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LaRouche: 5 Million Leaflets To Stop
McCain-Lieberman Is the Strategic Flank

Hereis an edited transcript of The LaRouche Show Internet
radio program on July 27, 2002. The LaRouche Show airs
weekly, on Saturdays, at 3-4 p.m. (Eastern Time), with Lyndon
LaRouche as occasional guest. It can be accessed from
www.larouchepub.com.

Michele Steinberg: Welcome to The LaRouche Show, the
weekly webcast dial ogueover thelnternet, andthisisMichele
Steinberg, your host. | want to introduce today’ s guest: The
electable Lyndon LaRouche, the economist who forecast the
economic rumblings, the earthquakes that are shaking the
globe; the economist whoisrunning for the Democratic Party
Presidential nomination in 2004.

As we speak, a campaign leaflet, caled “ The Electable
LaRouche” isbeing distributed across the United States. To-
day, Mr. LaRoucheisgoingto give usastrategic briefing, the
kind of briefing that he has given in Rome, Italy; Brazil; in
the United Arab Emirates.

Lyn, areyou on? Go ahead, please.

Lyndon LaRouche: Yes. Well, | can announce, that a
decision was made today, that the leaflet distribution will
be—in the near future atotal of 5 million will be distributed
throughout the United States. There will be some modifica-
tions in the ledflet, as events which have developed in the
process will need to be referenced or reported in the course
of it; but, essentialy, it will be the same leaflet. It will be out
over this period, in the weeksimmediately ahead, and it will
cover at least 5 million distribution.

And that should, actualy, if done properly, should make
a change in the strategic situation of the United States. And
I'll explainwhy: Wehave evidence—it’ sessentialy al inthe
public domain, it just has not been put together before, in this
way, and presented—that Senators McCain and Lieberman,
have been operating since, essentialy, July of 2001, if not
earlier, as a team, aimed to push the United States into the
kind of war which we' ve discussed, in terms of theidea of a
Clashof Civilizationswar. Now, thisdecisionto gotothat war
by these circles, was made before Sept. 11, 2001—months, or
actually years before, in some cases. So, that this was not a
surprise. But, Lieberman and McCain began to come to the
surface as something much more significant.

Inthecourse of time, wehad areport from the New Yor ker
magazine, which indicated that Lieberman and McCain were
involved in what was called a “Bull Moose” campaign to
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outflank both George Bush and whoever the Democratic nom-
inee might otherwise be, in the year 2004. This would be
run, from the McCain side—Our investigation showed that
McCain's operation, the “Bull Moose” operation, was run-
ning, in fact, through an organization known as the Hudson
Ingtitute, which is an Indianapolis-founded think-tank, or
something (I don't think the “thinking” is so good, but it'sa
tank, anyway). And it's operating out of Washington, with
this Bull Moose campaign, asthe New Yorker had reported.

Now, thetwo charactersareinteresting. Of thetwo, Lieb-
ermanistheimportant one; McCainislessimportant. Butit's
the combination of McCain and Lieberman, and what that
combination reveals, in terms of the people behind them, and
the motives behind them, iswhat is significant.

Economic Crisisand War

The point is: That we are now headed toward a war, an
Iraq war, an expansion of the current war going onin Isragl.
That's the way it is. It might be extended to Syria; it might
involve operationsin Lebanon; it might also include, even, a
nuclear missile dropped on a nuclear energy site in Iran, or
something else. It isintended to go into a full-scale conflict
against the Islamic populations of the world, either against
them, or in stirring up wars, in which they fight one another,
or fight other groups.

So, thisis the thing we have to stop, because this would
mean the end of civilization.

Now, the timing of this present crisis, is determined
largely by what was happening last Summer, that i s, the Sum-
mer of 2001: At that time, thefinancial crisis, which we have
been talking about, was coming to a head. As of September
2001—before the bombing of the New York towers and
Washington, by these planes—it was already clear, that this
crisis was about to hit with full force. Despite the Treasury
Department, and the Federal Reserve System, and J.P.
Morgan Chase, and Citigroup, and others, running what was
called a“Plunge Protection Committee,” it was obvious that
the ability of these banks and other financia institutions, and
theTreasury, and the Fed, to control the dike—that is, to keep
thiswall of crisisfrom overrunning the United States—their
power was limited; and sooner or later, this system was going
to go down. We'd run to the end of the scheme.

So, what had had happened is, the Sept. 11 events trig-
gered an attempt to cover up thefinancial crisis, by unleashing
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A LaRouche organizer speaking with studentsin Washington, D.C., about the importance
of putting LaRouche’ sideas up front in the Democratic Party’ s 2000 election campaign.
His 2004 campaign isissuing 5 million leaflets, which will require 2,000 activists a day on
the streets, exposing the strategic threat to the country from the fascist- and mob-backed
combine of Senators Joe Lieberman and John McCain.

this attack on Afghanistan and the targetting of al-Qaeda as
the “Enemy #1 of the Universe,” or something. This attempt,
to keep thereality of thefinancial crash out of the public eye,
andto somehow control theworld by putting the United States
into aperiod of perpetual war and police-state measures, un-
der whichthe explosion of the popul ation agai nst thefinancial
crisiscould be kept under control. That’ sbeen the general sit-
uation.

Now, in general, as most of you probably know, you've
picked up here or there, that there' sal ot of resistanceto going
ahead with the Iraq war; there’' salot of doubt, about what's
going on in Afghanistan. There's a lot of doubt about other
things. And Bush' s popularity isdliding. Actualy, it was not
hispopularity, it wasthe popul arity that any President attracts
when the American people sense that the nation is under at-
tack, and thereforethey will tendtorally around the President,
even if he was some stuffed dummy. So, Bush has a certain
popularity, which is not to his credit, as much asit isto the
circumstances. But that’ swearing down.

Now, immediately, Bush was pushed into tolerating not
only what Sharon isdoing in Israel, against the Palestinians,
but also, to push ahead with this proposed Iraq war. There's
tremendous opposition to thisideaof an Iraq war, from conti-
nental Europe; Russia, aswell asWestern Europe; from Tur-
key itself, which doesnot wish to be pushed into participating
insuch awar with Irag—for many reasons; eveninthe United
Kingdom, despite the fact that Blair, the Prime Minister, is
fully on board for the war at an early, the fact is, that high-
level peoplein the United Kingdom, who are opposed to the
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war, from Labour and from some of the
old crocodiles: They think thisisstupid;
they think the United States has lost its
mind; and they’re against it.

Our own military, in general, has
made it clear, that they think that what
is being talked about by people like
Wolfowitzand others, foraplanned Irag
war, is totally incompetent: It's over-
reach, it’s erroneous, the risk is beyond
belief, and it’ snot worth it.

We have, from people in the U.S.
intelligence community who have been
involved inthis, saying, thereisno dan-
ger from weapons of mass destruction,
as such. Maybe a little mustard gas, or
something, but no real horror-show of
modern, sophisticated mass-destruction
weapons coming from Irag: They just
don’t have them. The idea, that there's
asuspicion they might havethem, isnot
substantiated by any expert, who's
frankly speaking on this thing. And no
one has given a report, yet, to anyone,
nor is there indicated that a report has
been received—even under security wraps—which would
indicate there' s any evidence, that Iraq has weapons of mass
destruction it’ sabout to deploy.

But, nonetheless, they’re pushing ahead with this war.
And many in the world, more and more, know thisis a hoax,
thisis afake. And they want to prevent it. But nonethel ess,
this thing keeps crashing on.

Bushisnot thebig problem. Bushisaproblem, hislimita-
tionsare spectacul ar—if nothing el seabout hisqualifications!
But, heisnot really the author of this drive toward war; he's
the man who is being pushed into becoming the “author of
record” for thewar, andthere’ snervousnessinthe Bush camp,
about what this means. But the pressure is great, with the
November general election—that is, Congressional and other
€l ectionscoming up, onthestatelevel —they’ renervous. Karl
Rove, who isprobably arovingidiot, actually, is pushing the
President as hard as possible, to say, “ Y ou've got to go with
the war. You’'ve got to back Sharon, and go with the war,
otherwise you might lose the Congress, with the coming No-
vember elections.”

Replay of Hoover'sLast Years

Steinberg: You'relistening to Lyndon LaRouche, Presi-
dential candidate for the Democratic Party nomination in
2004.

Go ahead. Y ou are hitting the topi c that many of our ques-
tionersareaready asking: “How canweinterveneto stop this
Iraq war? What' sits relationship to the economic collapse?’

LaRouche: Okay. So, now you've got a situation, in
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which Bushisactually, in sense, somewhat reluctant; or peo-
ple around him are reluctant, the intelligent ones, the sane
ones, and are saying, “Let’snot do it. How can we get out of
thisthing?’ or, “Let's make it a quick air strike. Maybe we
can cover ourselvesby running an air strike, eveniif it’snot a
full-scalewar; at least we' | show people, we' retrying.” That
would mean, like B-2 bombers, flying in relay from between
the United States and Irag. Y ou know, the chickens leaving
the United States, flying over Irag, dropping their bombs, and
the chicken flies back to the United States, gets maintained
(presumably, if there's the money to do that); gets reloaded
with bombs and goes out again—maybe with the same crew,
maybe with adifferent crew; who knows what?

But thiskind of thing iswhat’ sin thewind, right now, for
as early aslate August, or by early October—somewhere in
that timeframe. And the smell of an early-August possibility
is getting stronger, and people in Europe and elsewhere are
talking about the smell of an August launch of air attacks on
Iraq; with asmall force deployed in the area, not to take Iraqg
on, but to make afeint, see what they can do. But theideais,
to show that we're really conducting the war, by doing a
spectacular bombing, which CNN will assure the American
peopleis spectacular, whether it’ s spectacular, or not.

Okay. So, thepoint is: Serious people, probably like Paul
O'Neill, the Secretary of the Treasury, they’ve put under
wraps, think two things: First of al, asyou may have picked
up from some of the pressand somecommentary, somepeople
areechoing me, when | say that what the Bush Administration
hasbeen doing—and also, the Democratswhoaregoingalong
with this, even some of the Clinton Democrats—what they're
doing, is, they're acting like Herbert Hoover, back between
1929 and 1932, particularly during the periodthat Hoover was
running for reelection (unsuccessfully, at that time), when he
was promising everybody a “chicken in every pot” and two
cars in every garage, and similar kinds of things. And the
world was going down, and the United Stateswithiit.

So, Hoover, by promising, there was going to be arecov-
ery—"there will be arecovery”; “there will be arecovery”;
“therewill bearecovery.” “ Therecovery ison: Youjust have
towait and seeit.” “Thecircusis coming to town: It's called
the recovery.” “Line up on the streets. Befirst in line, to see
the circus—the recovery coming into town” (not describing
what the recovery would look like). Well, Mr. Hoover’ s be-
havior elected Franklin Roosevelt. That is, beyond doubt,
Hoover’ s attitude of negligence and denial, in respect to the
reality of one of the greatest financial crashesin modern his-
tory, was the thing that wiped Hoover out, and made it much
easier for Franklin Roosevelt to lead the people through a
revolutionary change, back in the direction of the principles
of our Constitution, as opposed to the kind of fun and games
that had been going onfor most of the century, uptothat point.

We're now in asimilar situation. We have anew Hoover
Administration—a Hoover remake, and a poor example of a

Hoover remake at that—which ispromising a“recovery,” “a
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recovery,” “arecovery.” We have banks, major banks, are
about to go under, largely because of financial derivatives,
because of theimminence of areal estate collapse, especialy,
say, intheNorthernVirginiaarea, wherewe' realready seeing
the chain-reaction effects of areal-estate collapse, asaresult
of peoplelosing their jobs, asaresult of the collapse of things
like WorldCom, and so forth.

So, the collapseison. Some peoplesay, intheadministra-
tion, and elsewhere, “Well, let’ s face the fact that we' ve got
acollapse on our hands.” The othersare saying, “No! We've
got to cover this up. We've got to concedl it. | don’t care if
we haveto throw the kitchen sink in. We' re going to throw it
in, uptothelast ditch, thekeep this appearance of the promise
of afuture recovery onthetable.” Butit's not there.

The more desperate they become around the economy,
the more desperate they become about having a war. They
havethesilly idea, expressed by Defense Secretary Rumsfeld,
that you don’'t have to worry about the economy, because
“we're going to get anice, big war going for along period of
time, and nobody’ s going to worry about the economy, be-
cause the war’s going to keep their minds occupied.” Well,
that’ s not going to work. And intelligent people in theworld,
who arelesspanic-strickenthan Donald Rumsfeldis, know it.

TheRoosevelt Alternatives

So, the question is: How do we get the country out of this
mess? We have a President, who' s no great shakes. But, he's
an elected President. And our institution of the Presidency is
extremely important, as | explain in thisleaflet, which many
of you have probably seen, or seen advance material on. So,
thesituationis, that if we savethe Presidency asafunctioning
institution, and free the Bush Presidency from the grip of two
things: the grip of lunatics within the Bush camp, such as
Tom Del ay, or good old stupid Phil Gramm—the Senator—
peoplelikethat; and, if weget realistic peopl e on the Republi-
can side, in the administration, freed, to be realistic; and, if
we get abipartisan pressure, from abunch of Democratswho
areinfluential in the Congress and elsewhere, who will face
thereality of thisfinancial crisis, and think about the Roose-
velt alternativesto aHoover Depression, then, maybewe can
come out of this. It sthe only shot in town.

Now, actualy, the crash, which is coming on fast, is an
advantage: Because, it's obvious that, with a crash of the
typethat’ scoming—major banksgoing under, and so forth—
you'regoing to start awar, because you don’t have thelogis-
tics, you don’'t have the economic basis to conduct a large-
scale war. Europe won't go with it, others won’t go with it:
not under conditions of an actual, systemic collapse. So, the
war would be off.

But the pressure of thefinancial collapse, must be brought
to bear now. W€ ve got to have a vehicle, to shift the chairs
around Washington, around the Presidency—both from the
Democratic side and from the Republican side, from the ad-
ministration side—so that they will sit back, and say, “ Okay.
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The Depression is here. We're not going to act like Hoover.
WEe're not going to be fools like Hoover was’—and Hoover
wasavery bright guy, brighter than George Bush. But hewas
stupidinhispolicy. And, thisadministration hasgot to realize
that it must not be stupid in its policy; not merely to keep its
power and credibility, but to perform its function for the
United States as the U.S. Presidency. That needs Demo-
cratic pressure.

Now, the problem on the Democratic side—there are
many problems on the Democratic side. The Democratic
Party isamess. But, the problem s, largely, that we havethis
guy Lieberman, running as sort of—he's the straight-man,
running behind the clown, Gore. Y ou know, Clinton could
have elected amost anybody—except Al Gore. And Goreis
unelectable, because he’ snot capabl e of getting elected! But,
Lieberman is dangerous. The feature is this: Lieberman, to-
gether with McCain, representsamargin of influence, in both
parties, inthe Senate and in the Congressin general, whichis
now controlling the situation, under the direction of a group
whichisheadedin New Y ork, called the“Mega’ group. This
is the hard core surface of the problem. Now, Lieberman is
not what most people think he is. The evidence which we
have, and which we’ vebeen reportingin part, evidencewhich
ison the record—not speculation, but hard, documented evi-
dence, on the record: Lieberman was brought into the Con-
gress, by whom? By the combination of William F. Buckley,
of National Review, the nation’ s#1 fascist; in cahootswith a
friend of Buckley’s, Michael Steinhardt, the son of the one of
the bosses for Meyer Lansky’s mob. He was brought in with
the collusion with the gusanos, so-called—that is, Lansky’s
former mobsters, who moved to Florida, away from Castro,
and did terrorist acts and so forth—generally nasty people,
about asright-wing as you can get, and about as nasty asyou
can get. But also, their existence—they were tools of Meyer
Lansky’s mob, when Meyer Lansky’s mob, through Batista,
was running Cuba.

So, these mobsters—right-wing killers, or fascists like
Buckley—are the actua people who put Lieberman in the
Senate. And, Buckley acted with support from Michael Stein-
hardt, who was the co-founder of the Democratic Leadership
Council, on the Democratic Party side, which has taken con-
trol of the Democratic Party.

So therefore, you have a man, who is connected to orga-
nized crime; to fascists, who are sometimesalittlebit of both;
who represent the Lansky mob: That’ s Lieberman.

Ontheother side, McCain: McCain, in Arizona, hisentire
personal wealth is chiefly the result of association with what
became known asthe “Keating Five,” some years back, back
inthe 1980s. And thiscrowd, wasacrowdwhichwasworking
with Sam Bronfman’s “ Joe Bananas,” that is, another part of
Canadian-American organized crime, which set up its opera-
tions in Arizona. And it was these guys, tied to this mob,
organized crime, into which, shall we say, McCain married,
and got the backing to have his personal fortune.
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So, McCainrepresentsexactly the samepeople, that Lieb-
erman represents. And what Lieberman pretendsto represent,
in public, with his profile, is not what heis. Furthermore, no
one, no Democratic Party majority—or even a minority—is
ever going to nominate for President, a Joe Lieberman, with
Joe Lieberman’ s open credentials, of tiesto Cubans—that is,
theseL ansky thugsin Florida; withtiesto Michagl Steinhardt,
part of the Lansky mob’'s son, who continued his father's
business, when hisfather went tojail; or, to thisleading fascist
in the United States, William F. Buckley. You might elect
that for nomination to something. But you’re not going to
elect it astheleader of the Democratic Party, or the Presiden-
tial candidate.

So therefore, the point isthis: If we make clear, what the
facts are about the connection between McCain and Lieber-
man,; if we make clear their connections to organized crime;
if wemakeclear thefraud of Lieberman’ sDemocratic profile;
if wemakeclear, why Lieberman, asaVice Presidential can-
didate with Al Gore, went down to Florida to try to get the
help of the Cuban Lansky mob, to help win the election for
Gore—ah! Thingsall begin to make sense. And, the Michael
Steinhardt casein general.

‘The Only Shot WeHave’

So, now you' ve got a picture. If this dirty picture, which
isall hard fact, and there’ salot more, can be presented suc-
cinctly, and for apurpose—that is, with amission-orientation
toit—I think we can eliminate the M cCain-Lieberman factor
in the American politics, at thistime, in afairly short period
of time; and it must be ashort period of time. That’swhy we
talk about 5 million leaflets. We must have an immediate,
hard impact, within the immediate future, to knock out the
illusion about what the M cCain-Lieberman connectionis.

If we knock them out, what happens? Immediately, there
are alot of sharks in the Democratic Party, who have been
sitting back, and watching the Gore-Lieberman show, in the
Democratic Party. Saying, “Well, Gore and the DLC, and
Lieberman, they’ ve got thisthing locked up. Wereally don’t
have a chance to win the Presidential nomination.” Well, if
you knock out Lieberman, and knock out McCain—who are
bigfactorsinthe Senate, representing atilt factor, or margin—
then, you suddenly have loosened things up. What happens
is, you get the constituencies, in the Democratic Party, and
around the Democratic Party—the so-called African-Ameri-
cans, civil rights groups; labor, traditional Democrats, and
some leading politicians who have political ambitions: And
if they think that Lieberman, Gore, and so forth, are out of the
picture, they’re going to start thinking about which among
them might be the contender for the nomination?

If you get that kind of picture, if you get a picture in the
White House, that thisis what’s going on around them, you
get aclear picture, going throughout the political process, of
what the financial situation is, and what can be done about
it: You have, then, new politics in Washington. You have a
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In cahootswith “ Catholic” fascist William F. Buckley to put Joe
Lieberman in the Senate, was Democratic Leader ship Council co-
founder Michael Steinhardt (left), whose father was a boss for
Meyer Lansky's (right) National Crime Syndicate.

bi partisan combination, around which the nation can assem-
ble, for agreat national, ongoing, functional debate. That is,
inwhichweare debating, morerealistically all thetime, what
the issues are that we should deal with, and not have these
things rammed down our throat.

Itis, in short, the only shot we have. And, because | am
what | am, | do this kind of thing often; sometimes it's less
significant; sometimesit’ smoresignificant. Thistime, | think
it'sreally significant. | think we're at acrucial point: We're
going to have to decide, are we going to save this nation and
the world, from the Hell, which would be unleashed if you
have aHoover state of denial, till continuing, about the eco-
nomic crisisin the United States and worldwide? If you have
a commitment to this perpetual war, this pointless perpetual
war, of which the extension to Iraq is only one example. If
you have that, then we may have lost civilization, for some
timeto come.

So, we're now at a point, that we, in our situation inside
the United States: If we can change the situation in Washing-
ton, and shift it, with the effort which is within our means,
then we can create a situation in which there are options.
Otherwise there are none. And, Lieberman and McCain rep-
resent a challenge we are capable of dealing with. So, we hit
that flank. If we can turn that flank, we create new political
openings, in the U.S. population as well as in the political
parties. That’ s our only chance, and that’ swhat I’ m commit-
ted to doing.

Dialogue with LaRouche

Steinberg: ... You're listening to Lyndon LaRouche,
candidate for the Democratic Party Presidential nomination
in 2004: the el ectable Lyndon LaRouche. And Mr. LaRouche
has just announced that his campaign will be putting out
5 million copies of aleaflet, which has aform, at this point,
that people can read on his website, which is:
www.larouchein2004.com. . . .
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Again, Lyndon L aRouche has spoken about his Presiden-
tial campaign, for 2004 inthe Democratic Party, and knocking
out the leading figure right now, Joseph Lieberman—who, it
turns out, was put into the Senate by the right-wing fascist,
William F. Buckley, and his National Review crowd. And,
this has been documented, Lyn, in an EIR Specia Report,
called “The Real Scandal: McCain and Lieberman.” People
can get that on the www.larouchepub.com website.

Getting Congressthe M essage

WE' re going to go ahead and take some questions, at this
point, that have come in by e-mail. Thefirst one[is] from an
individual, F.H. in California, which gets to the point of the
near-term war danger that you have raised.

“Dear Lyndon LaRouche,

“Next Wednesday and Thursday, July 31 and Aug. 1, the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee will hold hearings on
the Bush Administration’ swar plansfor Irag. These hearings
will bethefirst public Congressional debate onwar with Irag.
Unfortunately, thehearingscould be usedto further war plans,
by only calling pro-invasion witnesses, or by those present
only asking superficial questions. In order to ensure, fair and
balanced hearings, Congress needs to hear from you. Sen.
BarbaraBoxer [ D] sitson the committee. Sheismy represen-
tative here in Sacramento. What question should | suggest to
her. Senators Helms [R-N.C.] and Biden [D-Del.] will hear
from me, although | am not in their district.

“Thank you for your attention.”

LaRouche: Okay. Well, Barbara Boxer is not a bad per-
son. | think the best thing to do, isto get exactly what isinthe
leaflet, and indicate the other publications we have—if we
get it to her fine; the other stuff, too—on this question. If she
sees, and understands what 1I'm saying, and what's docu-
mented in this printed material, then she is going to under-
stand, as otherswill, exactly what the real issueis, that hasto
be addressed in dealing with this so-called “military oper-
ation.”

Thewholethingis, inasituation likethis, to deal with the
military operation, as such, may be aloser. In other words,
you're going in there to argue, “Well, this is no good”; or
“thisiswrong.” Or, “you have no grounds.” But you havethe
argument that’ sal ready being made, fromtop military people,
to the administration, saying, “This is incompetent; we
shouldn’t do it.” Y ou have the argument, that is being made
to the White House from London—not from Blair, who' sfor
it—but intermsof all theother peopleinthe United Kingdom,
who think they have someinfluenceinthe United States. The
majority of them—whichincludesnot only L abour opponents
of Blair—leading people; old people, senior; but also, senior
crocodiles, the hard-core British military types, who are say-
ing, “Don'tdoit!”

So, just going in with the military evidence, is not going
to stop it. So, don't argue the war. Change the subject. The
subject is: We're going to this war, only to attempt to run
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away from a Depression, and we're going into this, because
the administration is afraid of the Lieberman-McCain prob-
lem; and what' s behind Lieberman and McCain, in terms of
Mega, and so forth.

If that getsacross, if the American people get asense, that
thisiscorruption; if the members of the Congressrealize that
we' re coming at them on the issue of a corruption that really
stinks; and if they don't deal with the McCain-Lieberman
problem, the stink of corruption, combined with the impact
of an onrushing depression, isgoing towipetheir careersout!

And, that’ stheway to deal withthem. And, thosewho are
friendly, while they may be stubborn about it, give them the
information, focusthething ontheLieberman-McCainangle,
and you cause enough confusion in the flanks of the guys
assembled for the hearings, that you have an effect.

And we, of course, will be deploying—I hope we can
get up to 2,000 people deploying daily, in the streets of this
country; that will be enough, with thiskind of leafl et distribu-
tion—to stir things up, and force a shock effect which will
change the way the discussion goes.

How to Beat the Depression

Steinberg: Lyn, we have someone from our organizers
conference ling, who has a question. Actually, we have a
number of those. Let’s hear first from Gene in Washington
State. Gene, can you hear me?

Q: Yes. To consider thismeltdown of our money system,
why don’t they go back and use the notesthat Roosevelt used
during World War 11, to use United States' interest-free notes
for al infrastructure? Especialy here in Washington State,
where unemployment isrising, because of the Boeing layoffs
and the effects on down the line?

LaRouche: Yeah, exactly. Thekey thing is, we' ve got a
labor force—We're going to have a lot of unemployment.
The unemployment is going to hit hard in areas of employ-
ment, which are essentially useless. That is, alot of the em-
ployment in services, unskilled services, or so-called “tech”
services, are not exactly employabletoday. Thetech industry
isnever going to come back, in that form. Though you havea
lot of other unemployed, or underemployed, or misemployed.
What are you going to do?

We know, from past experience, that the only way that
you can get afast increasein employment, islargely through
public infrastructure. Now, this means government spending
ontheFederal, state, and local level, according to thejurisdic-
tion and the nature of the situation. But, with Federal govern-
ment-backing for the states and municipalities, on these pro-
grams, just aswe did back in the’ 30s.

If you have useful infrastructure—and we certainly have
alot that needs to be fixed; that is, economically essential
infrastructure. We have a health-care system that is disinteg-
rating, as aresult of the HMO policy. We need to put it back
into effect. People are worried about disease, protection
against disease; against other kinds of disease problems.
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Without a health-care system, you can not deal with it. So,
put the health-care system back to work.

Put our transportation system back to work—modernize
it. Increase our investment in power plants;, and so forth.
These things are either directly government expenditures—
that is, at the Federal, state or local level—or, they are public
utilities, which should beregulated. And weneed more power
plants, so let’s start putting them in.

Now, the program is not simply to limit growth to public
utilities, and these kinds of things. The point is, to use the
growth of employmentinpublic utilities, asaway of stimulat-
ing the market for the growth in the private sector, especially
in the entrepreneurial sector. And, that’s the way we can get
things started again.

That's what we must do. And there’'s no reason we
shouldn’t do it.

I nternational L eader ship

Steinberg: Let’ s stay on this economic issue. We' re get-
ting questions all over the world on this, as you had, when
you were in Brazil and spoke to the Argentina friends, and
also the Brazilian diplomats and VI1Ps who sponsored your
tour there.

Thisquestionisfrom oneof our long-time EIR supporters
in Philippines, C.V. and he says, “The economic situation is
desperate. We have been approached by many people, who,
thoughthey acknowledge L aRouche’ sexpertise, arestill con-
cerned with ‘ my money, whereto putitinadepression.” How
do we advise them and convince them that supporting you, is
the only real solution?’

LaRouche: Thisis area problem, because you have a
populist tendency—and, of course, there’salot of populism
inmany countries—to say, “Well, let’ sfindanissue, andlet’s
mobilize popular opinion around anissue. And that’ stheway
we're going to fix things.” And often, they will start with,
“let’s take things that everybody can agree upon, like local
gripes.” Well, that isthe best way to fail | can imagine.

Tomakeaturninpolicy, meansyou havetoforceachange
intheruling principles, by which policy ismade. The change
in principles requires leadership, by people who are actually
leaders, or who becomeleadersin the process. L eadersdo not
go around trying to play up to peopl€e' sgripes. They may take
note of them; they listen to them. They say, “Well, let’ slook
at the solution to all these problems. Thereare other problems
likethis. What is our solution? How can we changethings, so
we can get asolution? What do we have to change about this
society, to allow this solution to occur?’ And therefore, the
crisisin every part of theworld, isleadership.

Now, what we can do—obviously, in the Philippines,
that’ sobvious: leadership. Therearealimited number of |ead-
ers. What' s happened to the Philippines over years, there has
been a loss of leadership, that is, entrenched leadership, in-
depth leadership. Thisis the problem. But, we have also the
problem throughout the developing sector in general. We
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have it in continental Europe. In country after country, in
SouthAsia, in East Asia, wehaveasense, “ Wecan do hothing.
Let’'s concentrate on local issues.” Well, that’s not going to
work. It's not going to work in Indonesia, it’s not going to
work in other parts of Southeast Asia, it won’t work in the
Indian Subcontinent, it won't in Africa. These are dependent
countries. Their existence depends upon orders passed out,
passed down the line by international financia institutions,
monetary ingtitutions, and chiefly, in the end, the British and
American government—the British monarchy and the U.S.
government.

Sotherefore, if you don’t changetheleadershipinitiative,
fromtheU.S., youwon't doanything goodfor the Philippines.
You can't. It'simpossible. Therefore, we have the responsi-
bility, being the so-called “official world power” (which we
arein asense), that we, from the inside must give the signal.
And, there are peoplein the United Kingdom, who are oppo-
nentsof these crazy policies. They will tend to cooperate with
us. We've got to have an initiative from the United States
which they can latch onto. We have people in Europe, on the
continent of Europe, al throughout continental Europe: They
will work with us. But, they will not take the initiative. They
will follow, if we givethem the chanceto cooperate, and they
will, then, give their initiative within the context of coopera-
tion with us.

Africaisahopelesssituation: Don’t blamethe Africans—
they’ retotally controlled. The Middle East: For example, my
invitation to speak at the Zayed Centre in Abu Dhabi, which
was done, actually, by a whole group of Arab nations, was
to have my voice there. These countries, which have some
capability, want international leadership to provide options
within which they can work.

The Philippines needs options, within which the Philip-
pines can work. This means, essentialy, aregional develop-
ment approach, with new credit and new projects, around
which the economy can be rebuilt. And, that will be credible
to peoplein placeslike the Philippines, because, if they try to
get somelocal issue, push alocal issue, they’ll find they fail.
Or they get shot down, because somebody says they’ re riot-
ing. Then they give up, discouraged. And, because they
picked thewrong fight, afight which they could not win, they
were defeated and crushed. This has happened, often.

What wehavetodois, concentrate onbuildingleadership,
international leadership, amonginternational circles, whocan
be looked at by people in various countries, as the friends to
whom they turn to provide leadership in their own country,
knowing that there are peoplefrom outsidetheir country, who
are aso fighting against the big institutions, for the same
cause. And that' s the way it has to be done. It'ssimply lead-
ership.

Thepointis, that theway theword “democracy” hasbeen
misused: Democracy has been misused, increasingly, since
Roosevelt, inthe United States, to say that anybody who actu-
ally showsleadership issomekind of atyrant. And what you
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have to do, is, you have to appeal to popular anger and go
with the wave of popular anger, and you're a“leader.” You
respond to “community issues’—this kind of fakery. And,
they’re always defeated. Aslong as people cling to commu-
nity issues, they're going to be defeated, even if the issues
themselves are legitimate. Because the problem is not the
community problem; theproblemisthe system, and theworld
systemisrunfromthetop-down, largely today, by the Anglo-
American oligarchy.

And so, we have it right here. If we show, that we are
willing to fight that, and come up with approacheswhich will
work, we will find peoplein these countrieswill be inspired,
justly, with the confidence to think about how they should
approachthething, inthat context. Wemust createthecontext.

Socr atic Dialogue Breeds Optimism

Steinberg: .. .I have a question, Lyn, about the move-
ment we need to create, that international forces could hook
up with, that you were discussing before.

Thisisfrom astudent, Richard, from lowa State Univer-
sity: “Firstly, thank you. You've had a profound impact on
my life. | know | am well on my way towards becoming a
sane human being, and for this, I’'m indebted to your efforts
and the efforts of your associates.

“I"'mastudent at lowaState University, and | aminvolved
inthedistribution of your campaign materials, and ultimately
your ideas, and the ideas of your revolutionary ancestors:
Plato, Gauss, Leibniz, etc. I’ msorry to say, that I’ mfrequently
hit by a debilitating doubt as to the value of my efforts. My
questionis, what isthe reason that | can apply to my thinking
to permanently expel thistype of doubt from my mind, espe-
cialy, when you face such opposition, and remain so full of
hope? What principle can | apply to my thinking?’

LaRouche: The best principle isto find somebody who
wantsto know something, and engageinthekind of dialogue,
a Socratic dialogue with them, by which they actually come
to—not merely to be able to repeat after you; but to actually
know what you' re both talking about.

L eadership—L et mejust go back towhat | said otherwise,
but I think it’sthe only honest, effective answer to this ques-
tion: What's the difference between man and an ape? Man
has been able to devel op discoveries of principle, to transmit
the experience of making those discoveriesof principle, from
one generation to the next, and from one society to the next.
This is the reason why we have billions of people on the
planet, whereas, if manwere an ape, the human specieswould
never have exceeded several millionlivingindividualsonthis
planet, under the conditions which we know to have existed
during the past 2 million years.

So man isdifferent. And human relations are essentialy,
those relations which define the difference between the beast
and thehuman being. A human being can makeadiscovery—
an experimentally valid discovery, of a universal principle;
and then, present that act of discovery to someone else, and
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LaRouche explained how he remains an optimist: You have to
engage a fellow human being in a Socratic dialogue, which defines
the difference between “ the beast and the human being. A human
being can make. . . an experimentally valid discovery, of a
universal principle; and then, present that act of discovery to
someone else, and work back and forth with them, until they are
ableto reconstruct, in their own mind, the same experience.”

Here, the children of LaRouche organizers construct one of the
Platonic solids, a dodecahedron.

work back and forth with them, until they are able to recon-
struct, intheir own mind, the same experience. Thus, you are
imparting knowledgein the only way knowledge can be. Not
by textbooks. Not by lectures, as such. But actually engaging
in discussing specific problems, which involve discovery of
original ideas.

So theway to feel good, in a sense, when you' re fighting
against the toil of the so-called philistines, isto simply con-
centrate on the fact, that there are people in the environment,
who are, in one sense or another, responsive to problems,
whichinvolveideas—ideaslikefundamental physical princi-
ples, for example. It's the exchange of those ideas between
one person and another, whether it's in physical science or
Classical art, or anything else; or politics. Those ideas, that
exchange, defines a truly human relationship.

Theproblemis, in society today, with theway thethingis
structured, wedon't havereally human rel ationships, running
around loosein society. We haveinhuman relationships; bes-
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tial-type relationships; relationships, which could be repli-
cated by any band of Rhesus monkeys, rather than human
beings.

And, the source of strength, is the strength and joy of
sharing with another human being, the kind of act of discov-
ery, the kind of knowledge, which can be passed on to some-
one else, and passed on to generations to come: That kind of
relationship is the one that gives you a sense of joy and
strength. And that’ s the thing you have to keep turning back
to, as| do, when you run up against the notorious Y ahoos.

Justicefor Victimsof War Crimes

Steinberg: Lyn, I've seen over the years, that that ques-
tion of hope, that you bring into the political situation, goes
across many borders. | have a question from a Palestinian
friend, adiplomat, whoisnot on the call today, but asked this
during the week. He said, “Y our input into the Middle East
situation has been most welcome. Do you see that the latest
atrocitiesagainst the Pal estinian peoplein Gazafall under the
categoriesof ‘war crimes ? And what doyou suggest, tomove
the world community, which appears to be so indifferent to
thistragedy?’

LaRouche: What I've done is, I've said, “Yes, this is
horrible.” But these crimes carry a penalty with them. Some
people say an International Criminal Court, but | wouldn’t
trust an International Criminal Court. It's not the right idea.
Obvioudly, these are war crimes, and war crimes and crimes
against humanity come, actually, under a provision that was
used already in the Nuremberg proceedings, especialy inthe
attempt to define this as amatter of principle by Robert Jack-
son, who was a Supreme Court Justice, who was on the com-
mission there. That, in war, anation which winsawar, hasa
right to impose certain conditions of peace upon the defeated
nation, in negotiations. Crimes against humanity fall into the
same category: A crime against humanity, is actually an act
of war, which may or may not be the cause for going to war,
but it has the legal characteristics of an act of war, under
international law. It is a rational kind of international law,
moral law.

So thus, the case of crimes against the Palestinians is a
case of crimes against humanity, and they are actually war
crimes, at the same time. Some of them may not call it awar,
but actually thereisawar in fact being conducted presently,
against the Palestinians. You have a military occupation
force—thelsraeli military occupation force, isoccupying the
territories of the Palestinians, that is, therecognized territory;
occupying thecities; imprisoning thevictims, asif they were
captivesin awar; and perpetrating atrocities upon those citi-
zenries, as people in possession—that is, military force in
possession, under conditions of an act of war. The fact that
the Palestinian state was not constituted, does not make this
less an act of war!

All right, so, that has to be recognized. Now, where do
you go from there? The first thing is, to state the fact, and
insist upon the fact of the matter. Y ou’ ve got to think about
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the person who's dying, or the person who's lost a member
of their family, asaresult of these atrocities. What do you say
to them? How will you look in the future, when somebody
asks you, to account for your part, in that suffering, of that
victim?Y ou haveto say, “First, one thing we can not do: We
can not reverse akilling. Y ou can’t bring a dead person back
tolife. But, we must not let their loss go unjustified. We must
do something that makesthelossof that person, by that family
meaningful; something that bringstears of hopeto their eyes,
at alater point.” If we bring justice in the Middle East, then,
there will be tears, not so much of anger (also anger, of
course), but also hope. This struggle, this suffering, this de-
cades of suffering, was not for nothing. In the end, there was
apurpose, and the purposeis what we have today. The price
we paid, in this suffering, was a purpose, which we accept.
And, you' ve got to provide that.

And, our jobis, while having that attitude and expressing
that, and acting on the basis of our capabilitiesto try to inter-
veneinthesituation, to stop the crimes—that meansinterven-
tion; it does not mean acts of protest, it means intervention,
of one kind or another: shutting down recognition of Israel,
those kinds of things; acts tantamount to the brink of war are
required to deal with that.

The other way to deal withit, isoutflank it: | believe, that
if we sink—we really expose, internationally, thefilth on the
Lieberman-M cCain connection, and what that expresses, like
theMegagroupin U.S. politics—thiswill causearevulsionto
explode from within apopulation, which isalready disgusted
with this—internationally—but afraid to say so; and under
those conditions, wewill find effective remedieswe can take,
not asrevenge, but asjustice. Because we have to think about
the soul of the dead person. We haveto think about how their
suffering looks to the eyes of the future. Did they suffering
for nothing? Or is their suffering, does it have areward for
their descendants? For their family; for their people? Doesiit
mean something? Isit a suffering, which makesthem ahero,
inthe eyes of the future?

Our first job is to make heroes of those, who suffer in-
justice.

How To Get aMule s Attention

Steinberg: . . .Lyn,wehavelessthanfive minutes, but we
do haveaquestion from theLaRouche movement organizers
conference line. Can we go to that now?

We have aquestion from Cyril, in Missouri.

Q: The Lieberman-McCain thing isa priority, of course.
But, beyond that, I’ m trying to contact, through my contact
with Senator Feinstein of California, who wrote me a letter
about the Attorney General. I’ m trying to get them to under-
stand insight into physical economics, and | think that's a
long-range priority, to understand how the economy can and
must be run on those principles. And, I’ ve got copies of the
book, Mr. LaRouche, and I’ ve been trying to get these copies
into their hands—Senator Feinstein and eight other Demo-
cratic Senatorsthat I’ vewrittento. | haven’t gotten aresponse
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yet, but that’ stheway I’m going. Don’t you think thispriority
of understanding physical economicsisalong-term priority?

LaRouche: Oh sure! But the important thing, in a case
like thisis, how do you get their attention? So therefore, we
figure that 5 million leaflets, with this information that I’ ve
just referred to, today, will certainly get their attention.

Look, just think of the impact of what I’m doing; what
I’ve decided to do. A lot of people working with me, did the
research and checking and so forth, and we made a collective
decision to go with this. But | pushed it, and said, “This Is
what | want to do.”

Thepointis, we havetheevidence: Y ou’ ve got aguy who
isrunning, putatively as the leader of the Democratic Party;
putatively (if you discount Al Gore, who's effectively out of
it anyway, sooner or later), hewasto bethe putative nominee,
for President, intheyear 2004. The Presidential campaign for
2004, is already under way, the process of developing that.
It snot waiting until after November of thisyear, 2002. Okay.

Now, theway the Democratic Party isthinking, right now,
including Senator Feinstein, they're thinking in terms, that
Lieberman is, in point of fact, pragmatically, the probable
nominee for Presidential candidacy of the Demaocratic Party
for 2004. They’ re thinking that, therefore, the way they play,
within the Congress, within the Democratic Party functions
as awhole, that they have to go aong with the Lieberman
equation. And have to not get too nervous about the Lieber-
man-M cCain connection.

Allright, now, if wego out withtherecord, on how Lieber-
man came into the Senate, through the backing of Bill Buck-
ley, who was financed in this, by the son of afamous Lansky
gangster, who himself is not too clean: Michael Steinhardt;
who's part of the Mega group that is behind the war effort,
right now. It was this guy, who is tied to these Cubans in
Florida, who arepart of theold Lansky killer mob—thethugs:
This guy is running, as the Democratic nominee for the year
2004

Tell aDemocrat that they’ rethinking of nominating aguy
with those credentials, with those connections to Buckley,
and to McCain, who's also deeply involved in organized-
crime associations: And they’re going to vote for him? No.
Suddenly they haveto changetheir way of thinking! They’'re
no longer thinking about Lieberman as a candidate. “Well,
how do we get rid of thisguy?We gottaget somebody elsein
there!” And, that’ sthe way you get their attention.

What you haveto do, is convince them, first—you know,
it' slikethe old story about the two-by-four and themule. One
farmer’ strying to sell the mule to the other. Thefirst farmer,
who's trying to sell it, said the mule is—you know, it's a
famousold gag—said, “ Thisisavery obedient mule.” So, he
said, “Tell him to move.” He wouldn’t move. So, the seller
said, “ That' seasy.” He picked up atwo by four, and whacked
the mule over the head, and the mule did as he wanted. He
said, “You've got to get his attention first.” And that’s the
case with the Democratic Party leadership, including Sena-
tor Feinstein.
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