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LAROUCHE IN MONTERREY, MEXICO

Out with Malthusian Ideas; 
Let’s Develop the Planet!
by Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.

On April 18, U.S. statesman Lyndon LaRouche returned to 
Monterrey, Mexico, where he addressed 240 people, among 
them, 200 students, at one of the country’s most elite universi-
ties, the Monterrey Institute for Technological and Higher 
Studies (ITESM), where he has spoken twice before. He was 
hosted by the student associations of both the International 
Relations and the Economics Departments.

Here is the transcript of LaRouche’s opening remarks fol-
lowed by a question-and-answer session. The Spanish-lan-
guage questions are paraphrased. Subheads have been added.

Thank you all for this kind reception. On the 25th of this past 
year’s July, I presented an international webcast from Wash-
ington, D.C., announcing the impending—within a matter of 
days—breakdown of the international financial system, which 
would continue to worsen, until either a remedy had been sup-
plied, or the system would disintegrate. At that time, when I 
gave the presentation, I had already engaged in a discussion 
with certain relevant leading circles inside the United States, 
as elsewhere, and I had presented the first of my three steps of 
action, required to deal with managing this crisis.

The first one was a very simple proposal, but it’s one which 
every competent economist should recognize, though many 
politicians would be unwilling to do it. Because in economics, 
many times you have to make a decision which politicians are 
afraid to take on. And I specialize in that kind of activity, of do-
ing things that politicians shudder at, because it’s necessary.

What I proposed is simply that the effect of the crash 
would hit hard in the real estate mortgage area, and it would 
be general and international. Therefore, we had two things to 
worry about: a general breakdown of the financial system 
based on a collapse of mortgages; and secondly, a collapse of 
the banking system, particularly one section of the banking 
system, the most important section, which is what we call in 

the United States, the chartered banking system—chartered 
by the Federal government or by state governments. These are 
the types of banks which are not speculative banks as such, 
but engage in deposits and in loans; and which are an essential 
vehicle for the Federal government in conduiting Federal is-
sue of currency, as credit, through the banking system for gov-
ernmental and private use.

And therefore, my first concern was that the system not be 
allowed to disintegrate. And the first thing to do is to make 
sure the citizens stayed in their homes, even if the mortgage 
was technically in default; and that the banks which were in 
the same communities, the chartered banks, should continue 
to function in a more or less normal way, in all ordinary kinds 
of business. Now, that doesn’t solve the problem, but that’s a 
measure which we call a “firewall,” the type of firewall you 
create to stop a forest fire from spreading. The main thing is to 
prevent a chain-reaction, in which the essential normal func-
tions of society are not disrupted by a financial crisis. That 
means people stay in their homes, communities continue to 
function, and the banking systems which are essential to the 
function of these communities continue to conduct their regu-
lar business in a normal way. Abnormal business may be sus-
pended, but the normal functions must continue.

This proposal became my draft legislation for Federal leg-
islation in the year 2007. And it was called the Homeowners 
and Bank Protection Act of 2007. Since that time, this legisla-
tion, which was approved of by many of my friends in the fi-
nancial community, banking community, and so forth, has 
been resisted by the Bush government and by other circles in-
ternationally. It still remains necessary. In the recent period, 
we have 80 cases, and probably going to 100 very rapidly, of 
local parts of the United States electorate which have voted 
locally for the Federal government to adopt this legislation, 
which would mean: The Federal government puts the entire 
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system, the mortgage system and the chartered banking sys-
tem, under Federal bankruptcy protection, so that it is able to 
perform all essential, normal functions, during the period 
we’re working out the mess, and getting rid of it.

The second measure, which I proposed later, because I 
thought the first measure was the most urgent to be put into ef-
fect, because social stability, and stability of local banking func-
tions, is the most essential part in any economy in a crisis: Can 
people live more or less normal lives, with a sense of security, 
despite the fact that a terrible crisis has struck? The first obliga-
tion, and the power of government, the power of bankruptcy, 
that is, protective bankruptcy—is to put something under bank-
ruptcy protection, where the creditors can not foreclose; that’s 
the first step for social stability and economic stability.

Now, the second step is a little more complicated, and 
therefore, I put it in a little bit later, because I was concerned 
with the first step, first. The second one, was a regulation of 
interest rates. Now, contrary to what’s being done now in var-
ious parts of the world, which I consider insane, what you do, 
is, you want to fix the interest rates, such that you keep the ba-
sic interest rate on certain kinds of transactions, of creation of 
credit, to between 1 and 2% rate of interest, simple interest. 
Because you want to keep the rate of creating wealth, capital, 
for circulation in the economy—you want to keep it within a 
range which is not inflationary, under which the people who 
need to borrow, can afford to borrow. At 1-2% simple interest, 
you have a large category of people. During the 1930s, for ex-

ample, the United States was op-
erating largely on the acceptance 
of 1-2% Federal rate, discount 
rate. And you want a discount 
rate, which means that you can 
generally provide stimulus to 
useful parts of the economy, to 
begin to get some growth, as 
well as maintaining essential 
structure.

But, on the other hand, I said, 
for the other things which are 
not worthy of protection, let the 
interest rate float as high as it has 
to do so.

Because, the character of a 
bankruptcy of the type we face 
today, is that the obligations 
which are outstanding far ex-
ceed the value of assets. There is 
no way that you could pay off 
the debts at such levels, at full 
value, or even try to do so. A lot 
of things are going to have to 
die, and be wiped out, financial-
ly. Like parasitical things that 
are going on now, international-

ly. You must protect essential industry, essential production, 
essential functions in society. And you must rebuild, and you 
must create a solid foundation on which to rebuild.

So that means, an interest rate between 1 and 2%, under 
Federal, protected categories of credit generation, available 
for all legally indicated priorities. You manage it, for exam-
ple—under this system, you would put the Federal Reserve 
System of the United States into receivership, as a bankrupt, 
private institution created by the Federal government. The 
Federal Reserve System would still function, and stand there, 
but it would be under direction of the U.S. Treasury Depart-
ment. And credit would be created not by the Federal Reserve 
System; it would be created by the Federal government 
through an act of Congress. And this credit, thus created, 
would go through the so-called Federal Reserve channels, to 
purposes and places indicated by legislation or by govern-
ment regulation.

And that’s what’s required in such a situation.

Shut Down the WTO!
Now: We have not a U.S. crisis. We never had a U.S. crisis 

as such. What blew up, in the Summer of 2007, was the entire 
international financial-monetary system. The system is now 
dead—or should be dead.

Now, that does not mean you’re going to collapse every-
thing. That means, that if you don’t take action of the appro-
priate kind, everything will collapse anyway! So therefore, 
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you take action to prevent collapse, and therefore, you have to 
create credit, to stimulate those aspects of the economy and 
social life, which are essential to stability and growth, and you 
let a lot of other things which are wasteful die, because you 
can’t afford to pay for them.

That’s what you do in any bankruptcy. If a firm goes bank-
rupt, and it’s a firm you need to keep alive, what do you do? 
That firm is important to the community, it performs an essen-
tial function; you can’t let it die. So you put it in bankruptcy 
reorganization. You determine which elements of the entity are 
viable and necessary, which must be protected, and you define 
the things that are not worth being protected—and you make a 
distinction. And you go through a process of securing that 
which is essential, for continued operations, and you freeze or 
cancel obligations which are not worth defending. Then you 
have the hulk left, which is functional, and you try to rebuild.

This is what you do in a private bankruptcy, in general. 
Put it through bankruptcy reorganization: You must save the 
valuable part of the entity, for the public benefit. You’re not 
just talking about the individual benefit. You’re talking about 
public benefit: the benefit of society, the benefit of social sta-
bility, the benefit of growth, the benefit of essential functions 
provided, for example, by a private entrepreneur. You must 
protect those: without them, your society will suffer.

So therefore, the Federal government in the case of the 
United States intervenes, through various channels and mech-
anisms, to ensure the things that are essential, essential firms, 
essential functions, continue to perform those functions. And 
you stick to that.

The whole system is bankrupt now. You will see a phase at 
present: The current phase has been going through a collapse 

phase, ever since the collapse actually 
started in the mortgage sector in Eng-
land and in the United States, started at 
the end of July 2007, a few days after I 
delivered my message, hmm? What 
has gone, and what is going, is the en-
tire international financial-monetary 
system of the world! And more and 
more, as the months have passed, you 
see more and more evidence of pre-
cisely that.

You see the most recent step is the 
food crisis. Because of policies of orga-
nizations, such as the WTO [World 
Trade Organization], which I would rec-
ommend be buried as soon as possible. 
Because of the WTO policies on food, 
for example, we now have a food crisis. 
It is a threat of mass death, through star-
vation, through lack of food: because 
somebody had the smart idea of having 
a free-trade market for the world in food, 
and prohibiting certain countries from 

developing their food production potential, shutting them down, 
in order to have what was considered “a manageable system.” 
This became known as the World Trade Organization, which is 
a kind of cancer, which I suggest be excised, as soon as possi-
ble—and is in the process of being excised.

What’s happened in the most recent period, is you’ve seen 
a number of governments, including India and other govern-
ments, have taken actions, because of a food shortage, to pro-
tect their people and their food supply, against a collapse—
worldwide, inflationary collapse of food supplies. Inflationary 
in the sense that the price of food is soaring. You may have 
noticed this in various localities.

Each day, each week, whole strata of the world’s popula-
tion, especially in certain countries, are going into a starvation 
mode, because their income does not permit them to buy food 
at rising prices, or, in some cases, the supply of food does not 
exist at any price. So therefore, countries have taken actions 
to destroy the WTO. There has been no standard procedure, 
for shutting down the WTO, the World Trade Organization, 
but there is step-by-step action by countries, which amounts 
to the same thing.

It also means, the World Wildlife Fund is going to be shut 
down, sooner or later. Because its policies are those which re-
quire—if carried out—an increase in starvation and mass 
death, especially in the poorest countries in the world, but in 
many others as well.

So therefore, we need to create a stabilization against a 
galloping rate of increase of price inflation, not only in food 
commodities, but in other essential commodities worldwide. 
The rate of inflation is going to accelerate. It is not going to 
increase, it’s going to accelerate. And countries are already 
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taking measures, desperate measures, to protect 
their food supply against the shortage of food, 
and against this crisis.

So, how do we deal with this kind of prob-
lem? First of all, there’s a shortage of produc-
tion, there’s a shortage of production of food, 
largely because of WTO and related policies—
that’s the immediate cause. Therefore, what are 
we going to do? We’ve got to get production in-
creased, we must increase production of food. 
We must ensure there are reliable and stable 
food supplies in various countries which are 
now endangered. We can not have food wars.

We Need a New Bretton Woods
We must act: We have to create a new interna-

tional financial-monetary system. We have to get 
back to something which was like that which was 
destroyed in 1971-72, under the U.S. Nixon Ad-
ministration. Now, there were two things that 
happened in the early 1970s, which are largely 
responsible for the greatest amount of the chaos 
which is developing in the world today, econom-
ic and financial chaos. Number 1: Richard Nixon, the President 
of the United States, under pressure from the same George 
Shultz whose wisdom put Pinochet in power in Chile—that this 
President, one day, on a Sunday, cancelled, at the urging of 
George Shultz—the Roosevelt-created Bretton Woods system.

Now, this was something I had forecast, because I saw it 
coming. It was a matter of choice, but I saw the choice com-
ing. I saw it coming from about a decade before then. It was 
inevitable: We were moving in a direction, particularly after 
the assassination of John Kennedy—we were moving in a di-
rection, accelerated by the war in Vietnam—toward exactly 
that kind of a decision. That is, the people in power would 
make that kind of decision, because their perception of policy-
interest would impel them to do so. It was not necessary to do 
that, but their perception of policy interest said, “We’re going 
to do it.” And they did it!

Now this was followed by a breakdown of the Bretton 
Woods system internationally, in a conference the following 
year, beginning January. This was led, on the United States’ 
side, by George Shultz.

But then, a second thing happened: You had, in the early 
1970s, a great artificial petroleum shortage—at a point that 
the oceans and the port areas of the world were flooded with 
tankers which were glutted with oil—there was a declared oil 
shortage. The great oil shortage of the early 1970s.

There was no reason for it! There was no oil shortage! The 
world was flooded with tankers with oil, which were sitting 
just offshore, ready to be delivered, but not being unloaded! 
What this did, and it was an operation between the United 
Kingdom and the Saudi Arabian Kingdom, which led to the 
formation of an organization later called BAE; this organiza-

tion, by creating an artificial oil shortage, created a phenom-
enon which is called the spot market, the international spot 
market. This placed the power over a great part of the petro-
leum production marketed on a world scale, in the hands of a 
group based in Amsterdam, financially: the spot market.

As a result of this combination, the floating of the U.S. 
dollar, by President Nixon, and the spot market, the security 
of the U.S. dollar was no longer based on the value of the U.S. 
dollar, but it was based on the fluctuating value of petroleum. 
Because we had created an economy which was dependent 
upon petroleum, integrally. We had destroyed, for example, 
the rail system in the United States, and things like that, pretty 
much. So we had destroyed things. We now became more and 
more dependent upon the automobiles. We began to destroy 
communities in order to have automobiles. You would fill up 
areas with highways, loaded with trucks and cars, with high 
travel times, and you destroyed the rail system.

For example, in Mexico, there’s no rail system, that should 
exist between the U.S. border and Mexico City—none! And 
that’s essential! Why not? Because world policy said, Mexico 
should not be allowed to have a rail system. And every time 
Mexico would threaten to do something like that, some strange 
intervention would occur, and it wouldn’t be done.

Maritime Cultures and the Emergence of 
Science

Let me take it back, on history, a bit: The history of Euro-
pean civilization and beyond, since before the Roman times, 
since about the 7th Century B.C., has been based on the role 
of international maritime transport as the basis for the devel-
opment of civilization. First of all, you could move all over 
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the world, because we had fairly good maritime systems in 
those times. Our calendars came from maritime systems: How 
do you get around the world long distance, when there’s ice 
sitting on top of the Northern Hemisphere? Hundreds of feet 
of ice? How do you travel? Well, you go from one part of the 
world to the other by maritime transoceanic navigation. And 
you go, in one season to another season, and you go up to 
thousands of miles. And that was being done, not by individ-
ual ships, but by flotillas of ships, which were migrating over 
hundreds of thousands of years of this kind of thing.

So the development of civilization, that we call “modern 
civilization,” or its ancient expression, as in the times of the 
ancient Greeks, we developed, out of these large-scale mari-
time navigations, which found their way by celestial naviga-
tion. And studied things, such as the changes in the character-
istics of certain planetary actions, and so forth, and thus 
developed what became modern astronomy. And this was the 
basis for producing calendars, which are based on the study of 
the characteristic changes in the stellar system, as a result of 
this evolution of the stellar system over all these years, as 
these maritime cultures were, during the Ice Age, migrating 
back and forth from one place to the other.

So out of this came the idea of science. Because, the idea 
of science comes from the sky; it comes from mankind’s ob-
servation of stellar changes, which in those days were rele-
vant, particularly, to seasonal changes, and also to changes in 
the stellar configuration of those periods.

So then, civilization as we know it, or European civiliza-
tion, developed out of maritime cultures. You had much mi-
gration between Europe and the Caribbean, during that peri-
od, from Mexico, back and forth, as you find evidence in 
certain places in Mexico that this kind of civilization existed, 
a maritime culture. And in those times, people could travel by 
the kind of boats which were used between Europe and the 
Caribbean, in about the same time it took Columbus to make 
his first voyage, to the Caribbean area.

So, in ancient times, there were large maritime cultures.
Now, as the glaciers melted, especially from about the 

time the seawater got into the Black Sea, from that time, you 
had the emergence of more and more landed areas. The set-
tling was largely on coastal areas, or up large rivers, and some 
distance up the large rivers. But the dominant culture, the 
highest level of cultural development, was located in mari-
time culture. In about the 7th Century B.C., you had the Etrus-
cans and the Egyptians, and the Ionians, formed an alliance 
against the Tyre which was dominating the Mediterranean, 
and out of this came the emergence of European civilization, 
out of what we sometimes call “Ancient Greek culture,” but 
it’s much more complicated than that.

So now, we began to move inland, gradually, as the gla-
ciers melted. But over the long periods of time, the inland area 
was less developed, because it was less accessible, less effi-
ciently accessible, than by maritime, by ship.

So we moved inland.

Opening Up the Inland Areas
Now, the great advancement on this came with Char-

lemagne. Charlemagne developed a system of inland water-
ways, which was finally completed (but designed already by 
Charlemagne) just a couple of decades ago, in linking the 
Danube with the Rhine, for the first time, in a direct commu-
nication way.

But this idea of the inland waterway, which we associate 
with Charlemagne and his program, had a sequel: The sequel is 
called the transcontinental railway system, which became first 
effective in the United States, under the influence of people like 
Secretary of State John Quincy Adams, who founded this pro-
cess. The idea for the United States was to have a continental 
nation: That is, as Quincy Adams defined it when he was Secre-
tary of State, between the Atlantic Ocean and the Pacific Ocean, 
between the Canadian border and the Mexican border. And that 
this territory, from Atlantic to Pacific, reaching out toward soli-
darity with people on the other side of the Pacific, was to be the 
intended long-term policy of the United States.

As a result of this—and this coincided with the first devel-
opment of significant railroads in the United States and in the 
state of Pennsylvania—this corresponded to the later devel-
opment in the time of Abraham Lincoln, of the transcontinen-
tal railway system. And the power of the United States was 
based on this transcontinental railway system. We developed 
the entire territory, from the Atlantic to the Pacific, from the 
Canadian to the Mexican border, and across into the Pacific. 
And in the time of Lincoln, and following Lincoln, by about 
1876, we had developed the United States as the most power-
ful single national economy in the world.

This was then imitated in Europe. It was imitated, for ex-
ample, in Bismarck’s Germany. It was imitated in Russia, un-
der Mendeleyev. And so, now you had the great so-called geo-
political war, between the British Empire, and the landed 
nations of Europe and North America. You had the attempt to 
destroy China, which had the same—Sun Yat-sen had the 
same policy for China, a railroad connection to develop China 
as a total territory—which has not been done to the present 
day, even though the present Chinese government has been 
moving in that direction.

So therefore, the problem we face here, is, we’ve devel-
oped a conflict around what became the British Empire, and 
the chief opponent to the British Empire, which is also an 
English-speaking nation, the United States. And the great 
conflict on this planet, since the formation of the United 
States, but especially since 1876, since the Lincoln victory 
over the Confederacy, has been two English-speaking pow-
ers: The continental United States and the British Empire have 
been in conflict over this; and this is what’s called “geopoli-
tics,” or the geopolitical wars, which were launched, actually 
from the time that Bismarck was kicked out as Chancellor of 
Germany, by the nephew of Kaiser Wilhelm II.

And since that time, we’ve been engaged in wars, wars 
over development: Shall the inland areas be developed, or 
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shall only the maritime powers dominate 
the world, through control over the oceans 
and seas?

There Is No Need for This 
Depression

So you have a problem: the tendency 
of those who try to dominate the planet, 
rely upon trying to stupefy the majority of 
the population, in the way which you can 
read in, for example, in the middle section of Aeschylus’ Pro-
metheus Trilogy, the Prometheus Bound. The policy has been 
to have most people become stupefied, to imitate monkeys in 
a sense, or baboons, or chimpanzees. That people should do 
work, for a ruling oligarchy, which preferably bases itself on 
maritime power, control of the oceans. And that people should 
not develop scientific knowledge, nor apply it. They should 
stick to what are called “traditional ways,” and be stupefied, 
and not change too much from generation to generation. That 
was a characteristic of the Roman Empire. That was the char-

acteristic of most empires, to keep the majority of 
most people stupid, to keep the economies back-
ward.

So therefore, we get into a system, where there is 
no good reason why mankind should have great de-
pressions, or wars of the type we’ve had since 
1890—no need for this: except the desire to suppress 
development in various parts of the world, to the ad-
vantage of one particular or another oligarchical in-
terest.

And that’s the reason why we have this financial 
crisis, today. There was no need for this depression. 
There was no need for this crisis. The policy which 

the United States established, as of the 
time of the death of Franklin Roosevelt, 
was the following—and go back to 1944 
to get to the root of this: In 1944, Franklin 
Roosevelt, as President of the United 
States, organized what became known as 
the Bretton Woods conference. He did 
not actually attend the conference, but he 
organized it. This conference had a great 
conflict between Roosevelt and 
Churchill’s Britain. The British policy 
was defined by John Maynard Keynes. 
Roosevelt’s policy was, that never again 
shall this planet be dominated by an im-
perial power. The policy of the United 
States would be, at the end of the war, to 
free those nations which had been colo-
nized or semi-colonized, and to promote 
their development. Because we had de-
veloped during the wartime—we had de-
veloped a powerful military-industrial 

complex. It was this military-industrial complex 
of the United States which enabled the victory 
over Hitler and company.

Roosevelt’s policy was, “Let’s take this great 
industrial potential, this great agro-industrial po-
tential. Let’s mobilize this, convert it to peaceful 
uses, and let us liberate the colonial peoples of 
the world, and similarly oppressed people, and 
develop a system of nation-states, free of em-
pires or colonial systems, with the sponsorship 

of the United States.” For this Roosevelt made certain alli-
ances at the end of the war, and the United Nations Organiza-
tion was created with the intention of freeing nations which 
had been colonized, for freedom. Using U.S. technology, the 
conversion of the war matériel potential, to a peaceful use for 
the development of these nations of people who had been 
poor. And you see what has happened since.

Truman had the opposite policy. Truman was the enemy 
of Roosevelt, actually. Because there was a right-wing turn 
after the breakthrough at Normandy in the war there. And at 

Charlemagne (742-814) developed a 
system of inland waterways, which 
had a sequel: the U.S. 
Transcontinental Railroad developed 
under Secretary of State John Quincy 
Adams. The idea was for the United 
States to become a continental nation, 
unified from Canada to Mexico, and 
from the Atlantic to the Pacific, and 
beyond. Portrait of Charlemagne by 
Albrect Dürer (1513); 
Transcontinental Railroad completed 
in 1869, Promontory Summit, Utah; 
John Quincy Adams, President of the 
United States (1825-29).
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that point, people who had supported Roosevelt in the com-
mon warfare against Hitler, suddenly became right-wingers 
again. And the right-winger in the United States, Sen. Harry 
Truman, was forced upon Roosevelt as the Vice Presidential 
nominee. And then Franklin Roosevelt up and died on us, in 
the Spring of that year. And therefore, at that point, Truman 
came in and ganged up with Churchill and company, to defend 
the colonial system. And the world has been corrupted by the 
defense of colonial systems and semi-colonial systems 
throughout the world since. There was no need for any of 
this.

So the crisis we face today, the economic crisis, is the re-
sult of the effects of the continuation of the pro-colonial poli-
cy which was embedded in the policy of John Maynard 
Keynes, against whom Roosevelt fought, in the Bretton 
Woods conference.

The Policy for Africa Is Genocide
Now, what this means, in talking about answers to ques-

tions, is that our job should be, today, recognizing that we 
have a world crisis, a world crisis largely based on underde-
velopment and anti-development: the Malthusian policy of 
suppressing technological progress; the Malthusian policy of 
preventing nuclear power from being developed and applied.

These policies and similar policies, like the policy for Af-
rica: The U.S. and British policy for Africa is genocide, since 
1974: The policy is, stated: “One of the largest sources of raw 
materials in the world today is Africa. Now, if the African 
people develop as free nations, if they develop technology, 
they’re going to use up some of these raw materials! Which 
we have reserved for our future consumption!”  Therefore, ac-
cording to NSSM-200, of 1974, U.S. and British policy was to 

suppress actual development of Africa, in order to 
make sure that the raw materials of Africa, which are 
considerable, are not consumed by the natives of Af-
rica! “And therefore, we’ll keep them down on the 
farm, and dumb and starving, and not to grow too 
much in population.”

The problems that we have in South America, the 
problems, the pressures on Mexico, are of the same 
nature. Mexico had, for example, in 1975, and on into 
1982, Mexico had a potential for great development! 
There was a plan for ten nuclear power plants! There 
was a plan to open up the coastal areas of Mexico, 
which are not too habitable, because of temperature 
problems. And if you could develop air conditioning 
and artificial development, you could use that territo-
ry. You could build railroads from the U.S. border, 
down to Mexico City, and the whole area, like the area 
between the two Sierra Madres, would open up for de-
velopment. Wasn’t done! Because of U.S. and other 
pressure: To tell Mexico to “stay in its place” and be a 
poor man’s country.

And you see what’s happened to the Mexican pop-
ulation, as a result of these kinds of policy. You can find simi-
lar things throughout South America, as well as Africa. This is 
the problem.

So, what we have done, is by destroying the growth of the 
potential productive powers of labor, per capita and per square 
kilometer, and by depleting—as we normally deplete in a 
technologically stagnant economy—by depleting the resourc-
es that exist, we create the physical conditions for a financial 
collapse. And that’s what we’re in today.

Go Back to Roosevelt
So therefore, my policy is, go back to Roosevelt. Because 

Roosevelt’s intention was not peculiar to him: Roosevelt’s in-
tention was a calculated application of an understanding of 
the crisis of civilization. We have a planet, which does not ac-
tually believe in practice, in the equality of human beings. It 
does not believe in the right of human beings to develop, the 
right to scientific and technological progress, the right to 
health care, all these kinds of things. And that’s the problem.

If we promote scientific progress, as we could, and some 
of us try to do all the time, there would be no need for this 
problem. This problem is the attempt to maintain a certain 
kind of imperial system, in which certain financier forces con-
trol the entire planet. And the planet is not developed, so raw 
materials are conserved for future use by a privileged few. 
And the population of the planet is not allowed to get too 
large. As a matter of fact, it will be reduced.

Now, this is the problem. And this is what I’ve been fight-
ing about for a long time, after all, I’m a World War II veteran; 
I’ve been a follower, in a sense, of Franklin Roosevelt, ever 
since my military service. Many of us in the United States, 
unfortunately not too many, have understood that: We are 
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Americans. And that means not 
only in the United States, that 
means that we are concerned 
about the entire Hemisphere. 
That all of the nations on this 
planet, the nations particularly 
that we share in the Americas, 
have a common destiny and a 
common interest. And that is not 
merely to be at peace with one 
another, but to have the kind of 
development which promotes 
peace and well-being in cooper-
ation.

And that, we have violated.
The time has come, that we 

must change. We must respond 
to a certain understanding—just 
let me indicate from a scientific 
standpoint what some of those 
problems are.

Vernadsky: The 
Principle of Life

Since early in this century, 
the past century—I keep forget-
ting, I was born in the last century, and here I am in this one—
that since that time, we’ve understood that the nature of the 
universe is somewhat different than we thought it was during 
the 19th Century. This understanding came largely from the 
work of especially one person, V.I. Vernadsky, the great Rus-
sian biochemist, who established the existence, for the first 
time, of two concepts in the universe, which had not been un-
derstood until that time. This discovery was sort of completed 
about the 1930s, by him, about 1936.

He demonstrated that we have three layers: the outer layer 
of the planet Earth; we have an underlying layer associated 
with the Periodic Table, which are what we call the elements 
and isotopes of the Periodic Table. We think of those things as 
being the building blocks of everything on the planet, but 
they’re not. Because you have, in addition to the so-called 
non-living processes on the planet, you have a growing mass, 
relatively speaking, of products of living processes. Living 
processes and their products.

Now, the weight of living processes and their products is 
constantly increasing, such that we find there’s another princi-
ple: That life itself does not come from non-living material. Life 
itself is a principle. And this life takes over the planet, more and 
more, so that living processes, and their products and byprod-
ucts, become an increasing part of the total mass of our planet.

And then, Vernadsky made another discovery, which is 
sometimes wrongly understood. But, in addition to that, he 
adopted a term from France, called the “Noösphere”: That in 
addition to that, we find that the mass of the planet is also in-

creasing, on the surface, is increasing as a result of human life 
and human mental activity, in a way which is beyond the ac-
tivity of merely living processes. It’s called the Noösphere. 
This is getting bigger all the time.

Now, what this demonstrates is that, in addition to the 
so-called “normal” physical conception, physical-chemical 
conception of the universe, you have two other principles in 
the universe, apart from the abiotic principle. One, is life as 
such. Another principle, which is efficient physically, in 
changing the composition of our planet, is not just life, but 
it’s human life. The creative powers of the human mind are 
absolutely distinct from those of any other form of life. Hu-
man creativity is not simply a biological product: It’s some-
thing higher. Mankind is not an animal. Mankind has an ani-
mal body, which doesn’t stay around too long. But the mind 
of mankind, mankind’s discoveries, improvements in man-
kind’s mastery of the universe, live on. The great scientists, 
the great artists of humanity, tend to live on through their 
ideas, as being replicated by those who follow them. The 
idea lives on. The animal body dies. The soul lives on, the 
mind lives on, as expressed in the products of its work of the 
living human being.

And thus, when we plan society, we have to get rid of all 
Malthusian and similar ideas. Yes, mankind as we live, we use 
up certain resources. Ah! But with the mind of man, and dis-
coveries, and through technological and similar break-
throughs, we’re able to increase man’s power, so that this 
growth does not result in a necessary decline in society. In 
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other words: The Malthusians are wrong. The Malthusians are 
the curse of society.

Through scientific and technological progress, through 
discoveries of principle and their application, we increase 
man’s power to live in this universe. Not only on this planet, 
but we’re destined to reach out to other parts of the universe, 
as we develop.

And therefore, there is no reason to ever have an econom-
ic depression, a physical economic depression—none! If we 
develop the minds of our people, especially the creative pow-
ers of our people, and if we utilize their creative contributions, 
and stimulate those contributions, there’s never a reason to 
have a physical depression on this planet. And that’s what we 
have to come to understand.

We’re now at a point, that I can guarantee you—and some 
people will argue against it, but they just don’t know the prob-
lem: If we do not make the changes, of the type I’ve indicated, 
with the three steps I indicated as remedies, this planet is now 
doomed, to plunge into a prolonged dark age, in which, within 
some reasonable period of time, the total population of the plan-
et will be reduced from over 61/2 billion people to less than 1 
billion, in which many languages, many cultures, will die out.

So, we have a choice: Either we say, “to end with Malthu-
sianism, to end with these kinds of policies which have gov-
erned us too long; to go back to Roosevelt and forget Keynes 
and forget Truman. And develop the planet so we can handle 
the problems of humanity; there is no reason for any Malthu-
sian ideas. There is no necessary reason to have the kind of 
Great Depression which is hitting the planet today. And if we 
do not change our policy, this planet will not be fit to live on.”

And therefore you who are younger, those of you who are 
about to take over the next 50 years of this planet, because you 
are younger—at university age, you’ve got 50 years before 
you, approximately, today; 50 years in which to change the 
planet, through the use of the creative powers of your mind. 
You can change the planet, not merely to make it better, but to 
make it more habitable, to make it a place where more people 
can live, and where the beauties of the accomplishments in art 
and so forth of mankind of the past, are not lost. Where we af-
firm the immortality of the human soul, as distinct from that of 
the beast, and act accordingly.

Thank you.

Dialogue with LaRouche

Question: If the financial system is in crisis, what is the 
alternative, and what are the problems of implementing that 
alternative?

LaRouche: Well, the problem is fairly simple, in some 
respects. You have certain people who represent power, in-
cluding political power on this planet.

We have certain people who have power—like bad Presi-
dents of the United States. You should never elect a President 

who had to be cured of a cocaine habit, to be President of the 
United States. Which we did. He said he was AWOL. He was 
taking anti-cocaine drug rehabilitation for one year, while he 
was ducking military service in Vietnam while serving in the 
Texas Air National Guard. And the story was that he was 
AWOL, because no American voter would vote for a Presi-
dent whom they thought was a coke addict. And since—don’t 
worry about it, he never uses his brain anyway, so the im-
paired brain is not important. He has Cheney. And Cheney is 
not too intelligent, he’s brutish; more animal than human be-
ing. But Cheney himself has people who tell him what to do. 
So, what you have in a sense, is an oligarchical system that 
runs the United States.

Now, it’s obvious, that the lower 80% of the family-
income brackets of the people of the United States have no 
real responsibility for any of this. They are victims of the pro-
cess. Their only folly is: They’ve accepted it!

And my job, and the job of people who are political lead-
ers, is to try to awaken the people of the United States, the 
lower 80%, to assert their right, to use their brain, and to be 
assisted in using their brain in deciding what’s good for them! 
The people of the United States do not like this war in South-
west Asia. They don’t like it! They don’t want it! They didn’t 
want the Vietnam War! They don’t want any of the things that 
are killing us. But they feel they don’t have the power—they 
represent 80% of the population! They have the power to 
vote! But they’re manipulated, humiliated into accepting mis-
leadership.

And one of the problems we have, which I have, because 
of my political activities, is trying to get these dear Ameri-
cans, these dear lower 80% of family-income brackets, to get 
up on their hind legs, be human beings, and realize that they 
have rights and the powers to know, to take charge of their 
own lives!

And that’s the problem. And the same thing I say for every 
part of the world: The point is, the worst crime, is to deny a 
human being of their understanding of the difference between 
them as a human being, and an animal.

I like pet dogs. Pet dogs like me. But I don’t want to be a 
pet dog! And I don’t want my friends who are human beings, 
to be dogs either. That’s the point.

What Controls the Governments?
Q: It’s known that central planning does not generate 

prosperity, and what it does achieve is at the expense of re-
stricting individual freedom and civil liberties. What is your 
view of this?

LaRouche: Well, the problem is, it’s not just govern-
ments. The problem: What controls governments? Anyone, a 
Mexican patriot who’s well-informed, gets some smell of 
what controls government. Is it the Mexican government that 
controls the government? No! International financial powers, 
and related powers, imperial powers, give governments a sug-
gestion they dare not refuse. And governments under pressure 
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of foreign agencies, capitulate, because they believe they 
don’t have the power to resist. And they say, “We’re sorry. 
We’re sorry. We had to do this to you, our people, we had no 
choice. We weren’t allowed to.”

And therefore, to me, the important answer to this, is alli-
ances among peoples to join together. For example, my pro-
posal very simply, was that the United States government, the 
next government or the incoming government of the United 
States—which will probably be Hillary Clinton, and in her 
case, she probably would do it—that this government will 
join with Russia, with China, and India, who are already in-
clined in this direction, and other nations, to form a group of 
nations which represents sufficient power, to shove freedom 
down the throat of the rulers of the world! Most governments 
would like that. Most people would like that.

But the question is, assembling the power which gives 
people the confidence to make this demand.

We can solve the problems of this planet. Most of the solu-
tions are already known to me: They are feasible, physically 
feasible solutions. They could be implemented, not all at once 
by miracle, but they could be implemented as a progressive 
process—if we had the unity to do that.

And thus, my view is, we need a government of the United 
States, which by itself, is not powerful enough to do this. But 
if you have Russia, which is the leading power in terms of raw 
materials in Eurasia; if you have China, with 1.4 billion peo-
ple or more (they continue to breed, you know; they haven’t 

forgotten that art); and you have India with 1.1 
billion people. You have Japan, which sees itself 
as an Asian country and sees its destiny in coop-
eration within Asia. You see other countries of 
that type uniting, to say, “we want a new sys-
tem.” Then, if you have powerful leaders, in the 
United States and other countries, who agree, 
we can free this planet. And that’s the only way 
it’s going to happen.

You know that Mexico can’t do it by itself. 
Mexico could be crushed if it tried to do it by it-
self. It tried to do it under López Portillo. When 
López Portillo was isolated, Mexico was 
crushed. That lesson is not forgotten: I know the 
lesson, I was part of it, part of the experience.

So therefore, we need to have an assembly 
of nations, which out of a sense of desperation 
of the dangerous nature of this situation, are 
willing to unite, and give up a lot of their differ-
ences, to cooperate, to force the planet to change 
in the direction that simple humanity requires.

Just look at this place—Mexicans coming 
out of the United States, being forced back into 
areas such as Sonora. Sonora has the PLHINO 
project available. It’s the most efficient program 
possible, that is what could be done in the least 
time, with the relatively least effort, to provide 

employment for returning Mexican farmers, to build commu-
nities as well as farms again, in a time of great food crisis in 
the world as a whole, including a food crisis in Mexico itself.

These countries need the permission, and the backing, 
strength, to be able to make those kinds of decisions. And if 
we can create a united effort among some more powerful na-
tions, to bring all nations together, or most of them, at least, 
for this kind of purpose, we can change the planet and solve 
this kind of problem.

Q: Is there appropriate technology to make food grow in 
the desert?

LaRouche: Yes. Oh, absolutely. You can grow food in the 
desert by eliminating the desert. How do you eliminate the 
desert? Well, by making it un-desert. How do you do that? By 
simply bringing living growth to a desert area. This has been 
done many times: You can turn yellow land to brown land, 
and brown land into black land, and you have agriculture.

Hillary Clinton’s Fighting Spirit
Q: Who would be the most apt candidate for the Presi-

dency of the United States?
LaRouche: Well, actually, we haven’t decided who the 

next President of the United States is going to be. Don’t let 
anybody tell you that they’ve decided that. It’s not decided. 
The best qualified candidate, presently, is Hillary Clinton. 
This is not a question of my enthusiasm for her; it’s a question 
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of fact. She is the best qualified. She’s the most human, and 
that’s a good quality. And she’s also extremely intelligent. Her 
husband is more informed, but she has a fighting spirit, I think, 
which is greater than his. And therefore, her fighting spiritual 
regard for the people of the country is a good sign.

But that’s not ended. The thing is not going to be settled by 
June. The settlement of who is going to be the next President 
of the United States, will go on into the Summer. We don’t 
even know what the results will be. New candidates are being 
considered, may be brought in. We don’t yet know, what the 
list of possible candidates for President will be. I can merely 
indicate presently—and I’m working on this problem in many 
ways, not just on the Presidential thing, but on trying to bring 
together a coalition of forces among leading circles within the 
United States, to deal with the challenge to any new President 
of the United States. That’s what my concern is.

But right now, if you had to make a choice today, you 
would have no other rational choice but Hillary.

Q: How do the financial forces impose their policies?
LaRouche: What you have is an international financial-

monetary system, which is centered in London, but it’s not 
British entirely, it’s other things as well. It’s an international 
financial system, very much like the old Venetian system that 
pulled the world into a big mess in the New Dark Age in the 
14th Century.

But this concentration of the financial and political power 
controls the world.

If you have a power which wants to destroy this, and I can 
tell you that Russia, China, India, and some other countries 
would like to destroy this power; and the people of the United 
States, in their own interest, should want to destroy this power, 

if they thought there were a possibility of do-
ing it. And I’m sure there are people in South 
and Central America who share the same 
view.

We have potentially, a rallying of the 
forces, which can give the mandate to gov-
ernment, to do what has to be done. And it’s 
my job, and it’s the job of others to promote 
that, because without that, we don’t have a 
chance. We must bring a new political force 
in this planet, to lead it. And that force is a 
group of nations, with their people, especial-
ly the participation of the poor people who 
will demand the changes needed, so that they 
can live, so their children can live.

Q: How can you reconcile the require-
ments of making practical decisions with the 
philosophy of wanting to change the world to 
make policy decisions?

LaRouche: Well, I have the arrogance to 
do just that. I mean, it has to be done? I wasn’t 

very important in the military, but I had military training, and 
I did military training for troops during World War II. And 
sometimes, you do the job because it has to be done. And one 
hopes that you find enough people who have the courage and 
resolution to do just that.

I have the will and the commitment to do what I’ve pro-
posed. I push people I know to make their contribution to that 
effort. Sometimes, particularly as things become much worse, 
every day, every week, in the United States and around the 
world, I find that I have more and more influence. The worse 
things get, the more influence I have. And that’s because peo-
ple sense the situation, and they want some leadership. And 
they’re looking for a new leadership, to replace the junk that 
they have that calls itself leaders.

How To Make Long-Range Forecasts
Q: In my studies I have learned that no one has been able 

to predict a financial collapse—there are too many variables 
involved to be able to do it. On what do you base your confi-
dence that you can do so?

LaRouche: Okay! Many people fail at forecasting, first of 
all, because they try to predict rather than forecast. And I’ll 
explain that. The answer’s a little bit trickier than to the previ-
ous questions. And secondly, because I know how to forecast, 
which most economists don’t know.

I have been forecasting, actually, first of all, as a manage-
ment consultant—I was an executive for a consulting firm 
back in the 1950s, and I forecast the day that the 1957 Reces-
sion would break out. And on the basis of that success, I be-
came bolder, and began looking at longer-term forecasts.

Now, most people make a mistake of using Cartesian sta-
tistical methods for forecasting, and relying largely upon mon-

As the U.S. economy tanks, Mexican workers are being forced back into Mexico, where 
presently there is no work for them. But by developing the PLHINO and PLHIGON 
water/agricultural projects, there will be plenty of productive jobs. Here, farmers in 
Puebla, in central Mexico.
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etary statistics. None of that works. Do it, and you will 
fail! Everyone who uses that method fails. Sometimes 
they will hit luckily on a stock market forecast. But on 
an economic forecast? Never!

Because forecasts involve long-term processes, 
which cover generations. For example, if you want to 
know the forecast of military-strategic crisis policy, to-
day, you have to go back to the period before 1890: be-
fore the day that Bismarck was fired by Kaiser Wilhelm 
II. Because it was the firing by Kaiser Wilhelm II, of 
Bismarck, in 1890, which set into motion the process 
which led to the war of Japan against China, which was 
fought, actually, from 1895 to 1945, off and on, a con-
tinuous war, directed by the British Empire. The British 
Empire enlisted Japan as an ally, for bombing the Naval 
Base at Pearl Harbor—this was done in the 1920s, not 
in the late 1930s. Japan then changed alliances from the 
British to Hitler, but they went back to the bombing of 
the same Pearl Harbor that they had intended to bomb, 
by agreement of the British, back in the early 1920s.

Most events of any crucial significance, in the his-
tory of recent civilization, are long-term processes. 
And you have to approach them by understanding two 
things. First of all, they’re long-term, they’re never 
short term. They involve multiple generations. Some-
times you can locate that something’s going to break out, be-
cause it’s become mature, like an apple on a tree that’s ready 
to drop off. But the existence of the apple started long before 
then; the tree long before that.

You have to realize, that, first of all, mankind is a living 
process, not an inanimate object. Secondly, that human be-
havior is not animal behavior, even though we sometimes sus-
pect some people on that account. So therefore, my forecast-
ing is based on what I know of this, and I indicated in part, in 
the question of the Noösphere and Biosphere.

We are dealing with the Noösphere. In the Noösphere, the 
characteristic is free will. But what you know about free will 
is that free will is influenced by the policy decisions, which 
you might call axioms, that societies make. And therefore, 
you can forecast, on the basis of the assumptions which are 
adopted by a policy, that these policy-assumptions will lead to 
a certain development at a certain point. And you can under-
stand what caused this failure, and you can understand, as I 
indicated today in my presentation, main remarks here, to-
day—you can understand what the cure of the problem is, by 
understanding what the cause of the problem is.

Great Prophets Always ‘Fail’
Q: What kind of mechanism would there be to ensure cit-

izen participation in decision-making, so that people are actu-
ally interested in these matters?

LaRouche: Well, that’s what I work on. I think that you 
don’t have a safe society, if you simply give society instruc-
tions. I mean, to be the wisest person on the planet is not suf-

ficient. Even the second wisest, or whatever. You have to en-
gage the population in understanding what the process is, so 
it is their belief, and it’s their correct belief, not simply their 
confidence that you were a great prophet or something. That 
never works. Great prophets “fail”—that’s why they’re mar-
tyred: They always fail. And they’re considered heroes, be-
cause they’re such great failures, hmm?

So thus, the problem is, the development of our citizens.
Now, what we do, and what I do, is not by me. You know, 

I’m 85, I’ll be 86, this coming September. I’m in fairly good 
shape for someone of 85 to 86, and much better shape than my 
enemies would like to have me—especially George Bush and 
company.

But! The point is, the question I face, as a forecaster, is: 
Am I doing something to produce a new generation of young-
er people who can do what I do, better than I do it? That’s the 
essential function of forecasting. Can you forecast the policy 
needed? And can you forecast by promoting the development 
of young people who are going to become the leaders of the 
future? The forecasting is based on what kind of leadership, 
that you might develop, is best for leading society into the fu-
ture? You will be dead. They will be alive. But what they learn 
to do, what they learned to know, because you helped them 
learn to know, will probably be better than anything you have 
dreamed yourself. And that’s the best kind of forecast you can 
make. One that does not depend upon your knowledge, but 
depends upon a process of development among younger peo-
ple, who are going to continue and go forward to a higher 
level, with what you’re able to help them discover.
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