
These are excerpts from a speech enti-
tled “Power Water and Transport: The
Prospect for Mexico,” delivered on
March 30, 2006 at the Monterrey
Technological Institute in Monterrey,
Mexico.

In most parts of the world, much of the
world’s human population is living by

using up what is classed as fossil water.
For example, an associate of mine
reported on deeply located fossil-water
reserves in southern India, water which
scientists there have dated to approxi-
mately two million years ago. In many
parts of the world, the fossil water being
used up was buried deep in the Earth
during a time as long ago as the recent
ice-ages of the past two million years.
When those reservoirs are drained, there
is no more water for those areas which
depend upon these supplies. That exam-
ple from India is a relatively extreme
example, but it nonetheless typifies
much of the global problem today.

Look now at the map of the water sup-
plies of Mexico (Figure 1) Look particu-
larly at Mexico City, and compare there,
the ratio of the water being supplied to
that area, as against the rate of consump-
tion of the water in those areas. So you
find in parts of Mexico, fossil water is
playing a key part. And therefore, with-
out increasing the water levels in
Mexico, it would be impossible to solve
most of the economic-development
problems which exist today. So, as in
other areas, you go to the South: We can
move water from the South through the
mountainous area, as well as along the
coast, where water is rich in the South of
Mexico and scarce in the North.

And you see on the map, we’re draw-
ing water for production of agricultural
products for consumption inside the
United States, from this area. The rate of

depletion of water by agriculture, is
therefore becoming a dangerous limita-
tion. For example, if you had not had
large migration out of these areas of
Mexico into the United States as cheap
agricultural labor, you would not have
the opportunities, in terms of water
alone, for maintaining a stable income
in those areas. This is one of the prob-
lems that has to be traced. The very sov-
ereignty of Mexico depends upon solv-
ing this water problem for that reason.

In Mexico, this will mean a significant
upgrading of agriculture and of social
infrastructure, to develop the base
among stable family households for a
normal continuing development of
industrial infrastructure.

Now, thirdly, among the three meas-
ures to take, we must have the increase
of the organization and maintenance of
forests and agricultural crops which
lower the temperature of the Earth, of the
atmosphere, by converting solar radia-
tion into plant-life, which is one of the
most efficient ways of lowering tempera-
ture in a climate. Desert climate is very
hot, because you have no living growth
there. And therefore, if you want to
improve environment and improve the
water management, what you do, is, you
let the solar energy, solar radiation, accu-
mulate as much as 10 percent of the radi-
ation of sunlight upon the land, convert
that into trees, or less into shrubs and
agricultural crops. These plants, then,
give off water. The water given off by
these plants, or these systems, now
becomes rainfall; so that, by this process,
you transform a desert area, over a peri-
od of some years of development of
growth, you transform it into a cooler
area, more habitable, and, through plant-
life, becoming more productive, and
increasing the wealth of the people.

So, these three measures: First of all,
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EDITORIAL

Power, Water,
And Transport

by Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.



we must generate more water, and I
shall come to that.

Secondly, we must manage the water, in
such a way as to improve the productivity.

And thirdly, we must think about man-
aging the land-area strictly from an eco-
logical standpoint to improve the area
ecologically in terms of water-balance
and in lowering temperatures in high-
temperature areas. Northern Mexico is a
classic example of this, where you have
desert-like areas, or semi-arid areas in

which this is a problem.
All three of these measures I’ve indicat-

ed require large-scale increase not only of
the quantity of power produced per capi-
ta and per square kilometer. Without ade-
quate increase of the supply of power per
capita and per square kilometer, a state of
economic health could not be achieved.
This requires, especially for desalination,
adequate sources of applied power, as
available only from nuclear and compa-
rable sources. This means relying, chiefly,

on the very high-temperature gas-cooled
reactor, which are the ultra-safe,
Germany-produced model, the pebble-
bed reactor, now being developed in
China and in South Africa.

For purposes of physical science, we
must measure high temperature in terms
of what we call energy-flux-density,
which means the density of power, as
might be measured in kilowatts, across a
square-centimeter cross-section of the
generating process. In other words, you
can not measure power efficiently in
terms of calories. You might say the
quality of power is more important now,
than the mere quantity. It’s the energy-
flux density, that is, the power represent-
ed in the production of useful heat,
which is crucial—not the quantity in
calories, but the intensity.

This is a question of physical chemistry.
For example, what is the power required,
in terms of energy-flux density, to produce
a nuclear reaction, or a molecular reac-
tion? And therefore, your power level in
intensity, must correspond to your objec-
tives. As I shall indicate, we’re now at a
point, where we are, already as a planet,
we are approaching, perhaps within two
decades, a point at which we will be con-
suming what we call raw materials more
rapidly than we generate them, than the
Earth can regenerate them.

The Biosphere As a Factor
Now, most of the things we live on,

called raw materials, exist within what is
called the Biosphere. This is the area of
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“There is no real aternative to large-scale reliance on nuclear and then
thermonuclear fusion power.” Here, LaRouche in Washington, D.C., April 27.

Figure 1
MEXICO WATER STRESS:

ANNUAL WATER
WITHDRAWALS (2004)

“Water stress” refers to a com-
parison of the annual water
withdrawals for use in an
economy, with the total annual
available renewable water sup-
plies, both surface and under-
ground, that come from pre-
cipitation in that same region.
Any area with water stress of
40 percent or more is consid-
ered high stress.

Percentages are shown here
for the 13 hydrological admin-
istrative regions of Mexico in
2004.

(Percentage of available, renewable water supplies)



the Earth, of the Earth’s outer crust, which
is the result of the deposit of residue from
living processes over millions and billions
of years, since at least the time the Earth
became a reducing, an oxidation envi-
ronment of the surface. Most of what we
get as minerals, as we mine for minerals,
we dig down through the Biosphere,
through the crust; we dig down until we
find some concentration of something
like potassium, or a metal of some kind.

Now, how did it get there? It was put
there by dead bodies of plants and ani-
mals. And where a particular species of
plant would be concentrated, which
would have a certain mineral in it, and it
would die, it would leave a skeleton
behind. And whatever is absorbed in its
body would be concentrated, as
opposed to some other area where a dif-
ferent species of fossil would have a dif-
ferent concentration of mineral. When
we get minerals, which we use for
industry or other things, we are largely
using up, or reprocessing things that
were deposited in the top of the Earth,
that is, in the outer Biospheric area, bil-
lions of years, or less, ago.

So, we’re tending to exhaust the total
amount of resources in that form. For
example, an example of the Biosphere:
The water on this planet, with very few
exceptions is a result of the action of liv-
ing processes in an oxidation phase of
the planet’s existence. The atmosphere
that we breathe, on which we depend, is
a product of living processes, over a
long period of time.

So therefore, we’ve come to the point
that we’re now beginning to use up min-
eral resources at a more rapid rate than
an expanding population, a population
demanding a higher standard of living
and production, will demand. So there-
fore, we have to now take in, instead of
mining for things left by the past, we
now have to begin to produce what
humanity requires as the new form of
those raw materials. Therefore, the cost
of producing what we used to get by
digging, is now a cost of production, or
will become a cost of production.

And therefore, within about two gen-
erations, as the population of China not
only grows, that of India grows, other
parts of the population grow, not only
will there be an increased rate of con-
sumption of raw materials, or what we
call raw materials today, but, there will

be a demand for an improved standard
of living. And we’re now getting to the
point, where we now must produce,
what we used to just take. We can get
enough, but we must produce it. So
now, we have a new factor of cost,
above the costs which are normally
accounted for, in production.

The Need for Nuclear
And this can only be done by very

high-temperature processes, in the
order of magnitude of nuclear-fission
reactions, in the order of magnitude of
thermonuclear-fusion reactions. We’re
going to have to start to reprocess iso-
topes. This can be done. But we’re
going to have to get to that. We’re going
to have to say, on the horizon, two gen-
erations from now, we must reach the
point, not only that we use the increase
of nuclear power as a way of dealing
with water and related problems. We
will have to have, within two genera-
tions, about 50 years, we’ll have to
reach the point where we can begin to
manipulate other parts of the spectrum
for our needs.

It’s a great change for mankind, but
that’s all right. Mankind has made many
changes. If we were simply animals like
baboons, or gorillas, there would never
be more than two or three million of us
living on the planet, at any time during
the past 2 million years of the ice-ages.
We now have six billion people, more
than that, now. It will increase. We can
no longer live as primitives, going back
to nature. We must now begin to create

the environment we require to maintain
a higher quality of life. And Mexico’s a
good place to do it. I think Mexicans
would appreciate doing that.

There is, therefore, no real alternative
to increasingly large-scale reliance on
nuclear and, then, thermonuclear fusion
power. The economical driving of certain
currently indispensable chemical reac-
tions on the needed mass scale, requires
large-scale power sources of the relevant
high energy-flux density, to produce the
needed chemical and other physical
reactions cheaply on a mass scale.
Contrary to popular beliefs derived from
a presently widespread lack of scientific
literacy, measuring power merely in calo-
ries does not meet this requirement.

For these and similar reasons, during
the recent year, there has been a sudden
upsurge in the declared intention of gov-
ernments around much of the world,
especially various parts of the Eurasian
continent, as also in Brazil, for example,
for a rapid development of nuclear
power. In part, this very profound shift in
policy is a reflection of an increase in
the cost of petroleum, and also in short-
ages. But that is not the real reason.
Behind this, is the recognition, that the
kind of technology we require for an
economy of the future, depends upon
the high-density power of a nuclear-fis-
sion resource. And the standard reactor,
most popular today, for that purpose, is
the high-temperature gas-cooled reactor,
such as the pebble-bed type. For exam-
ple, you could produce these types of
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Mexico’s Laguna Verde nuclear plant. In the 1970s, Mexico planned to build a fleet
of 20 nuclear plants, but these plans were aborted by the crisis of 1982.



reactors in the 120- to 200-megawatt
range. That would be good for many
purposes, including desalination, and
for normal supply of power.

But we also have come to the point that
we can not use petroleum power forever.
We will use petroleum more and more, as
a chemical feedstock, and less and less as
a source of heat energy, for driving things.
Why should you take something as cheap
as petroleum is today, and spend vast
amounts of money distributing it around
the world by ships and other methods,
and processing? Why do that? Can’t we
produce fuels locally? For automobile
vehicles, for aircraft, and so forth?

We can. We can produce—and it is
now in process—we can produce
hydrogen-based fuels, that is, fuels
which are close to hydrogen. We can
produce these locally. We can produce
them with nuclear plants. This requires a
nuclear reactor of about 800 megawatts
power. With that, we can produce syn-
thetic fuels, and other kinds of materials.

So, it is not the price of petroleum
that’s the real driver for this emphasis on
nuclear-fission power. It is the reality, the
physical reality that we can no longer
continue to depend so much as we do,
on combustion of petrochemicals. But,
we must now synthesize. And, after all,
the waste product of synthetic fuels, is
largely water—which is not considered
polluting. (Except by alcoholics!)

For these and similar reasons, during
the recent year, there has been a sudden
upsurge in the declared intention of gov-
ernments around the world, as I said, for
the rapid development of nuclear power.
Mexico has already buried in its history,
a former commitment of about a quarter-
century ago to building 20 nuclear plants
in Mexico. And of course, one of the
places required is largely in the northern
part of Mexico, where you have a popu-
lation which lives under conditions
where lack of moisture and so forth is an
impediment to agriculture and to forms
of life. So, to create the opportunities for
life in areas where there’s a large popu-
lation, as opposed to the picture of peo-
ple fleeing across the U.S.-Mexico bor-
der, to find cheap-labor jobs abroad, you
can now keep the families together
more, by developing the opportunities
for normal family life and community life
in these areas. Those plans existed 25
years ago, here in Mexico. They were

being developed during the 1970s, and
they were aborted by the crisis of 1982,
and we never got back to it. But those
things exist. And the talent exists poten-
tially to do that. And that will give a start.
It’s a start on providing a basis for new
opportunities for life in this area.

Since we must deploy the construc-
tion and operation of such nuclear reac-
tors over broad areas, where the relative
skill levels are varied, we must have the
safest type of reactor model. The high-
temperature gas-cooled model is one.
There are also experimental reactors
being developed, as operating test reac-
tors and for training people, to train peo-
ple rapidly in various of these types of
technologies I’ve mentioned. And also,
there’s some more advanced technolo-
gies for fission power in the future, for
producing all kinds of things.

But, we need a proliferation of this
over areas, to transform areas which are
now quasi-desert areas or poorly devel-
oped areas, into areas with a great inher-
ent infrastructure basis for production.

Only Life Produces Life
As I said before, almost all of the

Earth’s water and atmosphere are prod-
ucts of life. They’re products of action of
living processes on a pre-biotic level of
existence, to produce things.

This was set forth and proven by a
great Russian scientist, who was a fol-
lower of Mendeleyev: V.I. Vernadsky.
And Vernadsky was a person who gave
a rigorous definition of the meaning of
the Biosphere, and also went on to
describe the Noösphere, that there are
three principles we’re dealing with as
economists, in looking at the world
today. First, we’re dealing with things
which you deal with in ordinary physi-
cal chemistry, abiotic systems, systems
that are not living systems. On a second
level, the fact is, despite some wild-eyed
science-fiction people, you can never
get a living process out of a non-living
process. Only life can produce life. And
life is a universal principle.

Vernadsky demonstrated that chemi-
cally, by showing the way in which living
processes deal with non-living material.
Now, going through your own bodies, I
don’t know if you’ve inspected this
recently, but you’ll find a certain chemi-
cal throughput. And there’s nothing that
gets into you, except as a chemical
throughput. Normally, these chemical

throughputs are considered abiotic. But,
in living processes, they behave different-
ly than they do in non-living processes.
So, now, what you put out when you die,
or animals die and so forth, is the same
material, essentially, in terms of normal
chemistry, as you took in. A living process
selects the materials it wants from its
environment, or adapts to them, and does
not take in other things. It selects what it
wants. It’s a strict shopper: Each has its
own shopping bag and its own shopping
list. And it comes out, and it grabs what it
wants. And it takes it in, and it processes
it. It builds its body, it maintains its body
by this process. Then, it puts the same
material out, eventually. When you die,
you return this to the soil. It’s the same
material, but it’s different. It comes out in
a different form than it would ever occur
in a non-living process.

So there we were able to define, as
Vernadsky did, that nothing produces life,
except life. There is no non-living process
that will ever synthesize actual life.

Secondly, we find a second character-
istic: The characteristic of the human
mind. And in the same sense that only
life produces life, only creative mentali-
ty produces creative mentality. For
example, if we were apes, great apes—
or, not so good apes, but great apes—
then we would never have exceeded a
population of several million individuals
on this planet, in the past 2 million
years—never. How did we get to six bil-
lion people and more on this planet
today? We did it. It’s more or less suc-
cessful. The standard of living of our
people living today around the planet, at
the worst, is much better than it was a
million years ago, or so.

So therefore, there’s something about
the human mind and its ability to inno-
vate, by making discoveries of principle,
which is called, of course, in Classical
Greek dynamis, or what we call in
English “power,” certain principles
which we can discover, which are uni-
versal, such as gravitation, which is uni-
versal. Do you ever see a “gravitation”?
Don’t defy it. It’s there, it’s universal. It’s
a principle, as Kepler showed.

So, we are capable of discovering uni-
versal physical principles, which we as
mankind apply in various ways, to
increase our power to exist, and our
development. These principles are
embedded as part of the storehouse in
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our culture. There are principles which
were discovered a long time ago, which
are passed down in the form of culture,
or passed down in a systematic way with
education, as I think some of you may
know—that you’re supposed to pick up
a few principles along the way, in the
course of education. Most of what you
pick up, if you’re good at it, you pick up
not only what you’re taught, but you
develop the ability to make discoveries
of the same type yourself. And therefore,
you add to the store of principles at the
disposal of mankind.

The Power of Discovery
So therefore, we have to be optimistic

because of the nature of man, that we
have the power of discovery. We have the
power of what Vernadsky called the
Noösphere. We have the power which
no animal has: the power to discover
principles of the universal, to change our
behavior as a species, to increase our
power, to develop ourselves, to transmit
something to future generations. So there-
fore, the very nature of mankind should
make us optimistic, because we have a
power in us, that no animal has. And we
are only foolish if we don’t develop those
powers and don’t use them.

Therefore, there are absolutely no lim-
its to the human growth potential imme-
diately before us. However, the physical
cost of maintaining supplies on which
human life depends, such as clean air
and usable water, is going to increase,
relative to present-day levels of physical
productivity per capita and per square
kilometer.

The Case of China and India
For example, let’s take the case of

China and India. China now has over
1.4 billion people. India over one billion
people. The population will continue to
increase. And many of these people are
very poor; about 70 percent of the pop-
ulation of India is extremely poor—and
many of them poor, because of a certain
lack of development. In China, you have
1.4 billion people, most of them
extremely poor. China is not really pro-
ducing much for itself. What it’s produc-
ing, is actually producing a product for
the world market, which is largely
European- or U.S.-designed. We export
our technology to China, to produce
with cheaper labor, at lower prices,
what we consume ourselves.

Therefore, in these cases, should the

European economy, and the U.S. econo-
my collapse, this would be an econom-
ic disaster for China, and for India, and
for nearly all developing countries.
Because the idea of exporting, the idea
of outsourcing, in the way it’s being
practiced today, is a form of insanity. If
you ship production from the United
States, which has a high standard of liv-
ing, and high standard of productivity, to
Honduras or some other area; or you
ship it to Mexico first, in the maquilado-
ras, and then you ship it from there
down to Honduras, what’s the effect?
What’s their standard of living? What’s
their cultural standard? You’re not
improving them. They’re competing sav-
agely for this work, because they think
they need it. But the cultural benefit for
the population as a whole is not there,
because of the competitive standards.

And in the meantime, we, in the
United States, who start this exporting
process, we export our production, we
shut down our factories, we shut down
our farms, we stop educating our people,
we invent make-work, where they’re tak-
ing in each other’s laundry to live! They
don’t produce anything, they take in
each other’s laundry. You don’t cook a
meal at home any more, you go out to a
hamburger stand and get it! All the infra-
structure, and the education, and the cul-
ture that goes with it, the facilities that go
with it, with high-gain production in
agriculture and industry, is gone! We’ve
exported it to a cheap-labor market—
and we’re suffering. The same thing is
happening in Europe. Europe is collaps-
ing, and the United States is collapsing
internally, because of outsourcing,
because of globalization! Because of a
breakdown of protectionism.

And therefore, we must consider the
cost of maintaining a high-quality per-
son, a high-quality family, a high-quality
community. A high quality in use of lan-
guage—not just learning to speak some
common idiom: But a high quality of
language used as a medium of ideas, of
cultural ideas, of conceptions. Language
used as a way of conveying the culture
of ancestors into the present, and into
the future.

All this means that, that instead of
simply extracting materials in the
Biosphere, we must help the Biosphere
to replenish those supplies at rates con-
sistent with our requirements. It is this

challenge which makes nuclear-fission
and thermonuclear-fusion technologies
indispensable for the future of mankind
over the coming two generations.
Nuclear and sub-nuclear physical
chemistry are the future of the world for
today and tomorrow.

Therefore, on both sides of the border,
governments must recognize that the
policies we require for today are policies
based on looking ahead 25 to 50 years.
We must think of the improvement of
education and skills, of the general pop-
ulation and its labor force, to bring it up
to those higher levels of science and
technology, which are needed for the
generations to come to meet this mis-
sion, and to maintain the social standard
of living for a growing world population.

In respect to power, policy-shapers of
today must think ahead to no less than
30 years ahead, in terms of say, a nuclear
power plant. A nuclear power plant has
an expected physical economic life of
about 30 years now. That could be
extended by certain improvements. But
you’re talking about essentially a genera-
tion, 25 years, a generation of invest-
ment. It means you must look ahead a
generation, you must look ahead 25 to
30 years, when you talk about what
you’re doing today, in policy today.

It also means, therefore, an improve-
ment in education. Not for yesterday, or
up to today, but education for practice
for the coming 50 years of your adult
life. You leave university today; the next
50 years is your adult life, essentially,
your working adult life. Are you going to
be qualified for that adult life, in a grow-
ing, advancing technology, a changing
society? Are you going to have the foun-
dation, to “keep up with the times,” so
to speak? And we, who are making pol-
icy, or shaping policy, must think in
those terms. Governments must think in
those terms. We must think 25 and 50
years ahead, in terms of large-scale
improvements in infrastructure, and in
technology of production, and in chang-
ing the land-area.

As much as we could do today, which
is feasible today, is fine. But by the mid-
dle of this century, about 50 years from
now, we’re going to have entered a new
phase, and the next 50 years—which is
generally the working lifetime, a profes-
sional lifetime of you people, here
today—by the time you reach retire-
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ment, the world will have come to the
threshold of the need for qualitative
changes in the technology of society,
and you have to prepare yourself, and
develop yourself along the course of
time, shall we say, to keep up with the
requirements. But there are going to be
qualitative changes in the years ahead, if
we don’t go through a dark age.

Education and Productivity
The emphasis on what has been

called the post-industrial society, by oth-
ers the information society, has tended
to blind those who reached the age of
employment about 1968, to the actual
requirements of an increase of physical
productivity, as measured per capita and
per square kilometer of the territory. This
is the famous problem of the Baby-
Boomer generation. There was a cultur-
al change spreading out of Europe and
the United States, but also down here, a
cultural shift away from the orientation
toward a productive society, toward the
idea of a post-industrial society, without
industry, and without agriculture, a so-
called information society. And that has
been a great failure.

Computers are extremely valuable,
but no computer ever made a scientific
discovery, or ever will. At least, no digi-
tal computer could. Only a human
being can make a scientific discovery.

Only the human mind can do that. If
you transfer to the computer what the
human mind must do, you’re going to
end up in a dead-end. And we have
been heading in a dead-end.

What happened is, we had a cultural
conditioning which is associated with
the time of the great riots of 1968. The
cultural conditioning after which we
began to go downhill. We said, “Industry
is bad. Agriculture is bad. Technology is
bad. Information is good.” But informa-
tion didn’t include ideas. It included for-
mulations. It included sophistry: Use lan-
guage to persuade people, not to inform
them. Use language to manipulate peo-
ple, not to inform them.

So, as a result of this process, this idea
of this new utopia of 1968ers, we shift-
ed production out of the United States
and out of Europe, into poorer parts of
the world, where labor was cheaper,
and the conditions of life were poorer.
The intention was not to improve the
conditions of life in these countries
where people were poorer, or poorly
educated. Rather, the idea was to exploit
them to the maximum. To pay them as
little as possible is to run away from the
responsibility.

For example, the “cost of production,”
and the “cost of production” are some-
times terms that don’t mean the same

thing. The cost of production for one
person is, is what it costs me to hire
somebody to produce something in a
given society. From the standpoint of
economy, the cost of production is what
it costs to produce a society at a cultur-
al level consistent with a certain stan-
dard of living. And what tends to happen
is, you see the cuts in health care, you
see cuts in education, you see cuts in
sanitation, you see the breakdown of
power systems. As over the past 25
years, we’re having a breakdown in
power systems because we have not
renewed them in 25 years in the United
States. So therefore, the actual costs of
maintaining and developing a popula-
tion, are not taken into account.

You produce by using up the territory
which you run. And this has resulted in
this condition today, where some people
say, China is the nation of the future.
China is a nation of the future. Or that
India is the nation of the future. That the
Americas are not important any more.
That Europe is not important any more.
Europe’s economy is being destroyed.
The conditions of life in Europe are
being destroyed. The conditions of life
of the people in the lower 80 percent of
income-brackets in the United States
have been destroyed consistently, since
1977. So, we have been destroying what
was in the United States, the greatest
economy the world had ever known!
We have largely destroyed it! Not some
enemy destroyed it—we destroyed it!
We destroyed it by a change in policy,
which is typified by the 68er mentality.
And therefore, we have to go back to the
standards we had before.

In European civilization, of which
you’re a part, we have one of the greatest
successes in all history: that, coming out
of the positive side of developments in
ancient Greece, we developed a notion
of culture which is famous because of the
writings of Plato, among others, or the
writings of Solon of Athens. The idea of
the society which was different than other
societies. Because, in most societies, as in
the Middle East, society was based on
keeping most people almost as cattle, as
human cattle, who worked at the pleas-
ure of a ruling caste, which owned them
and managed them.

In European civilization, beginning
with people like Solon and so forth, we
developed the idea which became the
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A 1974 design for a thermonuclear fusion plant, based on magnetic confinement.
“There are no limits to the human growth potential immediately before us,”
LaRouche said.



core of European civilization: that the
state is not an entity unto itself; that the
people are not the property of the state.
But rather, the state is an agency which
must be dedicated to the care of the
general welfare of present and future
generations of all of the people. This
idea, which was embedded in
Christianity, as in Paul’s I Corinthians
13, is the standard of European civiliza-
tion, in all its best aspects. It is the stan-
dard of the modern nation-state, as
established first in 15th-Century Italy, in
the form of Renaissance; established
with Louis XI’s France, where the prin-
ciple of the general welfare was the rul-
ing principle of society. It was estab-
lished in England under Henry VII,
where the welfare of all of the people
was the primary responsibility of socie-
ty. That was the law. It was called
agape¯. It was called the principle of the
general welfare.

Thus, the great advantage of
European civilization, which, in every
country, as in Mexico, great struggles
were fought to bring this standard of
government into being. That the gov-
ernment as a republic is responsible for
the development of all of its people,
and their future condition of life. This
was the rise out of serfdom and slavery.

And that is in jeopardy today. What
we’ve done today, is, we’ve said,
“economy is all-important.” Economy
means, the cheapness of production,
the cheapness of labor. Cutting this,
cutting that: cutting health care, cutting
education, cutting the improvement of
land-areas—these kinds of things.

And so, we took a step backwards
from 1968 on, back from the level of
the modern European Renaissance. And
that’s what you’re seeing in this issue
about the border of Mexico and the
United States. What you have, is you
have people in the United States who
are drawing forces from Mexico, to pro-
duce the agricultural goods and cheap
labor for construction inside the United
States.

What you see on the streets of the
United States—you see everywhere—
people who are illegals, working for
firms managed by illegals! And these
firms are doing the work. They’re build-
ing the houses, the cheap shacks that are
about to come down. So, what we’re
doing, we’re taking the population of

Mexico, we’re reducing the population
that comes across the border to a lower
standard of life than they had in Mexico
because they see no future. We’re using
them up! We’re not developing them;
we’re using them up! We’re tending to
criminalize them! Because, we don’t
realize that the law, is the law of the
development of people. And we’re los-
ing the productive potential that we had
once before.

To give an example of this: Back in
the middle of the 1970s, I was one of
the founders of an organization which
had some 200,000 members, and
which represented many of the general
generation of scientists. We were work-
ing on various scientific questions,
largely including nuclear power, fusion
power, and so forth.

Most of those people with whom I
was associated then, in the 1970s and
1980s are now dead. They have not
been replaced. There’s a shrinking
number of people, a shrinking per-
centile of people, today, who have the
competence they represented. And so
therefore, not only have we lost in the
condition of life, in the condition of the
general welfare, we’ve also lost a scien-
tific population which was formerly
essential to our achievements. And
therefore, we are not capable, present-
ly, of the kind of scientific endeavors
which we were capable of then. We’ve
lost science. We’ve lost science and
technology. We talk about it a lot, but
we’ve lost it.

We have to rebuild it.
Our Challenge Today

So therefore, our challenge today, is
to take the things that we can do,
things we’re capable of doing in the
direction I indicated, largely based on
this issue of water, power, transporta-
tion; treat that as basic infrastructural
development, basic challenge of gov-
ernment, the proper area of govern-
ment—large-scale mass transit; large-
scale power production; improvements
in technology in general; and the fos-
tering in the private sector of techno-
logical improvements, that’s what we
used to do. And this is our future. . . .

The full transcript of LaRouche’s
speech appears in Executive Intelligence
Review, April 7, 2006, and online at:
www.larouchepub.com/lar/2006/3314
monterrey_tec.html
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Duesberg’s AIDS Hoax
To the Editor:
We are all familiar with the attitude of

the South African Prime Minister Mbeki,
who does not believe that HIV causes
AIDS. But after reading James P. Hogan’s
book, Kicking the Sacred Cow, it
appears that he may be right.

Hogan says (page 308): “So, you’ve
got all the symptoms of TB” [and pre-
sumably hepatitis, dysentery, malaria,
pneumonia, Kaposi’s sarcoma, one of
the VDs, etc.] “and you test positive for
HIV, you’ve got AIDS. But if you have a
condition that’s clinically indistinguish-
able and don’t test positive for HIV,
you’ve got TB” [Or one of the others].

Page 326: “Peter Duesberg believes
that AZT and other ‘antivirals’ are
responsible for over half the AIDS being
reported today.”

Page 322: “The unifying factor that
makes all of 30-odd disparate indicator
diseases ‘AIDS’ in the West is testing
positive for antibodies claimed to be
specific to HIV. But in Africa no such test
is necessary.”

Page 328: “Duesberg has been
accused of irresponsibility on the
grounds that his views threaten confi-
dence in public health-care programs
based on HIV dogma. . . . Publication in
the mainstream scientific literature was
denied.”

If the rampant diseases in Africa (and
New Guinea to my near north) are due
to poverty, bad water, starvation, igno-
rance, dysfunctional societies, etc., the
cure is to overcome those problems, and
not to provide free poisonous antivirals
to already weakened people.

The treatment of Duesberg reminds
me of Barry Fell’s experience.

Maybe Hogan is just milking the sub-
ject for his own profit—but what if he’s
right? A lot of the other subjects he treats
are also the same that 21st Century has
featured.

Henry Broadbent
Somers, Victoria, Australia




