tion, whichwascreatedin Britain, under the personal sponsor-
ship of Winston Churchill, in theimmediate post-war period:
It'scalled the Mont Pelerin Society, becauseit held itsfound-
ing conference in the Mont Pelerin area, in Switzerland. It
was headed, for the duration of his life, by Friedrich von
Hayek, who wasafollower of the pro-Satanist, Bernard Man-
deville. Thisisnot agood recommendation.

Now, aspart of aracist“ renaissance,” intheUnited States,
partly provoked as areaction against the leadership of Martin
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L uther King, and Johnson’ scollaboration with Martin Luther
King in the Civil Rights laws of 1964—this group, gathered
around Richard Nixon, launched Nixon’s campaign for the
Presidency, around two basic themes: number one, racism.
Nixon went down to Mississippi, and he met with the leaders
of the Ku Klux Klan, asalaunching pad for hiscampaign for
the Presidency. Also, the Mont Pelerin Society ideas. Now,
remember, Milton Friedman is—he's a very stupid exam-
ple—hewasrightly described by Joan Robinson as the “ pro-
fessor of post hoc ergo propter hoc”; but, nonetheless, this
became the officia ideology. Now, then, as a by-product, of
thisturntoward amonetarist, or radically monetarist policy—
or what iscalled a“neo-libera” policy, today—the Trilateral
Commission was organized by Zbigniew Brzezinski, who, |
tell you, ismanifestly crazy. He' sinsane, and dangerously so.

Brzezinski organized, with the sponsorship of David
Rockefeller, the Trilateral Commission. The Trilateral Com-
mission isreally a “universal fascist” organization, at least
by the intention of Brzezinski, Huntington, and other people
involved. Othersinvolved inthe Trilateral Commission area
different story—people jumped onboard because it was im-
portant.

Brzezinski created the Carter Administration. Brzezinski
personally chose Carter to become President, and made him
President. Brzezinski ran the Carter Administration—Ilike a
dictator—and revised the security proceduresof theU.S. gov-
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ernment, and so forth, while he was in charge there. So, the
Trilateral Commission is not, in itself—and George [H.W.]
Bushwasamember of it, duringthe 1970s—but, the Trilateral
Commission is not the problem.

Theproblemis, thereisafaction, inside Anglo-American
ingtitutions, in particular, which models itself on the Roman
Empire. And the book to reference on this, is Huntington's
The Soldier and the State. Now, this is the book, which is
published, again, and again, and again, in its origina form,
sincethe 1950s, whenit wasfirst produced, under Kissinger's
friends at Harvard: This book is the basic manua for world
military dictatorship, Roman Empire-style. And, it has the
same characteristics, asamilitary policy, asthe policy of the
Nazi Waffen-SS. Of course, when Huntington was writing
the book, back in the 1950s, it was not considered popular, to
say, “| propose the revival of the Nazi military system”; so,
he called it something else. But, if you read the book, and
know military policy, you realize that Huntington iswhat is
called a“universal fascist”; who has proposed, asaU.S. sys-
tem, or an Anglo-American system, of world government, a
world empire, ruled over by military forces, which are mod-
elled upon both the Roman legions and, more recently, the
Nazi Waffen-SS.

That's what the problem is. The problem with the neo-
liberals, is this. Neo-liberalism—and anyone who under-
stands it [knows]—will destroy any modern economy it
touches, if it persistslong enough. It destroysthe nation-state;
it destroys the small entrepreneur, including the farmer; the
small businessman, especially oneintechnology and soforth,
whoisessential tothesociety; it putsall power inthecorpora
tions, in the hands of a financia clique, who use the large
corporationsthey control, as aweapon against society—they
may produce something, but their essential political motive
isthat.

And, the question here, is a political question: Do we
want thekind of society, in which theindividual intellect, the
developed intellect of theindividual person, makes contribu-
tionsto the progress of society? Or, do we want to reduce our
typical citizen to aserf, who is not supposed to think; who is
supposed to do ashe' stold; who' snot allowed to haveafarm,
that he actually controls; who is not alowed to be a small
entrepreneur; and to have thiskind of thing? So, theissueis,
aphilosophy, typified by the Mont Pelerin Society, in which
theworst aspects of the Trilateral Commission, aresimply an
expression of that. For example: | could name ingtitutions
which are equally important: the H. Smith Richardson Foun-
dation, which isafascist ingtitution; the various foundations,
and soforth, run by the Mellon family, and the Mellon Scaife
family; the Olin Indtitute, up at Harvard. And, so forth.
There'salong list of these institutions, in the United States
and elsewhere, which are outrightly fascist institutions, in the
sense of the universal fascism, advocated by Brzezinski and
Huntington. That' sthe danger. The Trilateral Commissionis
simply aby-product, as an institution, of this movement.
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