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Entrepreneurship and the Moral
Mission-Orientation of Economics

Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr. spoke to a forum of the Iniziativa
Italiana, held on March 22 at the Judicial Palace in Milan,
Italy, for two hoursof remarksand question-and-answer dia-
logue. Thisis LaRouche's opening presentation.

There are three thingsthat | take up with you, today: one, the
nature of the crisis, its inevitability; secondly, the problem
that this represents, for Europe, in particular, and the general
remedy for the problem; and, thirdly, the specific function of
the non-corporate—essentially—producer and entrepreneur,
in this process of recovery and restabilizing society.

First of al, on the question of the economy: One should
understand that the world monetary and financial system, in
its present form, is doomed, and nothing can save it in its
present form. Thisisaresult of the changesin policy, which
were introduced from the United States and Britain, during
the period of approximately 1966 on. Therewas achange, as
many of your know, who are older, there was a change, from
an orientation toward a society based on production values,
toonewhichwascalled a“consumer” or “ consumption soci-
ety.” Thechangewas—intheformer period, we used to think
of solving problems, intermsof production, intermsof better-
quality products, more products, producing more. ... The
general way to solveunemployment, wasproductiveemploy-
ment. We used, often, productive employment in infrastruc-
ture, asaway of stimul ating employment, becausetheproduc-
tivity of an entireeconomy, is not the sum of the profitsof the
firms. The productivity of an entire economy, isthe output of
the economy, relative to the total population, especialy the
total adult population. And, therefore, if you have unem-
ployed people, that lowers productivity, because part of the
society isnot producing. And, therefore, if you can get useful
production going, of whatever form—infrastructure, what-
ever other form—that isuseful: It improves productivity, be-
cause more people are producing. And, if it's done intelli-
gently, it can not hel p but benefit the economy asawhole.

That isthe way we used to think. We used to think about
minimal amounts of unemployment. We used to think about
improving the quality of employment. We used to think about
raising the productivity, in physical terms, in production; in-
creasing skill levels, use-skill levels; moreinvestment intech-
nology; lessrepetition; moreinnovation. Theseweretheways
wetried to solve problems.

From 1966 on, thischanged. Therewasachangeinvalues,
which hit first at the university-age youth of the late second
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half of the 1960s—a shift against these values; a shift for
so-called “consumer values.” The producer, the laborer, the
worker, was considered the enemy of the proper culture. We
had to go to a“post-industrial culture,” which meant a“ post-
productive culture.” We had to go to a*“post-agriculture cul-
ture,” as well as a “post-infrastructure culture.” We had to
lower our standard of living to haveasimpler life, based only
on consumption. We had to eliminate blue collars, and wear
only white collars—that sort of thing.

‘WeDon't Produce. Welmport!’

This change occurred, and spread throughout the world,
and resulted in great social, and moral, and cultural convul-
sions, over the period of the past 35 years. Now, today, people
say, “We don’'t produce any more. We import!” We import
cheap goods, produced by cheap labor, in other countries.
How do we pay for it? On credit! We borrow the money—or
we stedl it, from them. We ruin the currencies of countries
that produce, and thereby, we get what they produce, cheaply.
We lower their standard of living. We get things more
cheaply. We buy on credit. We go into debt. But, we don’t
worry: because we have the power. We can go into debt in-
definitely.

Now, we have gone into debt so much, that we are all
bankrupt. And, this happened over 35 years.

Obviously, what we have to do, is find some way to get
back to sanity. We have to abandon the consumer-val ue soci-
ety, and go to a producer-value society, in which we produce
the means on which we live, or the equivalent—we produce
something useful for the world; we exchange our products
with other parts of the world; we invest at home, we invest
abroad, in order to do this. We give credit, in order to encour-
age people to buy our products; and that sort of thing. The
way we used to solve problems. Theway we solved the prob-
lemsof the postwar period. Theway inwhich Franklin Roose-
velt led the United States out of a Depression, caused by
thesilliness of his predecessors, Teddy Roosevelt, Woodrow
Wilson, and Calvin Coolidge, and so forth. And, the way we
got through the war; the way Europe was rebuilt, recon-
structed, in the postwar period, up to the middle of the 1960s.
That worked.

Now, that system included many things that were unfair,
unfair to many people. The world was divided by a strategic
conflict, between the Soviet system, and the Anglo-American
and allied systems. That was unjust: Justice was not given to
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Lyndon LaRouche addressesthe Iniziativa Italiana
business forumin Milan on March 22; his hosts and
interlocutorsincluded Iniziativa Vice-Chairman
Alberto Sandoli (shaking hands), and Danilo Broggi
(on LaRouche' sright), chairman of the API
association of small industries.

the so-called “developing sector.” Roosevelt had promised
thefreedom of al nations, from the colonial powers of Portu-
gal, of the Netherlands, of Belgium, of England, and of
France. That wasn't done: Colonialism was reimposed at the
point of abayonet. And, other forms of police wereimposed:
Africawas given freedom, but it was given no “freedom.” It
was given the freedom to endlave itself, not true freedom to
develop. Similarly in other parts of theworld.

So, there were many injustices in this system, but the
system worked. The system produced, for those who benefit-
tedfromit, thenationsthat benefitted, it produced animprove-
ment in the standard of living, in the progress of humanity.

That began to come to an end, 35 years ago. From 35
years ago, we have become increasingly insane. One of the
benchmarks of insanity, was Nixon's decision of August
1971: We destroyed a fixed-exchange rate system, on which
international progress had depended. We introduced a float-
ing-exchange-rate system of insanity, which is the basis for
the collapse of much of international trade and devel opment.
We stopped regulation of economies, especially under Car-
ter—we destroyed it. We changed the IMF into a monster:
From being the instrument of nations, it became the monster
that ate nations—including what it did to Italy, beginning in
1976, and that sort of thing.

So, now, we've come to the point that the system is
bankrupt. It's hopelessly bankrupt. The system in its present
form, can not be saved. It can only be saved by a bankruptcy
reorganization. Since you can not destroy a nation, when
you put it through bankruptcy, you must find means to save
the nation, from its own bankruptcy. Y ou must save the true
values. You must wipe out things that can’t be saved, you
wipethem off the books, in order to get the economy moving
again. You must create new credit, expand employment,
inject new technologies—all the other things that have been
done in the past, to enable nations or the world to recover
from depressions.
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Europein Bankruptcy

Thisis not a normal depression: It's much worse than a
depression. This is much worse than the Depression that hit
between 1929 and 1933, in most of the world, in Europe and
intheAmericas. It’ sfarworse. Thisiswhat’ scalled* agenera
breakdowncrisis.” Thisdoesnot mean[merely] that adepres-
sion sinks usinto a deep slacking of our production, of mass
unemployment, no. It means disorganization, destruction,
obliteration, of the institutions of government and nation-
hood. That’ swherewe're at.

Thealternativeisfairly clear. Now, Europeisnow operat-
ing at alevel of bankruptcy—Western Europe. That is, West-
ern Europe isno longer producing enough to meet its current
needs, to maintain its current levels of consumption and pro-
duction. Typical is the case of Germany. Germany has be-
come the keystone nation of Western Europe. All the other
economies—the Benelux countries, Italy, France, and so
forth—have depended, for a number of years—especialy
since about 1976—have depended upon the role of Germany
as an export-driven economy, in order to stabilize Europe as
a whole; through credits and other mechanisms; and also,
Germany as amarket, for other parts of Europe.

Now, that’ s cometo an end. Germany haslost itsposition
in export, in every country, except growth in China, and in
Russia. And, avery large, continued level of exportsto India.
Germany is collapsing. Asyou know in Italy, the rest of the
markets of Europe are collapsing, too. The United States has
ceased to be the importer of last resort. China must accept a
40% reduction in its expected exports. Other countries, simi-
larly: Southeast Asia, and so forth. Japan is about to disinte-
grate. The fight between the former Foreign Minister, Mrs.
Tanaka, and Koizumi expresses an underlying tension, an
explosion waiting to blow up in Japan. Korea has been de-
stroyed, largely by the United States, inthe aftermath of 1997:
alooting operation, followed by an actual, intentional wreck-
ing crew. South Koreaiis till aviable economy. It could be
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brought back. But, it's living on the edge of being crushed.
As | say, Chinds in a crisis. Its external market of cheap
goods, to the United States and elsewhere, has come to an
end. Itisnow turning toitsown, internal market—investment
in the deep interior, in the poorest sections of China, and in
infrastructure generally, to try to maintain the Chinese econ-
omy at something like the present rate. Indiaisin acrisis.
Southeast Asiaisbeing crushed, by theeffectsof thiscollapse.

The Strategic Triangleand Capital Goods

So, thequestionis: How does Europeget out of this? And,
the basic answer is, exports. A revival of exports, but of a
specific type. The principal market for West European ex-
ports, is Russiaand Asia. It's a market which has three legs:
Russia, China, and India. Not these nations alone, but these
nationsif they cooperate, with the intention of bringing Asia
into a phase of general development. Then European high-
technology and related exports, become the means needed to
assist Russiaand therest of Asia, to begin to come up again,
and at the rate needed.

Chinaneedstechnology. It has someadvanced industries.
It has made much progress—but, it has a large population,
many of whom are extremely poor. And, if we're going to
meet the requirements of theinterior of China, and the people
as awhole, more technology must be injected into China, on
the basis of medium- to long-term credit, than China could
generate, presently, by its own means.

Indiais asomewhat different economy, but it represents
asimilar kind of opportunity. It hashigh-technology capabili-
ties. It has reservoirs of well-trained, well-educated cadres.
But it needs—again—infusions of additional technology,
from outside India, in order to meet the requirements of all of
its interna population—a growing population, which will
soon officially reachthelevel of 1 billionpeople. And, India' s
only one of a group of nations, including Pakistan, Bangla-
desh, and others, which arein similar straits, or worse straits
(Pekistan, in particular).

Iran isaland with complications, but it, essentialy, isa
very strong culture, a very ancient culture—or assimilation
of many ancient cultures, blending of them—uwhich has been
the crossroads between the Subcontinent, the Far East, and
Europe, for along period of time. Remember things like the
Arab Renai ssance under the Caliph Haroun al-Rashid and the
Abbasid dynasty. We remember things of the great florescent
period of Iran. We remember the transmission of advanced
culture, at the time the Roman Empire was disintegrating,
from India, through Iran and through the Middle East, into
feudal Europe, and so forth.

So, theseareareas, whichall haveapeculiar kind of poten-
tial—differencesin culture, different forms of potential, but
they al have potential. And, if they’ re ableto cooperate, they
represent agreat and durable market, for technology supplies,
of variouskinds, and technological assistance of other types,
from Europeinto these markets. If thelong-term credit can be
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mustered—that is, credit at baseratesof 1-2% simpleinterest,
over periods of up to 25 years, for infrastructure and for other
things; or for credit to banking systems or credit systems, for
rollover credit, in trade and so forth, over a period of time—
then we have a sustained, long-term, great market for the
products of Western Europe, which are useful to the peoples
in Russia, and the peoplesin Asia, generaly.

Andthat istheway that Europe can recover, together with
internal developments. We have to, of course, go back to an
emphasis on technological progress, of the type of emphasis
we had, prior to 1966. We must go back to science-driven
technological progress.

EntrepreneursHaveaMission

Now, there' sanother aspect to this, in which the entrepre-
neur, as such, [iskey,] asdistinct from the corporate form of
stock corporation, the absentee ownership. The problemwith
the absentee owner—the large corporation, the large indus-
try—has been that the ownership, residing in people who are
interested in the profits from the stock, not the product of
the company, are not progressive, normally, although with
government stimulation, they become somewhat progressive.
And, theway you control that, isgenerally by regulation. Y ou
set up rules and regulations of government, of finance, and
taxation, and supervision, which, in asense, fight against the
reactionary tendencies of the stockholders, to become simply
bloodsuckersonthe corporation, and [you] allow the corpora
tion to concentrate itself on technological progress and im-
proved qualities of product.

Inthecaseof theentrepreneur, it’ sdifferent: Theentrepre-
neur, whoissitting in thefirm he or she or hiscirclesown, as
a closely held enterprise, has a mission-orientation. It's the
way most entrepreneurships start. You have cases in Italy,
where peopl e started—or their grandfather, or their father, or
they themselves—started as workmen in some industry, as
skilled workmen; they went out, and often started abusiness,
in order to use something from their skill, they thought they
could market as a product, or as atype of product, or type of
service, and succeeded. And, they are people who are mis-
sion-driven, to succeed, and mission-driven to accomplish
something useful, in the community, and for society in gen-
eral. In other words, there's a personal sense of persona of
pride and identity, in accomplishing a job done by building
thisfirm and its activities.

You will find, in history, especially in modern history,
that itisentrepreneursof thistype—particularly the® science-
driver” entrepreneur—who tend to be the infusers of techno-
logical progressinto the economy asawhole.

For example: Y ou take the case of space projects (which
I’ve been involved in, to some degree). Now, you had afirm,
I’'m told, [and] what happened in the 1989-90 period: the
firm Messerschmidt-Bolkow-Blohm, in Germany. It was an
aerospace firm, which empl oyed about 10,000 skilled cadres,
of machine-tool grade. This firm is not really important, in
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itself, for the aerospace industry, but its technological prog-
ressrequired it to call upon small industries of high technol-
ogy throughout Germany. Oftenthese smaller industrieswere
owned by a scientist, or a scientist and a few engineers, or
group of engineers. They would devel op atechnology. A firm,
like an aerospace firm, would go to these vendors, and they
would procure from them, an improvement in technology,
necessary for the new product they were designing. A firm
like this aerospace firm would go to larger firms, which built
aircraft, or built other things—spacecraft—and they would
contributetheir component into thetotal effort of such space-
craft, or whatever.

So, that's the way industry tended to function. In the
United States, it was not the large automobile industries that
made the successes in the automobile industry; it was the
smaller firms, their vendors, who developed the products
which, as components or elements, were included in the de-
sign of the vehicle, and madeit work. So, it wasthe entrepre-
neur, the person who broke his back, in a sense, in order to
achi eve something—morethan profit—and expected to make
aliving, and expected to have his company grow, as aresult
of those efforts. The samething istrue today.

Morality and Discovery

Now, there isavery specific problem here: The problem
isamoral one. What is a moral way of generating a profit?
Moral way of generating a profit? Well, first of al, what's
moral ?What ismorality? Somepeoplehaveliststhey pasteon
thewall, “Don’tdothis; dothis.” Mothersdothat, sometimes,
with children. Employers do that, sometimes, with employ-
ees. “Dothis, don’t spit here; spit here; don’t—" and so forth.
Well, that isnot morality. That isan attempt to manage. And,
business management is a very bad thing! It is not morality;
it isnot good economics.

Morality is an understanding—thisis especialy clear in
Christianity, or should be, clear to those who profess to be
Christians—it's an understanding of a fundamental differ-
ence between any animal species and humanity, the human
individual. Only the human individual has those powers of
discovery of universa principles, by which man is able to
increase our species’ power to exist in the universe. No other
speciesbut man, iscapableof increasing itsso-called “ ecol og-
ical potential.” Only mankind can do it. Mankind does this,
through creativity. By creativity, we often mean—typified by
Leonardo da Vinci, or Johannes Kepler, or others—we often
refer to physical scientific discoveries of universal principle:
Like Kepler's discovery of a principle of universal gravita-
tion, first reportedin 1609, inthebook called The New Astron-
omy, wheretheprocessof discovery isdetailedingreat length,
to be studied again, today, for people who want to learn how
to make discoveries.

But, also, there are other areas of discovery, which are
important. When you discover a principle, a true, universal
principle, and you test it, how do you communicate that dis-
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covery to somebody else? Y ou have to share with them, the
reliving of the process of discovery; they have to relive the
experience of the problem, the paradox, which could not be
explained, without the discovery. They haveto relive the ef-
fort to find the solution to that paradox. They have to relive
the experience of thekind of experimental test, which demon-
strates whether that proposed solution istrue, or not. There-
fore, itissocial relationsamong people, of thisform, in com-
munication of discovery of creative ideas, which isthe basis
for the ability of society to apply discoveries of fundamental
principle, to nature. In other words, asociety is not improved
by one person making a discovery, and running out and
screaming, “Eurekal” in the streets, thinking he's Archi-
medes. Discoveries are made by individuals. And, only the
individual human mind can make a discovery. But: How do
you get members of asociety to cooperate, in developing and
using adiscovery?They must sharetheexperience, of making
that discovery—re-enact it.

For example: If you had a good science education, you
didn’t learn from atextbook. Y ou never learned from a text-
book. A textbook was a nuisance. It distracted you. You
learned, by reliving theindividua act of discovery, by aspe-
cific discoverer. You are presented the problem; you relive
theagony of trying to deal with the paradox. Y ou thought you
saw the solution to the paradox. And, then, with the aid of a
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LaRouche visits an advanced aeroponics facility in Vicenza, one of the cities of Lombardy
whose innovative, small and medium-sized entrepreneurial firms giveit 20% of all Italian
production.

classroom teacher or someone else, you came to recognize
whether this discovery you thought you' d made, was true or
not. Then, you both had had theexperience; now you canshare
that experience, and cooperate. That was a good scientific
education: that you shared the experience of discoveries,
made by people from many thousands and hundreds of
years before.

The Common Good

Thisis called a “Classical education,” as opposed to a
textbook education, as opposed to adrill-and-grill education,
of the type that people tend to get, today.

So, therefore, the social relations among people, as typi-
fied by that quality of education, that approach to education,
isthebasisfor people’ sability to cooperate, and apply discov-
eries, to increase the human race’ s power, in nature, and over
nature. That' s the difference between man and an animal.

Therefore, since we recognize, by that standard, that man
is not an animal, that man has a creative power, which we
otherwise can attribute only to the Creator of the universe,
therefore, every person has a sacred quality, because of this
natural endowment of every person. Morality is regard for
what that implies. Morality is what Plato, and what Paul,
and the Apostle John, also, referred to as agape, which is,
sometimes called, in English, it's called the “ General Wel-
fare.” Or it's called, in theology, sometimes, the “Common
Good.” This principle of agape, typified, for example in
Christianity, by | Corinthians 13, it isthe essence of morality.
Itisnot do’sand don't’s, as the Apostle Paul emphasizesin
that source. It istruelove of mankind; love of mankind, inthe
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sense, that man, as each individual
embodies the image of the Creator
of the universe. And, therefore, our
relations to other people, must be
creative relations, or relations based
on this creativity. We must organize
our activities, not to repeat what we
already know, but to create new solu-
tions, and to share those solutions
and their benefits. It isthe process of
progress, not any fixed result, which
isprecious.

Now, the true entrepreneur, or
the entrepreneur who hasdiscovered
this, about themselves, and their own
role in life, has a specia morality.
We'reall goingtodie. And, so, there-
fore, what we accomplish within our
life, as such, does not mean much:
We die. We don't take that with us.
But, what do weleave after us? What
is never taken away from us? We
have contributed to the process, of
the progress of humanity. We have
done something good, today; we
have done something good this year. We have made things
better, and wehave created afoundation, aplatform, onwhich
humanity can build further. We become a part of an eternity,
which, in a sense, exists, in simultaneity. We are part of hu-
manity, from all past history, and all future history.

And, it’'sthat sense of personal identity, that enables, the
true entrepreneur—particularly as the great inventor, who
sometimes spends generations in trying to develop, 25 to 50
years—there are individual s who have done that, who spend
25 to 50 years of their life, trying to bring a problem to a
solution. And, therefore, what' s the motivation of somebody
who doesthat? Next year’ s profit? No. It’ sbeing able to keep
the business alive, keep it going, to get to the next step; to get
to the next program, the next product, the next challenge.

Profit IsOnly aMeans

Many of you were involved in this, in export areas; not
only within Europe, but outside Europe, outsidethe European
Community, particularly to other countries like Russia, for
example. You faced very specia kinds of problems, which
are not the problems that are familiar in Europe. How does
the entrepreneur succeed? Some of youwork at this, I’m sure.
(I don’t know, individually, but I’ m sure someof you dothis.)

Y oufindyourself, for example, in Russia InRussia, there
is no understanding of entrepreneurship. That was the prob-
lem with the Soviet system. The Soviet system undervalued
theindividual. Undervalued the individual morally. Theten-
dency in Russia, was to do the same thing, over and over
and over again: Y ou could not introduce changes. Where did
Russia make changes? In the military-scientific field! Why?
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Because they didn’t think it was economics. They thought it
was patriotism. They thought it waswarfare. They thought it
was desperation to save the nation, to make it powerful. It
was amission-orientation, amission for scientific progress!
And, they did it! They performed miracles in that area. But,
thesameRussians, inacivilianindustry, werefailures! When
you go into Eastern Europe, the former Soviet Union, or Po-
land, or other parts of the Comecon, you'll find the same
problem: They don't know what entrepreneurship is! And,
therefore, you will find great opportunities for partnerships
and similar kinds of relations, with people in Russia, or in
other countries.

But they don’t know what entrepreneurship is.

So, sometimes, the most important thing you take with
you, to them, is the fact that you know how to think as an
entrepreneur, andthey don’t. Andyou’ Il beableto show them,
and introduceto them, theway of thinking asan entrepreneur.

So, what we have to do, essentially—in reaching out,
around theworld—is, we have to have amission-orientation,
as opposed to a corporate profit-orientation. Y es, we're not
going to make losses, if we can avoid them. We're going to
make profits, because it’s necessary to make profits, to keep
the enterprise going and progressive. But, we're not in there
for profit. We make profit, as a means to an end. Profitis a
means to keep going, to keep doing our job. Like a person
whodoeshisjobfor hire: Hedoeshisjob, and triesto progress
on the job, by improving its technology, improving himself.
The entrepreneur does the same thing, with an added feature:
Improve himself! Improve the enterprise! Be ableto take on
new challenges; solve new kinds of problems. And with the
sense of achievement, that the dying entrepreneur can say, “|
have achieved something | giveto you to continue. Progress.
Do something good for humanity.”

And, that’ swhat’ srequired. Therefore, we must organize
society, withthat in view.

We have, out there, in Eurasia—and Eurasiaistheimme-
diate market for Western Europe—. Y es, there's Africa, but
that's another problem: We have to do things about that,
too. The Americas? That's adifferent problem. But, Eurasia
isthe immediate market for Western Europe. So, what’s our
problem? What do we have to do? Wédll, first of al, we
have to build a system, which realizes what the potential of
Eurasiais.

Now, let’slook at the central part of Asia: Central Asia,
as such, and the northern part of Asia. It's a desert to semi-
desertarea. Inthenorth, it satundra, whichisfrozen, much of
the year, with the permafrost underneath, which never realy
fully melts. But, in this area, which is, otherwise, somewhat
desolate, there’' s some of the concentration of mineral depos-
its, that are the most precious on the planet. To get at these
things, you haveto build an infrastructural corridor of devel-
opment, to get in there. You have to apply the technology,
which enables you to master these areas. Y ou have to move
great rivers, like the Lena and Ob, and transfer some of the
watersdownward, into Central Asia, rather than just et them
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flow intothe Arctic, and wasteit. Y ou haveto build theinfra-
structure, which enables you to build urban centers, in the
tundra area, which are acceptable for human life and work.
That’ sanother challenge. Y ou haveto do the samething with
desert areas. You have to do mass projects of water devel-
opment.

Y ou haveto, also, make atransformation in the character
of the Eurasian continent. Until recent time, in al human
existence, the magjor means of economic development, was
by water. Now, thisisstill truefor Italy, in terms of the Medi-
terranean. The Mediterranean was the basis for the devel op-
ment of the culture of Europe. Egypt, intersecting with the
invasions—chiefly from the Peoples of the Sea, such as the
Etruscans, and such as lonian Greeks, and so forth—devel-
oped aMediterranean culture, from which emerged Classical
Greek culture and Hellenistic culture, which is the basis for
European culture, in general. And, that till isthe basis, geo-
graphically and strategically. And, especialy for Italy, which
is ditting in the middle of the Mediterranean, poking itself
down there; poking towards Tunisia, ashort distance beyond
Sicily. Poking toward Egypt, which is the bridge to Asia
Poking toward Egypt, which is one of the chief bridges into
Africa, where the next great shield of mineral potential is
located, inthe South African Shield—great sources of miner-
alsfor the future: a poor area, which needs development. We
haveto, as missionaries, in a sense, bring economic develop-
ment into that region.

Biosphere and Noosphere

So, what’ sthischallengein Asia? Well, | should point out
to you, a gentleman of some interest, to me: His name is
Vladimir Vernadsky. He was a great Russian scientist, who
was of the school of Mendeleyev; who studied, like Mende-
leyev, in Germany and in France; who worked with Pasteur’s
successors, the Curies; who went back to Russia, after the
Bolshevik Revolution, and became, really, themost effective,
leading scientist of Russia. Who devel oped the concept of the
biosphere. Who went beyond that. Who was the father of
modern nuclear technology. Russia, in 1925, was committed,
under Vernadsky, to develop nuclear energy as a source of
power for humanity. He understood it. He was the father of
all Russian nuclear technology. It was Vernadsky.

Now, we' re out there, looking at thisarid world; we have
vast minera deposits, we havewhat iscalled an “ecology,” a
“biosphere,” out there, which needs to be transformed. We
have human beings who can transform that. But we have to
do it right. We can not simply go out, helter-skelter, and try
to transform the biosphere, transform this planet, without
knowing what we' re doing. Therefore, we have to take a sci-
ence like that of Vernadsky, the science of the biosphere-
noosphere: We have to treat that as an applied science, in
the development of the concepts, of how to do the greatest
engineering job that’ sever been doneon thisplanet: thetrans-
formation of thisvast area of Eurasia, including Central and
North Asia, from a permanent/semi-permanent desert, into
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one of the rich lodes, on which the future development of
Western Europe, [and] other parts of Eurasia, including
China, India, and so forth, depend, absolutely.

So, we have a mission-orientation out there. A chance
to change the face of humanity, to give a new challenge, a
new moral challenge to humanity, to progress. To take the
practical problem before us, of bringing this economy, of
Western Europe, in particular, out of depression, out of
chaos, into something great; something of which your de-
scendants will be proud, and you should be proud in doing.
We have out there a great, specific challenge, an immediate
challenge, of how do we transform Central Asia and North
Asia, from an essentially non-usable area, predominantly—
of desert, of wasteland, of tundra—how do we transform
that into the potential it represents, for all of Eurasia? And,
how do we go beyond that, into Africa, and take a similar
problem, but different, in Southern Africa? How do we
transform that area, into something for its own people, and
something for al humanity, at the same time?

We have a similar situation in the Americas. South
Americaisrich. Argentinahas arich potential, which some-
body’ s trying to steal, for nothing, presently. Patagonia: tre-
mendous potential. Italians used to want to flood over there,
and conquer the place, because of the rich potentia there.
Brazil hastremendous potential.

So, similarly, we have great biosphere, great nodsphere
challenges in various parts of the world. Thisis not the end.
But thisisanintermediateterm, for the next 50 years, the next
75years. Thesearethe great challenges, for which we should
prepare ourselves, and future generations. In the meantime,
in getting in that direction, with that understanding, we must
transform the individual’ s conception of humanity: the most
important thing of all. We must understand, what morality is.
We must understand, the true significance for practice, of the
fact that we can demonstrate in the laboratory, that man is
made in theimage of the Creator of this universe, asno other
creatureis.

Producer vs. Consumer Values

And, therefore, human purposes, human missions, human
social relations, must be based on that conception of man. We
must understand, in particular, the role of true entrepreneur-
ship, as the vehicle, which mediates the power of creativity,
as generated in our culture, and translates that into practical
applications, as solutions for practical problems which arise
inthe course of business. If wetakethat view, if we eliminate
the nonsense, which pollutes us; if we get away from being a
“consumer society,” to becoming a society oriented to pro-
ducing good, in the moral sense of good—produce good for
humanity, by solving particular problems for particular hu-
man beings, or groups of human beings. Do good, and
achieve, and survivein doing it.

That is what we need. No matter what the program is.
Without that kind of change, wewill not succeed. Wethought
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we had succeeded, inrebuilding after theWar, inthe 20 years
from 1945 to the middle of the 1960s. Then look what hap-
pened. We had solved many problems. We had succeeded.
We had an economy that worked. What did we do? We de-
stroyed it! In ashift from producer valueto consumer values.
We destroyed it! By denying creativity. We destroyed it! By
destroying our educational systems. We don’t educate chil-
dren in schools any more: We blab at them. We tell them to
look it up on the Internet. We don’t allow them to think any
more, we don’t encourage it. We destroyed the culture, upon
which, from the Renai ssanceperiod on, all European achieve-
ment was based.

So, the danger is not that we don’t know how to succeed.
Humanity has succeeded before. The danger is that we will
throw it away, again, the way we threw it away during the
past 35 years. And, therefore, | would say that, apart from all
thetechnical matters, which fascinate me and which motivate
megreatly, that thistechnical concernwill fail, unlesswe can
situate that, in terms of reference to amoral sense of why do
we do, what we do. Why do we choose this system? Why do
we not abandon it? Because we keep our eyes on the moral
principle, that the human being is made in the image of the
Creator of the universe, and we have to deal with each other,
and with the universe, accordingly.

Thank you.
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