what we’re voting for. Mr. Bush has certainly not made that
clear.

But we do know that the American citizen ought to vote
to make sure that that citizen, and the constituency interests
he or she represents, should represent a significant stock
interest in shaping the policies of the next government. And
therefore, those who are rallying with me, either directly in
supporting my activities, but not always my campaign, and
those who are rallied inside the Democratic Party—even
inside the Democratic Party machines, and Republican ma-
chines—who are rallied about the kind of idea I represent,
for the organization of the government under, say, a Bush
administration: that we must act to effect the condition in
which the majority of the American people have an effective
stock interest in the combination which controls the next

Click here for Full Issue of EIR Volume 15, Number 43, October 28, 1988

administration.
I’ll take questions now.

Q: Mr. LaRouche, will you be appearing in Alexandria this
afternoon for the arraignment of—
LaRouche: I expect so, they’ve got to—

Q: How will you plead?
LaRouche: Well, of course, this is a piece of garbage. I'm
certainly not guilty of any of this. This, if you’ll notice, is
nothing but, in large part, the same theory of the case, which
was tried in Boston. The only exception to the Boston case,
which is not being simply reproposed here as a replay of the
Boston case which the jury rejected, is the tax allegation.
Now, that’s not a tax evasion allegation; that’s an alle-

Judge sets date
for LaRouche trial

A trial date of Nov. 21, 1988 was set at the arraignment
of Lyndon LaRouche and six associates, by U.S. District
Judge Albert V. Bryan, Jr., in Alexandria, Virginia on
Oct. 17. LaRouche, William Wertz, Edward Spannaus,
Michael Billington, Dennis Small, Paul Greenberg, and
Joyce Rubinstein all pled not guilty to the charges of
conspiracy to commit mail fraud, specific counts of mail
fraud, and conspiracy to defraud the Internal Revenue
Service.

All the defendants were released on $5,000 bonds,
secured by their personal recognizance. Judge Bryan said
that he saw no problem with travel by the defendants, and
refused to place any such restrictions on the defendants as
part of their conditions of release.

Assistant U.S. Attorney Kent Robinson sought and
failed to get the court to approve restrictions on foreign
travel for candidate LaRouche, whose wife, Helga Zepp-
LaRouche, is a citizen of West Germany. Judge Bryan
overruled him, saying, “Travel is just not a problem in
this case. It is not something that concerns me.”

In setting the early trial date, Judge Bryan, the chief
judge of the district, vindicated the reputation of the East-
ern District of Virginia court, as the “rocket docket.”
Numerous pretrial motions scheduled by the defense,
however, have the potential of derailing the fast track.

Transfer motion filed
Lawyers for LaRouche and six associates immediately

filed a motion at the arraignment itself, requesting the
transfer of the new case to the federal court jurisdiction in
Massachusetts.

The motion argues that, since the new prosecution is
substantially identical to the one brought against La-
Rouche and some of his same associates in Boston in
1986-87, it should either be transferred to the judge who
knows the case in Boston, or merged with the old case,
which is now scheduled for retrial in Boston on Jan. 3,
1989.

The transfer motion asserts that “having selected Bos-
ton as the forum for this national prosecution more than
two years ago, the government should not be allowed to
now in effect ‘transfer’ the case to Alexandria because it
does not like the results achieved in Boston.

“To allow the government to forum shop for a better
venue at the eleventh hour of this national prosecution by
filing the overlapping and duplicative Alexandria indict-
ment would not only be unfair and result in duplication of
judicial, governmental, and defense resources, but would
also be inconvenient and against the interest of justice.”

In support of this motion, the defense demonstrates in
great detail that the two indictments are virtually identical,
not only in their charges of a form of “loan fraud,” but
also in utilizing many of the same overt acts, alleged
victims, and witnesses.

Undue burden

The defense also argues that to proceed with the new
trial would be “unduly burdensome” on defendants. Ar-
guing that the new prosecution in a new jurisdiction vio-
lates the defendants’ constitutional rights, the motion reads:

“The due process considerations raised by this case
are extremely serious. Defendants’ limited financial and
emotional resources are already strained as a result of the
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gation—a very peculiar, most mysterious one, an allegation
of a conspiracy to evade a tax liability which I didn’t have
and which the government does not claim I had. Now you
should recognize that this is purely political stuff. Such kinds
of nebulous charges, made two to three or four weeks before
an election against the candidate for election. . . .

Q: I’m still a bit confused as to how a Republican adminis-
tration, Republican Justice Department, a Republican United
States Attorney, who’s been in power for seven and a half
years, could be influenced by Michael Dukakis to bring this
indictment. Can you explain?

LaRouche: Well, you look at the pamphlet which has been
put out by the campaign, which documents the connection of
Mr. William Weld with Mr. Michael Dukakis. Mr. Weld,

protracted federal prosecution in Boston, as well as the
various state prosecutions. The continuation of this highly
duplicative prosecution in a geographically distant district
would only exacerbate the situation. It already has obliged
the defendants to retain additional counsel, as well as pay
the expense of Boston-based counsels’ travel to, and liv-
ing expenses in, Virginia. Second, it has forced them to
divide boththeirtime and theirenergy between the Boston
and Alexandria prosecutions. This inevitably has resulted
in a diffusion of the defendants’ ability to defend them-
selves.

“Given all of its resources and power, the government
should not be permitted to use multi-district prosecutions
when the effect is diffusing defendants’ ability to effec-
tively defend themselves. Indeed, carried to its logical
extreme, the government would have to concede that if,
in a case of national scope with multiple alleged frauds
occurring all over the country, it may proceed simultane-
ously in two districts, then it may, a fortiori, proceed
simultaneously in five or ten or even each of the ninety-
five federal judicial districts. Obviously, such a practice
is not only fundamentally unfair, but would also infringe
upon defendants’ Sixth Amendment rights. Indeed, by
forcing the defendants to over-extend their resources, the
government may ultimately deny defendants the effective
representation of counsel.”

Indeed, govemment spokesmen through the press have
often expressed their aim of using criminal prosecutions
to try to drain the LaRouche movement of resources.

The transfer motion also argues that the dual prose-
cutions in Alexandria and Boston are intended to eviscer-
ate Lyndon LaRouche’s presidential campaign, and will
accomplish such by diverting monies to legal defense.
“Though extremely effective, this strategy should not be
countenanced by this Court,” the brief concludes.
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even though he’s nominally a Republican, belongs to the
same faction in Massachusetts and around the country to
which Mr. Michael Dukakis belongs. Mr. Michael Dukakis
was his superior at one point. He has done political dirty
tricks for Mr. Dukakis in Massachusetts, as against former
Mayor Kevin White, an action by Mr. Weld on Mr. Dukak-
is’s behalf, which was denounced by the superior court as
using methods analogous to Soviet methods of prosecution.
One must recognize that inside the Justice Department itself
there is a left-over residue of professionals dating from the
period of the Kennedy administration and Ramsey Clark,
people who in that period were associated with Walter Sher-
idan. These are not Republicans. These are part of the Justice
Department establishment—professionals—and they’ve been
builtup over the years; they’re called the “Kennedy machine”
inside the Justice Department. And the “Kennedy machine”
is very angry with us—since it’s made a deal with Mr. Du-
kakis—that we are not doing nice things to help Mr. Dukakis.
And therefore, the “Kennedy machine” inside the Justice
Department has gone along with this operation. . . .

Q: Mr. LaRouche, can you tell us what your income was
over the years, that you were supposedly evading paying
taxes on?

LaRouche: No, the government does not charge I was evad-
ing taxes! Read the indictment carefully. The government
does not charge that, for a very obvious reason. I have made
clear, publicly and on the legal record, in detail, my personal
tax liability, or income situation, over a period of more than
a dozen years. The government has never questioned those
statements, and those facts, and that evidence. They had no
case for coming with a tax evasion case in this case, because
I have no money income; most of it is the gifts of friends, or
I’'m hosted by a variety of organizations of various parts of
the world, including governments, international associa-
tions, conferences, etc., etc.

So, I have no income, and the question of whether any of
the expenses expended on my behalf are a benefit to me fall
in the category: Did you report a tax return when your friend
picked you up in a car, or a stranger, to take you out of the
rain? Did you report it at the rate you would have spent for a
taxi for the same service? Or did you report every time some-
body served you a canape at a house party?

So, in this kind of situation, there is no tax liability. The
government knew that, no matter how they would construe
these things, in point of fact, I would not reach the threshold
of income, even by a stretch of the imagination, for which
I’d be required to file a tax return. So, the government knows
I have no income. Therefore, what they said is, “Oh, how
can we get him on taxes? Well, we can’t get him on taxes, so
let’s try something else. Let’s say that he did something,
which might have tended to cause him to conceal income if
he had been liable for taxes.” And the thing is a screwball
charge. . . .
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