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SCHILLER INSTITUTE

Construct the Land-Bridge,
Prevent a New Dark Age

This is the third installment of EIR s serialization of the pro-
ceedings of the Schiller Institute’s Sept. 15-16 conference in
Kiedrich, Germany, on “The Eurasian Land-Bridge Is Be-
coming a Reality!” We publish here the panel on “Technolo-
gies to Reconstruct the World,” and a portion of the conclud-
ing panel, “Rebuilding Civilization.” To situate the discussion
within the overall framework of the conference, we quote from
the invitation to the Kiedrich conference:

When the Comecon and the Soviet Union began to disinte-
grate in 1989-91, Lyndon LaRouche and the Schiller Institute
proposed an economic reconstruction plan, first for Europe,
and then for Eurasia. In 1989, we put forward the program for
the so-called “Productive Triangle: Paris-Berlin-Vienna,” and
in 1991, the program for the infrastructural and economic in-
tegration of Eurasia, known as the Eurasian Land-Bridge,
which we elaborated at many conferences and seminars on all
continents.

It is precisely this idea, to tie together the whole world
with a system of development corridors, which is now on the
verge of coming into being! ...

The world stands at the threshold of setting up a world-
wide network of high-speed rail, such as Transrapid maglev
lines for passenger and freight transport. The fulcrum and
pivot-point for this global network is the tunnel from Uelen in
Siberia to Cape Prince of Wales in Alaska, which will link
Eurasia with the Americas. This network must in turn extend
across Europe and Southwest Asia to Africa. The develop-
ment of the territory between Kazakstan and Northern Russia,
and Alaska, is essential for this, since only with the help of
nuclear technologies—fission and fusion—will it be possible
to meet the requirements of the populous regions of South and
Central Asia.

The construction of this connection between Siberia and
Alaska would have enormous economic significance: It would
make possible the development of Siberia’s gigantic raw ma-
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terials resources, for the benefit of the whole world. It would
make large parts of Alaska and Canada habitable. It would
mean a dramatic boost in production in many areas: conven-
tional and high-speed rail, the Isotope Economy, production
and work under permafrost conditions, etc. The project in it-
self could become the motor for a worldwide industrial revo-
lution. Once the system were completed, people would be
able to travel faster by train or Transrapid, for example, from
Acapulco, across the Bering Strait, to Mumbai, than is now
possible by ship!...

The reconstruction of the world economy on all five con-
tinents must be placed on the agenda as a matter of war-avoid-
ance strategy. This means a global development policy, which
serves the common aims of mankind. It is also urgently neces-
sary to bring to Europe the pioneering spirit which reigns in
many parts of Asia and Latin America....

We must replace the non-culture associated with global-
ization with a new Renaissance of Classical European culture
and of the high periods of other cultures in science and art.
Only then can we succeed in initiating a new, positive period
of human history. Some of the most promising news in this
respect, is the scientific and cultural work of the international
LaRouche Youth Movement....

We are confronted today by the question, whether man-
kind can so organize itself, that our survival is guaranteed for
the long term. Is the project for global infrastructure develop-
ment economically feasible at the present time? Is it politi-
cally possible to achieve? The answer in both cases is emphat-
ically, “Yes.” It is possible and it is also urgently necessary.

Today, with mankind equally close to the abyss of a threat-
ened plunge into a new dark age and a possible global asym-
metric war, and to the begining of a new worldwide economic
miracle and a new Renaissance, it is essential to discuss and
push through a positive agenda. Therefore, at this two-day
conference, the speakers from various continents will speak
to these themes. . ..
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Pirouz Mojtahed-Zadeh, PhD

The U.S. Neo-Cons and
[ran’s Nuclear Energy

Dr. Mojtahed-Zadeh is a professor of political geography and
geopolitics at Tarbiat Modarres University in Tehran. He is also
chairman of the Urosevic Research Foundation in London. The
full title of his speech to the Schiller Institute conference on Sept.
16 was “The Iranian Nuclear Energy Program: An Excuse for
U.S. Neo-Cons To Wage War on the People of Iran.”

Thank you very much, Madam Chairman, for the introduc-
tion, and yesterday afternoon when listening to your some-
what light-hearted discussion with the Russian professor, I
could not help thinking how right you were in assessing the
program of the Eurasian Land-bridge as not being limited to
an economic development program for Eurasia alone, but a
cornerstone of a global reconstruction program that could of-
fer mankind an alternative to the present socio-economic sys-
tem of the U.S. Neo-conservatives’ New World Order, de-
scribed by Lyndon LaRouche as the Anglo-American empire
which is corrupt and on the verge of collapse.

Hence, one cannot think of LaRouche’s alternative world
order simply in terms of national benefits for the countries of
Eurasia, and lose sight of the fact that it can offer an alterna-
tive to the existing global system, the ultimate success of
which is achieved as a result of the failure of the current sys-
tem, which is wholly based on wars and devastation. A “War
of the Worlds” seems to be what the existing system is bent on
bringing about, and after what we have seen in Afghanistan,
Iraq, and Lebanon, a major war on Iran seems to have become
imminent, with the kind of devastation that you wisely warned
this conference about in your introduction: devastation of
global proportions.

This is absolutely correct, as thus far the neo-cons have
waged wars of devastation on Afghanistan, Iraq, and Leba-
non, all of which happen to be Muslim nations. But this time
they are planning to wage war on an “Islamic Republic,”
which, if it happens, will set the Christian West against Mus-
lim East, and make Samuel Huntington’s “Clash of Civiliza-
tions” a reality. To reach this monstrous goal, the unholy alli-
ance between Israelis, U.S. neo-cons, and their new-found
friends in France, is making effective use of monopolizing
news media, and has turned the so-called international media
into a very effective tool in their propaganda war, thus sub-
jecting international public opinion to a well-orchestrated
campaign of disinformation and misinformation. In other
words, they demonize Muslim nations in international public
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Dr. Pirouz Mojtahed-Zahed: LaRouche’s concept of a new world
order offers an alternative to the “War of the Worlds” that the neo-
cons have in mind—including their plan for imminent war on Iran.

opinion, and then unleash their war machine on them, com-
mitting the most horrific crimes against humanity, as has been
the case in all the three countries mentioned hitherto.

Madam Chairman, George Bush and Dick Cheney seem
to have found themselves on the point of “make or break,” and
in order to save themselves from their present position as the
undisputed losers of Iraqi, Afghani, and Lebanese wars, they
have decided to pursue their ultimate aim of a War of the
Worlds between the Christian West and the Muslim East, by
starting the war on Iran, without bothering to find an excuse
for it. They seem increasingly unconcerned with the issue of
prior justification for war, and want to leave finding justifica-
tions for later. Nevertheless, since the strategy of turning the
issue of Iran’s nuclear energy program into a pretext for start-
ing a war and/or imposing crushing economic sanctions
against Iran is still going on, they have decided to allow those
efforts to continue, although their result is to clear Iran of all
false accusations laid upon her by the United States and Israel.
[International Atomic Energy Agency Director General Mo-
hamed] ElBaradei’s expression of impatience with the U.S.
lies and the media campaign has started to sound so similar to
Hans Blix’s expression of impatience with the American lies
leading to the war on Iraq.

While in his report of Sept. 10, 2007 to the board of gov-
ernors of the IAEA, the Director General of that UN body de-
scribed the agreements between his Agency and Iran as an
“important step in the right direction,” the U.S. government
described the same development as “an attempt by the Iranian
government to distract from its intention of developing nucle-
ar weapons.”? This attempt to sabotage progress in the settle-

1. Ettelaat International, quoting IRNA News Agency, London, Sept. 12,
2007, p. 1.

2. Abbas Edalat & Mehrnaz Shahabi, “Changing course on Iran,” The Guard-
ian, London, Sept. 10, 2007.
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ment of the issue of Iran’s nuclear energy program leaves no
doubt once again that not only is the United States aware of
the fact that there is no strategic threat from Iran’s nuclear en-
ergy program, but also there is no willingness in the White
House to settle the crisis that has been created over it.

The reason for this is quite obvious to me. The United
States has reiterated its intention to effect “regime change” in
Iran, by making an excuse of whatever issue that could justify
waging wars or imposing crippling sanctions on the people of
Iran. The first excuse was that Iran was exporting its revolu-
tion to the neighboring states. Saddam Hussein was armed
and encouraged to wage a war of devastation on the people of
Iran, with more than 1 million dead and well over a $1,000
billion of devastation, with no result for anyone except that it
united the people of Iran with the regime that America wanted
to change, which in turn, guaranteed the I.R.I.’s [Islamic Re-
public of Iran’s] survival at its shaky start. Then there were
other allegations to be exploited, as excuses for starting the
promised war on the people of Iran. However, although Presi-
dent Bush and Dick Cheney have moved to their next excuse,
in the shape of the implausible allegations that the I.R.I. sup-
ports al-Qaeda and Taliban terrorists in Iraq and Afghanistan,
respectively, to the detriment of its own peace and security, ef-
forts to use the issue of Iran’s nuclear energy program as an
excuse to start the war are still in full swing.

The U.S.-Israeli Dimension

Sadly, with their unfounded fear of an Iranian bomb, the
United States and Israel have made the best use of their mo-
nopoly control of major news media to prevent the world from
seeing Iran’s legitimate quest for nuclear energy to provide
for its critical energy needs. It is, however, the recognition of
this national need which is essential for holding a meaningful
dialogue with Tehran, or to deter it from the possibility of ex-
panding its nuclear technology to bomb-making. To this end,
they ignore these facts:

1. It was Washington that encouraged Iran in the 1970s to
go for nuclear energy, to confront its fast-developing needs
for energy in the 1980s and beyond. Washington signed an
agreement with Iran in July 1978, which stipulated, among
other things, U.S. export of nuclear technology to Iran, and
material and expertise in searching for uranium deposits.

2. With an annual growth of 6-8% in demand for electric-
ity, and a population estimated to reach 100 million before
2025, Iran cannot rely exclusively on oil and gas for its energy
needs. Iran’s current production level of 3.5 million barrels
per day is increasingly geared toward domestic consumption,
which has grown by more than 280% since the 1979 Revolu-
tion. If this trend continues, Iran will become a net oil import-
er beyond 2010, a catastrophe for a country that relies on oil
for 80% of its foreign currency and 45% of its annual bud-
get.’?

3. For more on these, see Pirouz Mojtahed-Zadeh et al., “Iran needs nuclear
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3. The importance of diminishing Iran’s fears and replac-
ing threats against Iran’s territorial integrity by acknowledg-
ment of her constructive conflict-management role in the re-
gion. This would achieve a lot more toward Iranian
nonproliferation than war, or years—or even decades—of
sanctions. This, in turn, requires a willingness by the United
States to recognize Iran’s important role in regional stability,
as demonstrated by its cordial relations with the government
of Hamid Karzai in Kabul, and its endorsement of the elected
government in Baghdad, as well as negotiating with the U.S.
on Iraqi security. These, of course, will simultaneously bring
into the open the fact that the crisis over Iran’s nuclear energy
program is a crisis of choice, not necessity,* and threats are not
the way to influence Iran.’

‘Nation Change’ Replaces ‘Regime Change’

Neo-cons in Washington have made no secret of the fact
that they prosecuted the issue of Iran’s nuclear energy pro-
gram to a large extent as an excuse to implement their well-
publicized strategy of “regime change” against the Islamic
Republic in Iran. In a similar strategy, the United States suc-
ceeded to change the Ba’ath regime in Iraq, by creating one of
the most fearsome terrorist crises in the Middle East; but its
failure so far to change the regime in Iran, seems to be the core
reason for Washington and Tel Aviv to engage in clandestine
subversive operations inside Iran, encouraging separatist
movements among Pan-Turk, Pan-Kurd, Pan-Arab, and other
terrorist organizations in [the] Azerbaijan, Kurdistan,
Khuzestan, and Baluchistan [areas] of Iran.

Former Israeli Deputy Prime Minister Shimon Peres
brought this information into the open by publicly admitting
that his country and the United States are involved in opera-
tions aimed at disintegration of Iran.® That is to say that they
have broken international rules and regulations in order to
make a legal case against Iran’s nuclear energy program, con-
tinued at the UN Security Council level, in order to pave the
way for legalizing economic sanctions or military actions
against Iran’—while conspiracy to cause the disintegration of
Iran needs no legalizing. This is living proof that the neo-con
Administration in Washington is leaving no stone unturned, in
proving to be the national enemy of the people of Iran, and
any measure to implement their strategy of changing the Is-

power,” International Herald Tribune, Oct. 14, 2003, www.iht.com/
articles/2003/10/14/edsahimi_ed3_.php.

4. Pirouz Mojtahed-Zadeh and Kaveh Afrasiabi, “Iran’s nuclear program: A
crisis of choice, not necessity,” International Herald Tribune,” Aug. 12,
2005.

5. Pirouz Mojtahed-Zadeh and Kaveh Afrasiabi, “Threats are not the way to
influence Tehran,” International Herald Tribune, July 2, 2004.

6. Shimon Peres in interview with Fox News, as reported by IRNA semi-
official news agency, Dec. 03, 2006.

7. Pirouz Mojtahed-Zadeh, “Letter to President George W. Bush,” London,
April 17, 2006, www.payvand.com/news/06/april/1165.html.
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lamic regime boils down to causing devastation to the people
of Iran, in much the same way as they have devastated Iraq
and its people.

Worse still is their expectation that we, the people of Iran,
keep silent vis-a-vis these atrocities against our country and
our people, and if some of us decide to defend our national
dignity, our national rights, and our country’s territorial integ-
rity, the United States and Israel reduce themselves to using
their agents inside and outside Iran, to wage a personal war,
trying to discredit each one of us. Recently in a televised de-
bate on an English-language Iranian television program, I was
accused by a White House press staff official of “taking my
line from the Iranian Foreign Ministry.” I wondered if he
knew that it has been more than four years since I have even
taken part in any gathering where leaders of the I.R.I. Foreign
Ministry happened to be present.

How To End the Crisis

In order to prove that Iran is pursuing a clandestine nucle-
ar weapons program, the United States enforced an extensive
investigation of suspected sites in Iran by the IAEA. In spite
of the U.S. displeasure at the IAEA’s impartial investigations
and reports, and threats against its Director General, Dr.
ElBaradei’s, future in his job, reports of investigations
throughout the years have cleared Iran of allegations of
wrongdoing.

Moreover, it was on the basis of these inspections and re-
ports carried out, according to the Tehran agreement between
Iran and the EU-3 in 2003, that the IAEA Board of Governors
passed resolutions in 2004, recognizing Iran’s pledge of
peaceful use of nuclear energy.® Disappointed by these results
from the TAEA investigations, some of the most influential
Western media began a campaign of misinformation and dis-
information. These propaganda campaigns seem to have de-
prived international public opinion of the awareness that,
should Iran succumb to illegal demands of Washington and
Tel Aviv in depriving herself of an independent national fuel
supply, she would have left a dangerous precedent, allowing
big powers to interfere in the peaceful internal affairs of small-
er nations, and would have given up her own independence in
respect of the use of nuclear energy, by becoming dependent
on supplies of nuclear fuel from other countries. Though the
U.S. and Israel, supported by the EU, managed to get the
UNSC to issue punitive resolutions against Iran, they were
confronted by the unanimous demand of the international
community that the issue of Iran’s nuclear energy program be
settled through diplomacy and negotiations.

Though the IAEA investigations of the country proved
that no evidence was found indicating an Iranian intention of
using the nuclear industry for strategic purposes, the IAEA

8. Pirouz Mojtahed-Zadeh, “War on Iran will lead to World War III as U.S.
Neo-Cons also admit,” speech at a conference on “Iran and U.S. War Drive in
Middle East,” organized by CASMII at London University, Sept. 25, 2006.
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decided, on instructions from Washington and Tel Aviv, as
well as the European Union, to refer Iran’s dossier to the UN
Security Council, by invoking Chapter VII of the UN Charter,
against the clearly pronounced advice of the UN Secretary
General, who stated that the Security Council was not the ap-
propriate forum for debating Iran’s case, and that it was the
TAEA Board of Governors which was the authority to discuss
the matter.

Chapter VII of the UN Charter specifies that a country can
be referred to the UNSC under that chapter only if it has
“threatened the peace,” “broken the peace,” and/or “undertak-
en acts of aggression.” Not only did the IAEA not accuse Iran
of any of those things, but the documents the IAEA included
in the dossier in support of its referral, consistently confirm
that no evidence had been found that would incriminate Iran of
trying to use its nuclear industry for strategic purposes. Hence,
by trying to put Iran’s nuclear energy program on trial, in a
process legally unjustifiable, the UN Security Council has in-
deed put on trial its own integrity and credibility.

This has made the international community emphatically
demand a peaceful settlement of the Iranian nuclear energy
crisis through diplomacy. But a negotiated settlement has
proved to be impossible, because of the obstruction by U.S.
President Bush, who has imposed his precondition that “any
negotiation with Iran must be subject to Iran’s suspension of
the uranium enrichment process.” By doing so, in reality, the
United States has made sure that no negotiation would com-
mence with Iran, as, if Iran were to be forced to bring to a
complete halt its uranium enrichment activities, as a precon-
dition for negotiations, what would be left there for Iran to
negotiate about?

In the latest development, the IAEA chief’s report on Sept.
11, 2007, to the Board of Governors of that UN body, that the
agreement with Iran had been designed to remove all out-
standing questions, met with a hostile reaction from the Portu-
guese Ambassador, acting on behalf of the European Union.
This suggests that the departure of Tony Blair and Jacques
Chirac from the political scene has not changed the EU’s obe-
dience to the U.S.-Israeli instruction to keep the Iranian nucle-
ar energy program as a pretext for inflicting war and/or devas-
tating sanctions against her. It is unfortunate that the EU defies
all aspects of political and geopolitical wisdom and behaves in
this manner. The EU might try to see the wisdom of the advice
of the IAEA chief, that “sanctions have to be coupled at all
times with incentives and a real search for acompromise based
on face-saving, based on respect,” and try to work out a new
and independent policy to remove the current impasse, which
is the result of imposing preconditions for negotiations.

Europe did a very bad job of its so-called, “mediation,” by
trying to impose the U.S. precondition on Iran, instead of ne-
gotiating a way out of the stalemate which was created by that
same precondition. The united Europe is indeed well placed
to overcome the stalemate by adopting a more independent
position as an honest broker, and trying to find an alternative
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regime that would be more in keeping with Iran’s progress in
producing enriched uranium, as has been indicated recently
by Dr. ElBaradei, the chief IAEA inspector. Perhaps an effec-
tive international control of the level and degree of Iran’s en-
richment process can be worked out through actual U.S. or
EU partnership with Iran in her uranium enrichment industry
and production of nuclear fuel.’

All these are for the resolution of the issue of Iran’s nucle-

9. For more on this, see Pirouz Mojtahed-Zadeh, text of speech to EU Parlia-
ment, Brussels, July 4, 2007.

ar energy program in a normal process. But the time is not
normal, and the more desperate the axis of Bush-Cheney-
Olmert-Sarkozy gets, the more imminent the danger of war on
Iran, with its global consequences, seems to become. It is in
view of this imminent danger, Madam Chairman, that I would
like to propose passing of a resolution by this magnificent
gathering of peace-loving intellectuals from no less than 27
countries, to condemn without reservation any military action
against Iran.'

10. Such a resolution was passed. See EIR, Sept. 28, 2007, p. 24.—ed.

Dr. Ahmed Kedidi

Lyndon LaRouche and
The Muslim World

Dr. Kedidi is a professor at Doha University in Qatar, a former
Member of Parliament in his native country, Tunisia, and pres-
ident of the European Academy of International Relations,
Paris. Here is the translation of the written text of his speech to
the Schiller Institute’s conference in Kiedrich, Germany.

The Arab-Muslim world is at the antipodes of the universal
project we are preparing at this conference, around Lyndon
LaRouche. Currently, the Arab-Muslim world is the theater to
many crises of separation and war among peoples, ethnic
groups, communities, and classes, and while we here call for
building bridges and corridors, the Arab-Muslim area contin-
ues to break apart, and new walls are put up between peoples.
For that very reason, I believe that Lyn’s combat is more ur-
gent here than anywhere else, and that Lyn’s ideal is to have ge-
ography correct history’s errors. The Muslim world has gone
through several historical cycles, that have not only shaped its
civilization, but also created several Muslim worlds, rather than
a homogeneous entity. The present cycle, which began with the
fall of the Ottoman Empire, is distinguished by the shift from
faith to ideology, and from harmony among cultures to conflict.
Hope means a fair and lasting solution to the Palestinian drama,
a perspective of peace and freedom for Iraq, settlement of the
conflict in Afghanistan, a return to the time-honored entente in
Lebanon, and good governance in the Arab-Muslim world.

A 27-Year Friendship

T'have known Lyndon LaRouche for a quarter of a century.
Twenty-seven years of sincere, deep faithfulness tie me to this
man, politically and morally.

I shall spare you labored analyses on his thinking, or dip-
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Dr. Ahmed Kedidi: “The Arab-Muslim elites are aware of and
acknowledge the fierce fight, day by day, of Lyn and Helga for the
new Silk Road and for Islam’s entry into history.”

lomatic remarks and civilities suited to the occasion, and tell
you some anecdotes about Lyn’s (and of course Helga’s) rela-
tions with the Muslim world, which is my field of specialty
and culture.

In 1985, when I held important political positions in my
native country, Tunisia, we were attacked by neighboring Lib-
ya—then a different Libya under a different Qaddafi than
now. On a whim, the Libyan colonel threw 32,000 Tunisian
citizens, legally living in Libya, out of the country, into the
sands of the desert at our joint border, and we had to confront
an unexpected, unforeseeable crisis, in a country with no nat-
ural resources, suffering from unemployment.

In this absurd situation, the Tunisian government headed
by Bourguiba, was immediately supported, strategically and in
the media, by Lyndon LaRouche, a man of honor and an expe-
rienced visionary. When I proposed to my friend, Tunisian
Prime Minister Mohamed Mzali, to invite Lyn to Tunis, as a
sign of gratitude and political efficiency, he asked our ambas-
sador in Washington, Mr. Habib Ben Yahia (future Foreign Af-
fairs minister), for his opinion. Strangely, our ambassador was
not in favor of such an invitation. The Prime Minister transmit-
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ted that opinion to me, requesting me to contact the Ambassa-
dor for more information or his arguments. I called Mr. Ben
Yahia, who gave me a significant, edifying report on Lyn’s im-
age and the meaning of his fight in the Arab-Muslim world.
His Excellency told me, from his office in the U.S. capital:

You know, Ahmed, Lyn is a great economist and a presti-
gious U.S. Presidential candidate; his analyses are constantly
confirmed by events and by history, but (because there is a
“but”!), he is not liked by the U.S. Administration!

I insisted on knowing more, and finding out why there
was no official sympathy for a man whom even our Ambas-
sador held so highly. The Ambassador continued, explaining
with obvious and audible embarrassment, that Lyn was not
tender with the excesses and violence of Israeli policy, nor
with the fatal errors in the international monetary system, the
U.S. crisis management approach in the world, or the West’s
economic and financial decisions.

Upon hearing such praise, I replied that I thought Bour-
guiba’s Tunisia should definitely invite this man and honor
him! The Ambassador replied (to my great surprise):

Precisely because of his good qualities, we should be cau-
tious and ... realistic, and avoid bringing down the wrath of
the White House and the Pentagon!

Another memory. Throughout the 1990s, when I was a
professor at Qatar University and political analyst on al-
Jazeera and different Arab satellite stations, I would put out
Lyn’s message, and my friend Jacques Cheminade came to
the Gulf to explain Lyn’s ideas.

One day, I received a kind invitation to lunch from the
French Ambassador to Qatar. Between the cheese and the ap-
ple pie, I said to him: Excellency, I know that when a good
Ambassador invites someone to dine, his purpose is to obtain
useful information, so what do you want to know about? He
replied: your commitment to LaRouche. I asked him what he
thought of LaRouche, personally. He answered: LaRouche
seems to be alone. Then I said: Excellency, when speaking of
de Gaulle, André Malraux wrote: There are two types of soli-
tude, the solitude of a man who has been abandoned by others,
and the solitude of the man who is ahead of all the others. The
luncheon then continued on a different track.

In remembering those two episodes, all the absurdities of
Arab-Muslim and European diplomacy toward Lyn, the just and
the visionary, pass through my mind. I have fought against that
nonsense for a quarter of a century, not for my friend and teacher
Lyn, but essentially for the ideas and ideals of laroucheism,
which, fundamentally, is humanism, and which contemporary
history had once and for all hoisted to the level of a triumph of
reason, of culture, of peace over fanaticism, racism, and all the
injustice that threatens our world and confiscates our future.

Fortunately, today, from Jakarta to Tangier, the 1.2 billion
Muslims in the world are living through an adventure of develop-
ment and reconstruction, but the Arab-Muslim elites are aware of
and acknowledge the fierce fight, day by day, of Lyn and Helga
for the new Silk Road and for Islam’s entry into history.
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Dr. Holger Beckmann

CargoCap: A New Way
To Transport Freight

Dr. Beckmann is at the Ruhr University, Bochum, Germany.
His speech, “Automated Underground Goods Transportation:
A Transportation Technology Scenario for the Future,” was
translated from German, and subheads have been added.

Ladies and gentlemen, I would like to present to you a vision,
a vision of automated freight transportation underground. But
I would like to start out with a historical view.

In the 19th Century we were faced with an enormous
problem in our cities. This problem was the sewage, that was
channeled from every household in open channels through the
towns, creating a great stench and epidemics. It was a great
problem, and a couple of people came up with the idea to dis-
charge the sewage underground in canals or pipes. At the time,
that was a utopia, in which nobody really believed. In 1843,
some people took up this project, despite everything, and as
we see today: It is absolutely self-evident to us, that sewage
runs underground, where we cannot see it, hear it, and, in gen-
eral, also cannot smell it. In principle, when we pour it down
our drain, we can forget about it. That was absolutely not a
matter of course 150 years ago; it was a total utopia.

Today, we are once more faced with a great challenge in
our cities and urban areas: our traffic. I will read you a clip-
ping from a newspaper: In North Rhine-Westphalia there
were 338 km of traffic jams in one day. The entire traffic sys-
tem had basically broken down. It’s not like that every day,
but we do witness traffic congestion in these urban areas, and
they cause extreme delays. And then there is, of course, an
enormous noise pollution, as well as emissions pollution, and
recently, the problem of particulate matter. All these issues
create health problems in our densely populated cities and ur-
ban areas, and they need to be solved by us in the near term.
And it will not solve itself; as a matter of fact, if we do not find
a solution, matters will just get worse.

If we look at the development of traffic, we project very
significant increases in traffic, in particular, in the use of
trucks. Added to that, is the rise of e-commerce, where a client
orders his goods via the internet and has them shipped directly
to his home, which will create an enormous increase in goods
transportation in urban areas. Current traffic systems are no
longer able to absorb the expected increased traffic. We al-
ready have a system that is overstrained and that creates com-
petition for land area use. Citizens rightly complain, and de-
fend their interests against new highways in already congested
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areas, and, of course, there are always also budgetary issues to
consider, as the building of new traffic corridors in urban
sprawl is extremely expensive.

There are some attempts to solve this problem by increas-
ing the efficiency of existing systems, like the electronic
drawbar, which would electronically regulate the distance be-
tween trucks. Another is telematics, that is, centralized traffic
regulation; but all of these are mere drops in the ocean. They
do not fundamentally solve any problems.

How then should a new traffic system look?

It would have to be technically and legally feasible in a
relatively short time, without causing harm to the interests of
the citizens. It would have to be able to be integrated into ex-
isting traffic systems, as we cannot change the entire traffic
system from one day to the next, but would need to create
compatibilities. Of course, it would have to be economically
feasible: that is, it should not be prohibitively costly, so that
public monies can be invested in it.

Under these premises a project-team from the Ruhr Uni-
versity at Bochum set out to design a new system as a solution
to these problems. This was a very interdisciplinary team,
which involved lawyers; technicians; civil, mechanical, and
electrical engineers; and of course, also some economists.
This team has come up with a proposal, a new concept, which
bears the name CargoCap. We see it as the fifth traffic alterna-
tive, next to road, rail, water, and air. In principle, we are talk-
ing about a relatively small freight-railcar, a capsule, that rolls
through underground pipes or tubing. These are not tunnels in
the common sense of the term; it is much more like pipework
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or tubing. These capsules are loaded with
pallets, which are made in the standard-
ized transportation size for freight traffic
in urban areas; all you need for that is a
tube diameter of 1.6 meters [5.25 feet].
That is relatively small. You cannot even
walk upright in them. And you would be
able to transport in them almost all of the
goods that are now carried on pallets.

I prepared an animation here for you
to see. (Www.cargocap.com/)

So, these capsules would be driven in
trains underground, similar to a rail train,
except that they are not coupled mechani-
cally but rather electronically, using elec-
tronic distance-retaining brackets. As I
just mentioned, these pipes are 1.6 m in
diameter. I will show how they can be
built in a moment. In a second, you will
see into an entrance to a station, and can
watch as some capsules separate them-
selves from the train set and take a differ-
ent track. That is technically no problem
to realize, because they are not mechani-
cally coupled. Some capsules go on to the
next station, and some are processed in this station, i.e., they
are the pallets automatically unloaded and conveyed to the
distribution level or the surface, using a fine distribution sys-
tem as we know it, with forklifts or similar systems.

On the surface, of course, you would not notice any of this
going on. So you could integrate this CargoCap system of pip-
ing into the existing traffic system without creating anything
visible on the surface. We specifically examined one of the
largest and most dense urban areas in the world: the Ruhr re-
gion, looking at a track of about 80km length going from
Dortmund in the East, through to the Rhine in Duisburg in the
West. Along the way there are several stations at city centers,
shopping centers, and distribution centers of the likes of UPS
or DHL, which would be connected and would aid in making
such a project economically viable.

EIRNS/Julien Lemaitre
Dr. Holger Beckmann presents his Cargo-Cap underground freight transport system, a
proposal as revolutionary today as the creation of underground sewage system was a
century ago.

A Look at Construction Costs

The next question would be: How do the construction
costs look?

A double pipe, that is, a two-track section, would cost
about 3 million euros per kilometer, compared to about 13-15
million euros for a kilometer of highway in urban areas, which
is on the surface, with all the problems associated with that. If
you look at tunnels, a kilometer of tunnel would cost about 20
times as much, and a high-speed rail track about 15-18 million
euros per kilometer.

How can such a system be built?

We already have construction methods today that are very
widespread for constructing sewage systems. This procedure
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is entirely underground; that is, one only needs a shaft at the
beginning, and a shaft at the destination, with about 1 kilome-
ter or more in between the two. The pipes are lowered into
these shafts, where they are pressed through the soil. In front
there is a machine that drills through the ground, and creates
the hollow space into which the pipes are driven. If the track
is fairly long, one not only applies pressure from behind the
pipes, but there are so-called intermediate expanders that
work the pipeline through the ground in the way a worm
works.

As I said, this is not a utopia. It is not even anything new.
It is in use today. Many kilometers of piping are constructed
every year in Germany alone, using this procedure for sewage
systems. And it is very gentle on the environment. All you
need is a shaft about every 1,000 or so meters into which the
pipe sections are lowered. ... There is currently a main sewage
line under construction in the Ruhr region, comparable to our
CargoCap track, with a length of 50 kilometers right through
the middle of the urban area, this being for sewage effluents.
It has dimensions of between 2,800 mm [approximately 9.2
feet] and 1,400 mm, so it is even larger than our CargoCap
pipes.

Now, let’s look at the economic viability of this system,
because it might sound somewhat fantastic at first. We have
looked at the total quantity of goods transported on pallets in
the Ruhr region, which would be relevant for our track. It is
around 10 million tons per year. What we would need to break
even with our project, including all initial investment costs,
would be no more than 350,000 tons per year, which is a small
fraction of the total. What does our capacity look like? If we
were to operate a double track line, then the capacity naturally
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An artist’s illustration of
the means by which the
underground pipes for
transport would be
constructed under urban
areas, with minimal
disruption to the activity
above.

CargoCap

is several times what we would need to break even. As soon as
we pass the 350,000 mark, we are economical, including all of
our investment costs to build the line. And that is considering
only the track in the Ruhr region.

We did another study on a line in the Rhine region, around
Cologne, and then also on the connection between the two,
with respect to networking effects. We found that the connec-
tion creates the greatest benefit, although construction costs
for it are lowest. This is similar to the beginnings of rail. As an
isolated application, rail transport was relatively costly, and
not particularly economical, but in connecting the different
rail sections into a network, the whole thing became an ex-
tremely important traffic carrier, which can operate very eco-
nomically.

We also did a legal evaluation on the question of whether
it would be possible to just go ahead and build a pipeline
straight across the Ruhr region. And it is actually very unprob-
lematic legally; we do not need all kinds of permissions you
would otherwise need. Because we are building a supply line,
we can declare it legally as a supply line, and then it is no dif-
ferent from building a water pipe. And we also avoid tunnel-
ing under private properties, where the owner obviously also
has claim on his undersoil. Because with the high flexibility in
the pipeline routing of our system, we can just stick to staying
underneath public roads so that we don’t run into any prob-
lems on that front either.

Another big advantage is that we don’t run into any envi-
ronmental regulations, because we are operating an electri-
cally driven vehicle. It doesn’t make any noise, and it is un-
derground, so you can’t see or smell it. Like our sewage
system today, it would be entirely invisible.
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Efficient, Flexible, and Reliable

So, there are many advantages to this solution. It is highly
efficient; it is very flexible; and, very important, we can oper-
ate it very precisely according to schedule, enabling us to
guarantee to the minute when the goods will arrive at their
destination. This is mainly because there is no interference
from outside—no weather dependency, no interference from
other traffic carriers. We can always operate according to
schedule, even at very short notice, and therefore we can al-
ways inform the client as to exactly when his goods will be
expected to arrive at their destination, or we can deliver them
according to the client’s specifications. It would be immedi-
ately implementable, expandable, environmentally sound,
and highly efficient regarding land use, as we intersect only
the surface at the respective loading stations.

I don’t have a slide on the disadvantages, because there
really aren’t any, and that seems to be our greatest disadvan-
tage. There are no citizens’ committees opposing it, so that
when the political decision is made to go with this, then no
one can reverse it. That is the problem that we face at the mo-
ment [laughter].

How far are we along with this project? Well, we have al-
ready built a model track, at the scale of 1:2, that is, at half the
normal size, in a hall donated to us by AEG [German General
Electric] some years ago. There we have built a large oval
track, and now we are building the switches on which to dem-
onstrate the feeding in and feeding out of capsules while in
transit. The idea is for the capsules not to travel at a very high
speed, perhaps around 40 to 60 km/hr, but that is far above
anything a truck manages in an urban area, and we can feed
capsules in and out of the respective trains, while they con-
tinue travelling, in order to load and unload them at their re-
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spective destinations.

Are there opponents to this?
We thought at first that naturally
we would find the entire logis-
tics branch seriously opposed to
this, but it turned out very differ-
ently, because transport in urban
areas actually is not very profit-
able for logistics companies,
mainly because it is very unpre-
dictable. For example, the direc-
tor of the logistics center for
Quelle AG [a major mail order
retailer in Germany], which is
based in Bochum and services
all of North Rhine-Westphalia
with refrigerators, household
electronics, and the like, told us
that he cannot estimate how long
his truck will take to make a de-
livery in Dortmund. It could
take 20 minutes, or it could take
up to 3 hours. Therefore it would be a great competitive ad-
vantage for him, if he could tell his client precisely when he
can expect his refrigerator. It is not only industry that wants to
be supplied “just-in-time,” but also the consumer; the indi-
vidual household demands a very narrow window of time.

That’s why traffic in these congested urban areas is so un-
profitable, because you have to build in all kinds of time buf-
fers, and most would be very happy if we could do the job for
them. The railway is also not in competition, because the di-
rector of the rail company has stated that he would very much
like to leave distances of under 150 km to the competition—
that is, trucks—without a fight. Now, that is exactly where our
system begins to really show its strength, in the final distribu-
tion at the end of the line. It would be an ideal complement to
conventional rail.

[, =

Ca_rgon
Although CargoCap is located in the Rhine-Ruhr area, it would easily integrate into a Europeanwide,

or Eurasian, network, as this graphic presented by Dr. Beckmann shows.

The Urban Area of the Future

You can imagine how an urban area would look in the near
future. We already see tendencies in this direction today. You
have a goods distribution center (GDC) on the periphery;
these are called railports today, when they are serviced by
rail.

These GDC are supplied from outside by rail or truck. Of
course, some trains or trucks directly service large customers
in the urban area, but the final distribution occurs by regional
goods traffic, and in this area there is virtually no alternative
today to the truck. This is precisely the sector that CargoCap
could take over. From the GDC, where the goods are broken
down from container to pallets anyway, is where CargoCap
could have an interface with long-range transportation sys-
tems.

We also have thought about how transportation systems
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work in the sector of long-range freight hauling: that is,
how do goods get to the GDC. We had a research project
looking specifically into the connection of the German ports
with urban areas; in our case, the connection of Hamburg
and Bremen with the Ruhr region. This is the so-called
coast-to-back-country traffic, which is also increasing very
significantly.

Currently, it is cheaper to haul a container from Thailand
to Hamburg, than it is to transport it from Hamburg to Bre-
men. Here, you naturally would require a different kind of ve-
hicle. It would be a cargo rail train, that can be loaded with
containers, or, using an intermediate module, truck trailers.
But most important is the fact that this vehicle would also be
self-driven, and therefore track its destination individually.

... The vehicle is not a regular rail car; it is an automated
system, so the individual vehicles are guided automatically
through the tunnel. Therefore, there are no persons on board
who could be harmed in case of disturbances like a fire, for
example. So one could keep the diameter of the tunnel rela-
tively small. One would only need a diameter of sufficient
size to fit the vehicle—much smaller than a rail tunnel, be-
cause there are no escape routes, and so on, necessary.

As we were mainly tracing a track in flatlands, one could
remain relatively close to the surface, and therefore it would
not even be necessary to have circular tunnel cross sections.
This is necessary for reasons of static stability when tunnel-
ling under the sea or in mountainous areas. There are also
technologies already developed, tunnel construction ma-
chines, that can excavate rectangular cross sections. In a cer-
tain sense, one would just have to combine these technologies
that exist globally. This particular technology, for example,
hails from Japan.

Now where would one place such a track? At least in Ger-
many we have the possibility of using disused rail tracks, that
cannot be rededicated. They may be overgrown, and some
have become almost invisible, but for this purpose, we could
reactivate them. Therefore you could build such a system ei-
ther encased or underground along the existing, disused rail
lines.

So that is the vision of supra-regional transportation. You
have here the Rhine-Ruhr region or the Rhine-Main, where
we are gathered today. Such a system could easily be imag-
ined connecting all of Europe and, of course, extending it to-
ward the East, integrating Eurasia. One of the ideas discussed
here was the Bering Strait Tunnel project. In that context, one
could easily integrate automated freight transportation into all
of Eurasia. This is the vision I wanted to present to you, and I
thank you for your interest in it.

Helga Zepp-LaRouche: Thank you very much. I think one
thing you did not mention, which is one of the biggest saving
factors of this project, is the nerves. Because the jams on the
highways do a lot of damage to the nerves of the people who
are stuck in them every day!
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Pierre Chiquet

Great Projects Are
What the World Needs

Pierre Chiquet is the founder of the space centers of Bretigny
and Toulouse, and the rocket-launching platform of Kourou.
He spoke on “Great Projects and High Technology: Redis-
covering the Voluntarism of the Postwar Reconstruction Pe-
riod.” His speech was translated from French, and subtitles
have been added.

The organizers of this conference have asked me to present
my testimony here, and I thank them, in particular, Mrs. Helga
Zepp-LaRouche.

He cannot truly consider himself an expert, who has not
achieved something himself, and who has only conducted in-
vestigations, thorough as they may have been, because expe-
rience is acquired through “guts.” From that standpoint, I
should explain that my whole life has been dedicated exclu-
sively to projects, whether small or large, across the most var-
ied domains and countries, and I have always strived to re-
main a free man.

I have never joined any particular camp, and although I
have always held that a country or a company should have in-
stitutions, I also believe that those institutions must be at the
service of a project, and not vice versa. All the choices I have
made in my life have been based on projects, and not institu-
tions. “Projects” means men and women, and that is what in-
terests me.

Projects are the achievement of teams, not institutions,
teams who must know how to motivate these men and wom-
en. It is the sum of the multiple successful projects, small or
large, that makes the world progress, because the possibility
to react and be flexible in the face of often-unexpected, out-
side constraints, is a quality of these men and these women,
and not of institutions which are perforce rigid, such that
everyone, no matter who, should participate in the necessary
progress of mankind.

If institutions, rather than aiding men and women to de-
velop (because people most often underestimate their own
limits), stand in the way of their growth, they are doomed to
disappear.

The Soviet leadership, which declared that God does not
exist and which gave power to man, while denying him
speech, forgot that man has a soul that draws him toward God,
even if only in the last moments. That hegemony has col-
lapsed. Its financial bankruptcy fully masked its moral bank-
ruptcy.
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A certain American leadership that made money its God,
while claiming God for itself; that adulates the “winners” and
scorns the “losers”; that is outraged at the destruction of its
Twin Towers and those working there, but never sought to
find out who had created bin Laden (apparently more useful
alive than dead), and that use it as a pretext to massacre, or to
allow the massacre, of tens of thousands of innocent people—
that leadership is headed towards a doom that, hasty repen-
tance aside, could be fatal for civilization.

The Chinese leadership, based on egocentrism, will go
under, perhaps before another takes its place.

Thus, as the old proverb goes, “Who sows the wind, shall
reap the whirlwind,” but until then, how many disasters will
fall upon this Earth, that belongs to all strictly equally?

In any case, nationalism can never supersede spirituality,
and God, Who has given us freedom in handing over the Earth
to us, watches with the greatest interest how we make use of
it. Animals struggle to survive. Men who have no problems
living, and who act in that way, conduct themselves in a man-
ner worse than beasts, and are thus unworthy of the name of
man. The gifts that each has received are not our own. We
have the duty to put them at the service of the other. One can
be proud of what one has done, but one can not be vain about
what one is.

Man has been put on this Earth to husband it as a good
head of the family, whence the burning necessity for science
as a means of acquiring knowledge, for how is it possible to
manage the Earth without understanding it? We know so few
things about it, and about man, and even less about the celes-
tial environment on which it closely depends, yet science
must be at the service of the mind and not vice versa: It is only
a means, not an end, for we shall never learn the secret of the
world, which does not belong to us.

De Gaulle, Kennedy, and the Conquest of Space
Throughout my life, I have been shaped by two men, who
had their qualities and their failings, but who were outstand-
ing. Whereas there were many great figures among men and
women throughout the centuries, who, transfigured by the
spirit, consecrated their whole lives to their faith, there are
few of them in the temporal world. De Gaulle and Kennedy
had the talent of putting themselves above their condition.

Another proverb goes, “No man is a prophet in his own
country.”

Both were admired and followed by those to whom they
again gave hope, and hated and fought by those who did not
want to be challenged, to the point that one of them escaped
an assassin, and the other did not. Their memory remains in
the minds of all peoples. Since they have gone, nothing stands
in the way of the world’s suicidal course.

I'had the inestimable luck to be there when the conquest of
space was launched in a concrete way.

De Gaulle, when he returned to power in 1958, wished to
return France to the role its past had assigned it, after 2,000
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EIRNS/Julien Lemaitre
Pierre Chiquet, one of the original team at President Charles de
Gaulle’s National Center for Space Study, called for a revival of
Europe’s commitment to great projects such as returning to space,
as an assurance of mankind’s long-term progress, and an
inspiration to the youth.

years of persistent battle in its long line of kings, good or bad:
to unity in France and influence in the world, which goes back
a long way, but I will limit myself to the recent period: the
century of Louis XVI, of the Revolution whose generosity
must be acknowledged as much as its excesses condemned.

In this context, I recently had occasion to dine with the
Count of Paris, the main pretender to the throne of France:
“What do you think of royalty?” he asked. I responded: “I
have nothing against royalty, but I do reproach it for having
allowed the Revolution.” He replied, “You’re right. But Louis
XVl tried to do something.” “Yes,” I said, “but he failed!”

Then there was philosophy, the technological revolution,
social advances, a universally acknowledged culture, abso-
lutes permanently questioned, even if such questioning is dis-
concerting most of the time. And then there was that unique
path, remarkably led with no real clash, toward seculariza-
tion, which allowed France, by freeing herself from the tem-
poral tutelage of the Church, to take on a universal character
while preserving the values the Church had supplied.

For the Catholic Church was certainly in the forefront of
generosity (health, education, charity, missions), and also
supplied the elements of canon law that—coherently assem-
bled over more than 1,000 years—served Napoleon as a basis
for establishing the Civil Code. Not to be confused with those
who, in the name of the Church, forgot the great innovation
brought by Christ who changed the slogan “an eye for an eye,
a tooth for a tooth,” into “love one another”; the latter alone
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French President Charles de Gaulle (center) and U.S. President
John Kennedy were both visionaries in space exploration. Chiquet
reports that his entire life has been influenced by these two men.

leads to peace and respect for mankind.

To underline France’s independence, de Gaulle decided to
give France the nuclear force de frappe, solely as a deterrent,
which was at that time the only means to be respected. Then,
he decided, relying on the launch technology that had been
developed at the time, to become a partner in the conquest of
space, which had been undertaken concurrently by the Soviet
Union and the United States. From the beginning, he engaged
in peaceful cooperation with all countries that wished to, be-
ginning with the two great protagonists, on equal footing, let-
ting all of Europe take advantage of France’s technological
advances, after she had succeeded in becoming the third space
power, with far less means that those deployed by the two
great countries, but in counting, above all, on the enthusiasm
of her young people.

De Gaulle had understood that to do something new, he
needed new men, around a new project, in structures newly
adapted. Thus, he created in 1945, the Atomic Energy Com-
mission (CEA), and in 1961, the National Center for Space
Study (CNES), because, although he thought that France
could do nothing without Europe, and without cooperation
with the two great nations, he was also convinced that without
France’s initiative, nothing would be done. Still today, the
CNES has no equivalent anywhere in Europe.

France’s CNES: Doing the Impossible
At the time the CNES was launched, under the authority
of its President Pierre Auger and of its remarkable director-
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general Robert Aubiniere, who was the soul of these begin-
nings for ten years, there were three of us:

Prof. Jacques Emile Blammi played a major role among
those who convinced General de Gaulle to create CNES in the
image of NASA, on a purely scientific basis (he was only 35
years old), and he was the scientific inspirer of CNES.

Michel Bignier was his diplomat, especially in forming
many types of cooperation, such as those which, after many
difficulties in Europe itself, were to lead to the creation of the
European Space Agency (ESA) in 1975.

I was the youngest; I was 31 years old. We had no money,
and we didn’t know at the outset, what we should do or where
we were going to go. But we had unshakable faith in our coun-
try, and were supported by a lucid and determined President.
And to the extent we succeeded beyond our hopes, it was be-
cause we didn’t know it was impossible, contrary to what al-
most everyone else thought.

That’s always how it is in research. Contrary to those who
count all the obstacles before moving their little finger, and
more often than not give up, we pushed obstacles aside any
time they arose, or, if that were not possible, we went around
them without a thought.

I often hear this imbecilic question: “Why do research if
we don’t know where it will lead?” Even recently, that was the
position of the European Commission in Brussels, of those
who don’t get their hands dirty, and know nothing about the
resources of mankind. But, if we engage in research, it is pre-
cisely because we don’t know what we will find; otherwise
it’s not research. And to establish research on predictable prof-
itability is utopian.

Progress in the world is made by pioneers who don’t have
this widespread attitude. Are they not considered madmen?

If you take a glance back to the century that just closed, we
have a posteriori the proof of research’s profitability, on a lev-
el that could not have been imagined.

I progressively put into place all the operational structures
of CNES, on which Europe is still based, its various research
centers, the one at Brétigny in the Parisian region and then
Toulouse, which replaced it ten years later, in the midst of a
national decentralization policy; and the first teams who de-
veloped satellite technologies (for example, we had two years
to upgrade electronic components from a dependability of 1 in
1,000 to 1 in 10 million); and who trained all the French in-
dustrialists in their laboratories as well as the first German
teams, in the context of the Symphonie experimental commu-
nications satellite project (the Germans gave it that name to
establish the link to music).

Then, we had the first teams that were responsible for Ari-
ane (which is today the most powerful satellite launch vehicle
in the world), and for Arianespace—once I had assumed the
task of convincing the government to take the civilian launch
vehicles away from the military and give them to the CNES,
as NASA had done in the United States. There was the net-
work of tracking stations and telemetry, and the major space

Conference Report 59



The Jules Verne, the first Automated Transfer Vehicle, will be launched next year by the
Ariane satellite-launch vehicle. It will probably be the only vehicle capable of servicing the

International Space Station.

center at Kourou, which brought French Guiana out of its im-
prisonment, in memories of past prisons. Today, this center is
the best space launch center in the world. This is where the
veteran launch vehicles for Soyuz, which sent the first man
into space, will begin their new career in 2008, by integrating
its proven capacities (more than 1,700 launches) and its low
cost, with the essential advantage that the Equatorial position
of Kourou adds a 35% weight reduction of the satellite, com-
pared to the Baikonur [Kazakstan] site.

Steer for the Stars!

It was this uplifting adventure of men and women, even
more important than the exceptional technological progress
they promoted, although they were crucial, that I wanted to
relate in my book Cap sur les étoiles (Steer for the Stars). To-
day, Europe has kept up with the greatest powers in space,
even if it has done less. It is probable that in the next years, its
entirely automatic network of 20 tons, the Jules Verne,
launched by Ariane, will be the only one capable of resupply-
ing the International Space Station. (Those who are interested
in this chapter of the glorious history of Europe in space, and
in the men and women who wrote it, will find my book on
amazon.com, or by writing to me directly, since my editor
went bankrupt.)

What lesson can we draw from this? This is certainly a
project that drew young people of all origins, most of them
just out of school at the age of 25 to 30 years old, without ca-
reer plans, into the enthusiasm of impossible challenges, into
a true adventure for mankind, for those who understand that
the future of humanity lies in surpassing oneself.

I wanted to relate all of that, so that young people of today
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understand what they can do if they re-
fuse to listen to those who repeat to no
end, that the world is ineluctably headed
towards collapse, and nothing can be
done about it. In fact, man has such a
strong ability for adaptation that he can
reverse trends, if he believes that love is
preferable to hatred.

Then, the book of planetary conquest
for man closed on this last page of the
dream, when man did not return to the
Moon.

Kennedy tragically disappeared. De
Gaulle left the scene he had so majesti-
cally occupied. Mediocrity took over. Fi-
nances, trade, and war have taken the high
ground. Some have continued to fight in
the shadows, but the leaders were think-
ing differently. The people themselves
lost interest, for man was no longer on the
front line, after the famous short hop in a
plane of Clément Ader in 1890, near Paris
(at that time, my grandfather was 30).
That feat began to revolutionize the world 127 years ago,
barely more than a human lifespan, although unsuspected at
the time. If Clément Ader had said, after his short hop, “In less
than 90 years, man will set foot on the Moon,” all the nice and
clear-thinking folk would have said “he’s mad!” as when Co-
pernicus, and then Galileo, declared that the Earth rotated
around the Sun and not vice versa (that polemic should have
definitively ended the opposition between science and reli-
gion, because they are not of the same nature and hence, nei-
ther demonstrate nor oppose each other).

A long, 30-year parenthesis was then left open: And it is
the Chinese who closed it on Oct. 15, 2003, when they sent
their first man into space. A new conquest of space is going to
set the world upside down and kindle the enthusiasm of the
peoples of Earth.

During that time, I went into other passionate adventures,
although less prestigious, with the same confidence in young
people, but I never lacked a project to lead, and I always could
count on the youth for their enthusiasm.

Today a new consciousness appears to be shaping up, that
places man once again in the center of concerns, everywhere
in the world. That is true both for his spiritual aspirations that
surpass the conditions of his Earthly stage, and for the Earth
on which he must be able to find his role. He is supposed to
husband the Earth as a good head of family, while the worst of
policies is being carried out. It is time that we understood that
the energy deployed in fighting, most often for highly debat-
able causes, and to satisfy ambitions that will vanish inelucta-
bly with us in the grave, should be reoriented toward a great
project for humanity, for a world open to all where solidarity
must be the rule.

ESA-D.Ducros
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A Great Project for Humanity

Several great European leaders have understood that, to
avoid the wars that have bled our continent for centuries, we
had to unite around concrete projects. That was the beginning
of Europe of the Six [after the original Treaty of Rome] and its
success.

But those initiatives are dead, their successors have for-
gotten the reason why they were initiated, and the enlarge-
ment of Europe was based on criteria that give the priority to
financial considerations. Confrontation in war was replaced
by confrontation for money, which might well be superseded,
if we don’t watch out, by religious confrontation, the third
wing in the will for power, along with war and money.

Those men of good will, who rightly point out the ills of
the world, must be helped to remedy them through projects:

 water, food, energy, education, health care, pollution.

By taking up these great projects at the necessary level
and tenacity, we will also deal with the project of insecurity,
which flows from injustice.

* One of the great continents of the world, Africa, which
will soon have a population of 2 billion, is going to accumu-
late all these problems and deserves specific large-scale ac-
tion.

The evolution of the Earth’s climate, in spite of the experts
who continuously contradict themselves because we know so
little about it, depends very little on man, as preceding millen-
nia have shown. Thus, while alleviating excesses, in terms of
wasting energy and growing waste, it is urgent to prepare our
societies to adapt to this evolution which, as in the past, will
overturn our geopolitical analyses,

The West must rethink everything, and urgently so.

A necessarily multipolar world demands large-scale com-
mon action, that is dominated by no single state, but is vigor-
ously advanced by those who have the ability to make the
greatest contribution, with respect for plurality.

We now know—and this is recent in the history of the
world—that the Earth is not the center of the world, but we
also know more and more, day by day, that the Earth depends
strictly on its celestial environment. What are the roles of the
Sun and the planets in the evolution of the terrestrial climate?
We have already attributed the disappearance of the diplodo-
cus to a meteorite.

The space adventure, such as Kennedy hoped for, will
anew play a key role in preparing man for the evolution of his
environment, for protecting him against all dangers that await
it, natural or other catastrophes, expected or not. Otherwise,
they will continue to devastate populations.

Hence, we must put special effort into space research.
The information it supplies is enormous, and challenges
many accepted ideas; we cannot afford to do without it, even
though our political leaders do not take it sufficiently into ac-
count.

Space research is also an ideal outlet for channeling man’s
energy for conquest, which is necessary for the species to sur-
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vive. Itis peaceful, in essence. It also allows the spread of cul-
ture into the most remote places, provided this culture not be
placed under tutelage, which is why the Earth has financial
problems that result from the lack of moral rigor.

If we think about the trillions of euros wasted on machines
of death and destruction, that are destroyed in the destruction
they cause, on the massacres of millions of innocent men and
women, that make humanity regress with shame rather than
progress, there is no justification for that, other than that of fi-
nancial profit on behalf of a few, despite the financial abyss
they open beneath the feet of everyone else.

Therefore it’s stupid, in the face of this waste, to ask about
the profitability of measures the world must take on behalf of
mankind, in particular: a grand plan for investment in basic
infrastructure to allow men to live more decently and at peace.
In particular, with more unified land-based links, whose fu-
ture is secured by electricity, and nuclear energy, which is as-
sociated with it; links which will never replace air links to the
necessary level, whose future is also problematic since, be-
yond doubt, we are using the last generation of petroleum-
consuming aircraft. (Experts consider that hydrogen is the
next we must use, but how can we produce stocks that are
made safe?) Nor replace maritime links, which maritime
countries always favor (and we see, are poorly supplied with
all nuclear-powered vessels).

Further, Internet links will never replace physical contact,
and to the contrary, the dialogues they allow will constrict
contacts and increase misunderstanding.

The banner of absolute Liberalism is the arm of the strong
against the weak, and we are mistaken if we thought that open
development of world trade would solve everything, insofar
as it does not take place in the context of a joint project that
puts mankind and justice at the center of its deliberations.

Come Together Around Great Projects

I think that the Europe at its beginning should be consid-
ered as an example: To give priority to projects rather than
institutions that inevitably, over time, generate a counterpole
to action, they must be conceived of as functions of the proj-
ects and follow their destiny.

These are concrete projects that bring men to work togeth-
er for a common aim, which is not conflict, but to personally
know one another, to appreciate one another, even to love one
another, and to proclaim that working together truly increases
its effectiveness the most, and could perhaps become a sort of
osmosis, thanks to a wealth of different insights, in a sort of
multipolar stereophony.

So, let us first come together around the great projects of
the world: Their profitability is assured in the medium to long
term, as long as we put money at their service, and not the
other way round.

It is thus necessary to support those who, with the highest
responsibilities, have understood everything I've just ex-
pressed.
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Amelia Boynton Robinson

Civil Rights for All
People of the Planet

Amelia Boynton Robinson’s presentation opened the confer-
ence panel on “Rebuilding Civilization,” on the evening of
Sept. 16. She is a heroine of the civil rights movement, and to-
day serves as the vice chairman of the Schiller Institute in the
United States. In this capacity, she travels far and wide to
keep alive the message for which she has fought for more than
70 years: the civil rights of all mankind, and the spirit of love
for one’s neighbor. She was introduced by Helga Zepp-La-
Rouche. This transcript has been abridged.

Zepp-LaRouche: I don’t think I need to explain who she is.
She was the person who brought Martin Luther King to Sel-
ma. She was fighting for civil rights long before that, between
the 1920s and the ’30s, and she is an inspiration of all good
people around the world, in the many countries she has been
travelling to in the recent years.

Robinson: There is nothing in the world I like better than to
talk to young people. And when I say young people, I think of
everybody as being young. Nobody’s as old as I am, so every-
body else is young!

When we think of the disasters that we have had through-
out the world, many people have said, “We need to do some-
thing. God must be angry with us.” Because I think in the
United States of America, we’ve had fires such as we’ve nev-
er had before. We have had rivers that have swollen, and over-
run some of the towns in Texas. We have had a volcano, and
we have had so many other disasters. But the worst disaster
we have had, is the young people who are going astray. And
many of them are going astray because of the fact that the sys-
tem 1is using that as a form of genocide, and the poor things
don’t even know it.

I have talked with people, young people, who have been
involved with bebop music, and whatever you might call it.
And many of them have said that they were doing all right.
But, the people who are trying to destroy them, which are the
oligarchies, people with money, say, “Well, your music is all
right, but the words—if you just sing the words —filthy
words, if you know anything about the American type of mu-
sic now—"I’ll pay you so many millions of dollars.” And they
have lost self-esteem, race pride, and are going after money. It
shows you that money is not everything....

So, I think that we are kind of cleaning up. And not only
cleaning up that. You [in Europe] are not having the trouble
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that we have had with the dress code of young people. One
young man was introducing me in a school, and he had his
pants below his waistline. I said, “Son, go on into the bath-
room, and get your pants up, because they’re about to fall
off.” I asked, “Why is it that they are wearing their pants with-
out a belt?” They said, “That’s the prison style.” When people
go into prison, they will not let them have a belt, because they
might hang themselves, or they might make a rope and es-
cape, or something. And to think that the young people are so
brainwashed that they figure that this is the style, and they
imitiate prisoners in the jails, and in the prisons.

So, we are trying to clean up all of this, and give young
people self-esteem, give them pride, give them encourage-
ment to do something, because every person who is born, has
a little bit of genius somewhere about them, and it is up to us,
to get it out.

Now, I did not write a speech, but I have had several peo-
ple say to me, that I hope you will speak about this, or speak
about that. So, I'm going to try to do it....

Rosa Parks and Martin Luther King

Someone asked me to talk about Dr. King.

I think I worked with Dr. King almost as closely as any-
body. First, we have to realize how Dr. King became so popu-
lar. And it happened because of a very, very mild and meek
woman, whose name was Rosa Parks. And I feel sometimes
that that bridge that we crossed, where I was beaten and left
for dead, that that’s the bridge that she built, when she dared
not to move, when the person who was the conductor on this
bus told her to get up, and go to the back, and give this white
gentleman a seat. She refused to do it.

Now we had been marching, and we had been demon-
strating. We asked, we sent petitions, to be able to get civil
rights and the Voting Rights Act. It did nothing. But when she
refused to go to the back of that bus, then she began to build
that bridge across the Alabama River, and of course, it flowed
all over the United States. And Rosa knew that she would be
arrested, but she decided, I'1l take it, come what might be....

Then, they called all of the ministers together. And you
know, God works in a mysterious way. Dr. King had been in
Montgomery for a very short length of time, and when he
went to this meeting, the fellow who called the meeting to-
gether said, “We are going to have a meeting, and we’re going
to organize.” And there were the ministers who had been there
for years, and somebody said, “Well, Mr. [E.D.] Nixon, I
nominate you as the president of this organization,” this new
organization, which was the SCLC, Southern Christian Lead-
ership Conference. And he [Nixon] said, “Gentlemen, I am an
old man. I have stood between you and the evils of this city,
and I decline in favor of this young man [Dr. King], who has
just come to Montgomery, less than two years ago, and I nom-
inate him.”

And out of the blue skies—people didn’t know anything
except that he was a minister of this small church where the
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Amelia Boynton Robinson receives an ovation and flowers, after her speech to the
conference. “I’ve been the happiest person in the world,” she said, “because of having met
the Schiller Institute ... and nobody can get me off the course, because I feel dedicated to

these young people.”

dignitaries were. And he accepted it. And his first suggestion
was, “We are going to stay off this bus next week, beginning
tomorrow, and during the week, we are going to stay off this
bus.”

Instead of one week staying off the bus, near Christmas-
time, it went on over a year, and put the buses out of business
in Montgomery, Alabama.

He was a fearless man. And he went all over the world.
And the legacy which he has left with us—I don’t think it will
ever die. If these young people know something about the
legacy of Martin Luther King, then it will go on forever, and
he will never die.

Bloody Sunday

That, of course, led to Bloody Sunday, and that’s where
the whole world got up in arms. Bloody Sunday was just an
expression of the way of life of the people in the South: “We
don’t want our way of life disturbed. Don’t do anything, don’t
have anybody coming in.” Everybody was not racist, but ev-
erybody was fearful. The whites who didn’t believe in what
was going on, felt that they could not stand up and be counted,
because, as one white woman said to me, “I would be suffer-
ing worse than you. Because I'd be ostracized.” The blacks
were saying, “I’ve got a job. I’ve got a house that I have to pay
the mortgage on, so I can’t afford to get out there.”

So, it was just the young people—and I give all credit to
the young people. Jim Clark was one of the worst sheriffs that
Alabama, Mississippi, or any other place had. The city police
were all nothing but racists, and they got them like that, be-
cause they wanted to keep their way of life, and their way of
life was to beat up persons of color, going up to the courthouse
and saying, “I did it because he made an attempt to hit me” or
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something. Written off as “justifiable ho-
micide.”

Innocent people were killed. Innocent
people were jailed. Innocent people were,
I say, crucified. They were run out of
town, they had everything they had, taken
away from them. I was arrested for walk-
ing down the street, and somebody said,
“WWB”—walking while black. And I
was just going down the street.

What happened, I was coming out of
the courthouse, because the only way an
African-American could vote was to have
property, withnoencumbrance whatsover.
You must have money in the bank. You
must not owe anybody. You must be able
to recite the Constitution of the United
States of America, and you must have two
white men, not women—I think they fig-
ured that women had a heart—but two
white men to vouch for you.

Well, I was taking the place of those
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two white men.

I was coming out of the courthouse, and I came down the
street, and Jim Clark said to me, “Get in this line.” I said, “I’'m
going to my office.” He said, “Get in this line.” I said, “I'm
going to my office.” He said, “I said, get in this line.” He got
behind me, grabbed me in the back, propelled me around—
and there were 67 people, many of them elderly people, who
were trying to get into the courthouse, to make an attempt to
register. And when I passed them, they said, “Go on to jail,
Mrs. Boynton. You won’t be there by yourself. We’ll be there
with you.”

Dr. King was across the street on the post office grounds.
And of course, I went there, and these people came up. They
were there about four hours. They charged them with unlaw-
ful assembly, but they were on the grounds of the courthouse,
where they paid taxes. Now, I was kept there until about two
o’clock, and I was charged with “criminal provocation.” I
don’t know what that was, and it made no difference to me,
because Dr. King and his group went to the house....

Now, mind you, when Dr. King came to Selma with his
staff, nobody would offer him a drink of water. Nobody would
say, “Come to my house.” Nobody would come downstairs.
They were on the same street with all of the dignitaries. Black
on one side, City Hall on the other, and nobody offered him
anything.

So, I gave him half of my office, and I turned my house
over to them. And they went to the house, and tried to plan,
what are we going to do? What program are we going to do, to
let these people know that they’re not going to stand for this?
But they had not decided any specific thing to do.

Two nights after that, a fellow by the name of Jimmy Lee
Jackson was killed. And when he was killed, they said, “We’ve
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got to do something.” Jackson went to one of the meetings
that we had—SCLC, a Southern Christian leadership meet-
ing—and two state troopers, controlled by George Wallace,
who was the governor, shot this young man in the back twice.
And of course, he died. And one of the lieutenants of the
SCLC, working with Dr. King, said, “What we need to do, is
to take the body, and carry it to Montgomery, Alabama,”
which was 50 miles, “and put it on the Capitol steps.”

But they thought that would not be sensible, because the
body would be mortified by the time it got there.

So, they decided that we would march to Montgomery.
On Sunday, March 7, 1965, we decided that that’s what we
were going to do. We left the church, and we had been march-
ing, but we had not gone over the bridge (the Alabama River
borders Selma, Alabama). We started marching. It happened
that I started out the second from the front. Hosea Williams
and John Lewis, who’s a Congressman now, led this march.
And I noticed, when we got across the river, there were state
troopers. They had on gas masks, they had billy clubs, and
they had—some of the people said it was a cattle prod. There
were people on horses. There were people who had cannisters
of gas.

And when we were told to stop, the front stopped. By that
time, two or three people had come in front of me, and I think
they knew what was going to happen. I had planned on walk-
ing a part of the way, not all of the way. But when they said
stop, the line stopped. And one gentleman, Hosea Williams,
said, “May I have something to say?”” “No, you may not have
anything to say. Charge on them, men!”

And they came from the right, they came from the left, a
few of them came from the front, because we were near the
sound truck. They began to beat people. They had horses, and
tried to make the horses step on people, and the horses, every
one of them, stepped over them. They shot this tear gas, so it
was just as dark as before daybreak. And when that happened,
people began to run, back across the river to the church, or to
their homes. And these people were right behind them, with
tear gas, right behind them with billy clubs, beating them;
some of them fell.

I was rather amazed. I just stood there. And one guy came
up to me, and said, “Run!” I looked around, and everybody
had run. I saw one or two people still trying, in a crippled way,
to get off of the road. And I just stood there. He said, “I said,
run.” I just looked at him, because I thought he was crazy, tell-
ing me to run. For what reason? Then, I was hit in the back,
and I just accepted, and I figured by the time he got out of my
way, I was going to walk on back across the bridge. And the
second time he hit me, was at the base of my neck, and I fell
to the ground, unconscious.

I didn’t know what happened, except what the newspa-
pers said, and all of the news media and whatnot. And I talked
with some of the people. When I fell to the ground, I was beat-
en. For what reason, nobody knows. But when they got
through, and they were tired, they walked off and left me.
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There was nobody on the road but me. Then, they didn’t know
whether I was alive or dead.

On the Selma side, Jim Clark was standing there, to see
that everybody had done a good job. And one of the African-
Americans went up to the sheriff, and said, “Sheriff, some-
body is dead over there. Send an ambulance.” And he said,
“Send an ambulance? If there’s anybody dead over there, let
the buzzards eat ’em. I'm not sending any ambulance over
there.” So, it was reported to the funeral home, and they sent
an ambulance, picked me up, carried me to the hospital, where
I stayed a couple of days. And when I woke up, I said, “What
happened?” I didn’t know all of this had happened.

But, the news went out. Dr. King was supposed to have
led that march, and I'm quite sure somebody knew what was
going to happen. When Dr. King heard about it, he called peo-
ple from all over the country, and foreign lands, to come to
Selma, because he needed them. And they came. And it fright-
ened the racists: “What’s going on? How did they get these
people together?” And they came.

But that night, when I was beaten—and that was not the
supreme price for liberty and for justice. Because that night,
three men who were with Dr. King, had come from Boston,
and they went to an African-American restaurant. Coming
out, they turned the wrong way, and there was a white restau-
rant, with three white racists. They came over where they
were, and started beating them. One of the guys was beaten so
badly—Jim Reeve from Boston—that they brought him to
my office, and then finally, they said, “Take him to the hospi-
tal.” And because he was white, they took him to the white
hospital. But they refused to take him in. He was beaten so
badly, that he was unconscious.

Then they took him to the African-American hospital, that
didn’t have the facilities, and they immediately took him to
Birmingham, Alabama, 90 miles away, and in three days time,
he died. That was a supreme price that was paid, for liberty,
and for justice.

But, it paid off. I mean, somebody makes a sacrifice for
the good, that is being done throughout the world, even to this
day; somebody has made a sacrifice.

‘Too Much for Me To Do’

When I got better, I felt as though I was more determined
than ever. I was single then; I was a widow.

Then, in 1970, I married again.

[She describes going for a pleasure boat ride in Savan-
nah, Georgia, with her husband, and the tragedy that ensued
when the boat overturned, and everyone except herself and
one other woman drowned. ]

The water was 42°, and I'm saying to God every moment,
“I can’t afford to drown. I just can’t afford to drown, God. I’ ve
got too much to do.”

Well, what did I have to do? Nothing!

This is why I believe in faith. If you have faith as small as
a mustard seed, you can accomplish something....

EIR October 12, 2007



[She then describes meeting her third husband. The two of
them went to a Shriners meeting in New York City, where she
first encountered the LaRouche movement, the International
Caucus of Labor Committees (ICLC).]

A young man came up, and he said, “ ‘Rah-rah-rah,” and I
didn’t pay any attention to him. And I said to myself, “Here’s
my six-foot husband over me. What’s he doing talking to
me?” And finally he said, “And we have a blueprint that we
can put water across the Sahara Desert.” And the first thing I
said was, “Abh, if Dr. King were living, he would be interested
in this.”

And then he spoke about getting drugs out of a certain
community in New York City. He invited me to come back,
and I invited him to come down to where I was staying. He
said, “I’'m with ICLC.” I said, “Who has charge of it?” He
said, “Lyndon LaRouche.” And I said, “Oh, I never heard of
him.”

So I began to investigate. And naturally, whenever there’s
anybody that is doing something, don’t think that people
aren’t throwing rocks at them. Some said, “I never heard that
name before.” Others said, “Well, they say....” I said, “What
do you know?” “I don’t know anything, I just heard.” So that
was what I got.

Finally, I was invited to go to one of the conferences. And
this guy [LaRouche] stood up, and he started talking, and my
mind went back to the struggle that my husband [Bruce Boyn-
ton] and I had, trying to get people off the farm, where they
never knew anything about an income. And I saw how all of
the people in the South almost couldn’t register and vote, and
hearing him, and thinking about what Dr. King had been do-
ing, I said, “This sounds like everything that we had done, ev-
erything that we stood for, everything that Dr. King stood for,
all wrapped up in one.” So I said, “This is the place for me.”

And really, when I said to God that I couldn’t afford to
drown, because I got too much to do—be careful what you ask
of Him, because you’ll get it! You will really get it! If you be-
lieve, you trust, and you put forth effort, you’re going to get it.

And I’ ve been the happiest person in the world, because of
having met the Schiller Institute, which was founded in 1984,
and nobody can say anything, or get me off the course, be-
cause I feel dedicated to these young people. And what makes
me feel so good, is when they come up to me, and say such
things as, “I was on the wrong way. I was going the wrong
way, and you said such-and-such a thing, or I read something
that you said.”

That’s one thing that I feel very proud of, of these young
people and what can be done....

[She discusses Hurricane Katrina, and the havoc that it
wreaked among the people of New Orleans, while the Bush
Administration did nothing.]

There’s something that needs to be done. And the only
thing is unity, to get together with this organization, the Schil-
ler Institute, and get in numbers. And we’ll have to do like the
missionaries: We go out, and get the hand of the young people
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who are doing an extra good job, and compel others to come
in. Because, as long as the oligarchy can do as they choose,
and can take what they want, and look at us as being ants, or
somebody who’s just a hewer of wood, or drawer of water, for
their own benefit, we will always be a people that will not get
what we should get, according to the system....

We need to go to the highways, and the byways, and com-
pel the people to come. Because we realize, wherever there is
unity, there is strength. So, we have to get together, and work
with this organization, and do what we can to encourage these
young people, that whatever your vocation is, then we’re able
to help them.

And so many times, people have said, “Since I joined this
organization, I’ve straightened out. ”

Help them to straighten out, please. Because they are our
future. Unfortunately, what we’re handing to them, I don’t
think we’re pleased with it. But let us try to build them, where
they’re strong enough, that they will do something about the
condition in which we are today.

And it’s not only the United States of America. It’s the
whole world. Let us try to save the world. Because they need
us, the world needs us. And it needs the young people. And let
us do all we can, to make this world what we would like for it
to be.

Thank you.

Bridge Across Jordan

by Amelia Platts Boynton Robinson

From the civil rights struggle in
the South in the 1930s, to the
Edmund Pettus Bridge at Selma,
Alabama in 1965, to the
liberation of East Germany in
1989-90: the new edition of the
classic account by an American
heroine who struggled at the
side of Dr. Martin Luther King
and today is fighting for the
cause of Lyndon LaRouche.

“an inspiring, eloquent memoir of
her more than five decades on the
front lines . . .  wholeheartedly
recommend it to everyone who
cares about human rights in

America."—Coretta Scott King

ORDER FROM

EIR News Service, Inc.
P.O. Box 17390
Washington, D.C. 20041-0390

Order by phone, toll-free: 1-800-278-3135
OR order online at www.larouchepub.com

Shipping and handling:
Add $4 for the first book
and $1.00 for each
additional book.
Virginia residents add
4.5% sales tax.

We accept MasterCard
and Visa.
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Jacques Cheminade

Cultural Paradigm of
The New Millennium

Mr. Cheminade is the head of the LaRouche movement in
France. He has thrice campaigned for the French Presidency.
The full title of his speech to the Schiller Institute’s Kiedrich
conference on Sept. 16 was “Beyond The Eurasian Land-
Bridge: The Cultural Paradigm of the Millennium To Come.”
It has been translated from French, and subheads have been
added.

First I want to say something to Amelia: [ have a dream. A
dream which is not a dream, because of all of you here in this
room and many others to come after you. Such a shared dream
becomes a political project, a mission to change society for
the better of future generations. That is what came to my mind
in the early hours of last night, while I was preparing this pre-
sentation.

What we have been discussing these past two days, as
a unity of diversities, is the proof that the ideal, ideas, is
what transforms the real—it is the mind of the real. Hence,
politics is not a mere power game, a Roman arena for
shows of strength, but a yearning, a desire for justice, a
fight through which the most intimate part of ourselves is
committed to the social good. This means that to be truth-
ful, to be fit for our public task, we have to educate our
emotions, change the way we think, change the way our
thinking springs forth to accomplish what we know is the
right thing. The cultural paradigm for the millennium to
come, a new Age of Reason, demands that we take up this
challenge.

Lyndon LaRouche, in an Aug. 29 paper, “How Space Is
Organized” [EIR, Sept. 14, 2007], conveys that with the fol-
lowing words:

“Therefore, I must warn you, that if you were to think you
have reached the occasion to assume the leadership of a nation
in crisis, the crucial test is not what you merely say, or even
think about this or that subject; the issue, then, is simply, how
you think about almost everything. Whatever you are, you
must be that, universally....

“Wise citizens would select important leaders not for what
they say in bite-sized drops, but for the way in which the dis-
cernable map of their mind would lead those candidates under
the conditions of their future personal crisis-situations....

“In contrast to the behavior of lower forms of life, ideas of
universal physical or artistic principle, as distinct from just
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Jacques Cheminade invited the audience to “think of a world where
Beethoven and Amelia Boynton Robinson are the reference point
Sfor human beings.”

any old, or new ideas so called, are the most important, and
actually the only really determining factors in the shaping of
human history.”

Oligarchical Control of the Mind

Heavy words. Now, for a better understanding of what
they mean, let’s look first, even if briefly, at the mental cage in
which our society puts us, the process of downbreeding we
are subjected to. To an economy based on self-cannibalism
and the issuance of fictitious capital—based on the absolute
rule of short-term gains—corresponds a culture of death,
based on mortality, the cult of the present against the fate of
future generations, as if human life were a chip in a globalized
casino.

It is the system of Paolo Sarpi, Galileo, Francis Bacon,
and Descartes, the system of a feudal landed oligarchy born
again in the form of a merchant, financier oligarchy. Its acts,
its very way of proceeding, is the dismantling of human life.
For that purpose, it divides the human itself into two parts,
generating an entity in which emotions are cut off from cog-
nitive action, quite aptly described by the Austro-Hungarian
Robert Musil as a “man without qualities.”

On the one hand, you have a mechanistic universe, that
of formal understanding, with forms and figures provided
by the senses and organized mechanically, the rigor mortis
of mathematical logic. On the other, you have the sensitive,
excluded from reason and given over to what Pascal called
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the madwoman of the house—Ia folle du logis—or, if you
prefer a masculine image, to a Lord whose fantasies are
coming out of his unzipped fly.

This divided self is unable to know, because knowledge
can only exist as an ascent, a rising from the sensitive to the
intelligible, the cognitive, and this is precisely what the oli-
garchical system willfully breaks. Schiller, in his Aesthetic
Letters, during the years of the French Revolution, had al-
ready identified the two sides of such a divided self as the
“barbarian,” who acts according to a dogma, pure form, and
tries to eliminate the other physically or through a flood of
sophisms; and the “savage,” left to his instincts, pure un-
leashed emotion, rage, and desire.

This present form of oligarchical control or enslavement
of the mind manipulates the sensitive to degrade it into the
sensuous, then into the sexual and finally into a cult of death:
Eros leading to Thanatos, the very program of the Congress
for Cultural Freedom, the operation of the Anglo-American
services denounced by Frances Stonor Saunders, and fully ex-
posed by us. How does it work? Man is reduced to an ani-
mal—a well-trained animal for the higher classes, a low-bred
animal for the lower classes—through the destruction of his
intimate self, and then he cannot change the system in which
he is trapped, because he has lost the very source of knowl-
edge, and can no longer discover the laws of the universe in
order to change the universe. There is no more horizon, no
more way out of the cage, because he is embedded in the sys-
tem by manipulation of his senses, just like a journalist em-
bedded with the U.S. Army in the Iraq War becomes unable to
understand in what sort of game he is trapped, because his en-
vironment is controlled.

Cultural pessimism takes over, and this wrecked man be-
comes a killer sitting in a Humvee, or a video-game addict set
up to “Counter-Strike,” trained for random killing. Even if the
immense majority do not commit suicide or kill others, the
counterculture has killed something crucial in you: your hu-
man emotions, the principle of immortality.

From the French Revolution to MySpace

Look, historically, at how the French Revolution mis-
carried, through the taste of blood at the fall of the Bastille.
A society, deprived of transcendence by the French and
British Enlightenments and reduced to arrangements of
sensuous feelings, produced a man with uncontrolled emo-
tions, be they savage or barbarian or both, as Schiller identi-
fied him, who falls prey to a cult of death, which Napoleon
would later extend to a murderous imperial policy of self-
destruction.

Look, then, at our people today; look at our countercul-
ture, which eradicates the very basis for the human mind to
develop, as the principle of hearing and the principle of musi-
cal composition are destroyed by orgies of noise. What is pro-
moted is an acting out of bestial appetites, a self so selfish that
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it escapes from reality into a virtual world, with virtual bodies,
the so-called “avatars” of Second Life or the “friends” of the
more community-oriented website Facebook, or Rupert Mur-
doch’s MySpace, or the British Bebo, or Asmallworld, or
Friendster, or LinkedIn, or Mash from Yahoo, or Netvibes.
There you are “entertained” in the anxious quest for “friends,”
friends associated with your pleasure to seduce, with the vir-
tual marketing of your selfish ego. Find the right community
of people to belong to, give your name, address, picture, and
date of birth; tell us your political views, your religious affili-
ations, diplomas, jobs; tell us about your relationship status:
Single? In a relationship? Engaged? Married? Or “It’s com-
plicated”? It does not matter: Friends, friends, friends are
awaiting you everywhere.

Then your little narcissistic self controls you from below,
while all information about your private life is gathered by
the network, like a vacuum cleaner of your “tastes.” And
you are finished as a human being; you are something in the
network, cannon fodder for the system. You are an other-
oriented pawn inside a virtual lonely crowd, well beyond
what David Riesman warned against in the middle of the
20th Century.

Don’t say you are too smart—or too old—to fall into that
trap. Check your mind first. And remember the story of the
French frog. If you put it into hot water suddenly, it jumps out,
but if you first put it in cold water, then in lukewarm water,
then you make it warmer and warmer, it feels more and more
comfortable—a warm comfort zone, you might say, some like
it hot—until it is too late. You have lost all sense of tempera-
ture; you are cooked.

Remember what Josef Goebbels used to produce as pro-
paganda: some pro-Nazi movies, right, but mainly entertain-
ment movies to stuff the citizens with entertainment, he said,
to disorient them from reality. Now look at today’s Holly-
wood “entertainment” movies, and compare them to Goeb-
bels’, putting aside for a moment the historical context. The
ones by Goebbels look like fairy tales compared to the Hol-
Iywood gory horror shows. This indicates what is in store for
us, if we don’t change the cultural paradigm.

Therefore, we are not dealing with a debate on the basis of
ideas, fair or unfair, but with the destruction of the basis on
which a human being can debate ideas. The issuance of ficti-
tious monetary claims is complemented by a fictitious human
being, unable to understand a systemic crisis, because he has
been ground into the system through his greed and fear; he has
become a virtual instrument of it.

Culture and the Eurasian Land-Bridge

Now we have reached what is at stake with the Eurasian
Land-Bridge: to free the human mind from enslavement and
destruction, through joining in a project to change society, a
mission-oriented project. The Eurasian Land-Bridge cannot
be reduced to a thing in itself, some mechanical scheme to be
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added to the present way of thinking. It cannot be included,
embedded, within the present way of thinking, because by de-
fining a better horizon for the future, by having as its purpose
the common good of future generations, it is a weapon to de-
stroy the counterculture that I have just depicted. It is the most
efficient weapon to destroy the present way of thinking, be-
cause it reopens the gates to a new culture of hope for the
population, cultural optimism against the now prevailing cul-
ture of death.

As for space and time, I would like to show you two chal-
lenging perspectives of the Land-Bridge, to give you a sense
that it is not a fixed object but an agent of transformation.
First a picture showing it—space—on our planet from the
South. Secondly, I would make an appeal for the production
of holographic maps, based upon the time needed to go from
one point to another, and not the distance. It will show how
physical space-time is relative, and how the Land-Bridge is
going to bind together, for mutual development, all the com-
ponents of humanity. I would like to call it the Fermat Project
of Least Time, a physical mapping of the Earth which ex-
presses the change in the mapping of our mind. Better, we
should conceive a three-dimensional map with both distanc-
es and time, corresponding in nature with the three-dimen-
sional isotopic version of the Mendeleyev Periodic Table
needed for our future technological strategy. We have, thus,
the composition of a universe beyond flatness, Riemannian
in the becoming.

Imagine now in social terms—this lies just before us—an
anti-Euclidean, anti-flat universe of cooperative labor, where
working for the advantage of the other becomes the natural
thing to do. This is the paradigmatic change for the millenni-
um to come, a world in which the sovereignty of the individ-
ual human being meets the sovereignty of the sovereign
nation-state for the benefit of future generations. This is the
universe of the Eurasian Land-Bridge: mutual development
within a community of principle, a culture good for producing
young adults who provide leadership.

Let’s imagine—through our mind’s eye—a world in
which scientists, researchers, engineers, skilled workers
from all nations work around a science-driver, study and
experiment with the technological benefits of a flow of dis-
coveries, and travel from one country to another to share the
benefits of their work. The Baby Boomer’s swinish attach-
ment to petty issues has evaporated; the selfish attention to
one’s inner needs has been replaced by the eyes of the fu-
ture, long-term thinking on mutual development. Then, it
could be understood that progress of one is not achieved at
the expense of the other—as most people believe in today’s
liberal jungle—but that “progress” is a common goal of hu-
manity. You are freed from your selfishness, you feel better.
Aha! What a relief! What a relief! You are freed from your
self-subjugation.

What have you done? You have created a social structure
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appropriate to sovereign creative action, where the creation is
not built in the structure, but the structure is like a runway for
taking off towards new discoveries, beyond and further.

That is why the Eurasian Land-Bridge is not a thing in it-
self, a subject of technical discussion on its particular mer-
its—it has merits to be discussed as such, but that is not the
crucial point; it is a lever to change society. Beyond being a
science-driver and a war-avoidance policy, it is a way for man
to define on Earth the conditions to explore space and time, to
“jump” from an Earthly identity to a Solar identity.

A Culture of Discovery

That is the culture of the millennium to come. Now, for
something crucial about Kepler, speaking about a Solar iden-
tity. Kepler discovered universal gravitation, but not “as
such.” What he discovered was essentially the founding prin-
ciple on which all competent mathematical physics was sub-
sequently developed. The principle at issue was the discov-
ery, not of gravitation per se, but of the underlying principle
of all competent, modern, comprehensive mathematical
physics.

In that sense, we can say that our Eurasian Land-Bridge
is—at last—the manifest destiny of a Keplerian universe, the
“structure” for which Kepler opened the door and began the
process, continued now by LaRouche and those he has in-
spired. It is a change in the map of our minds, out of the men-
tal cage of the last centuries, a change in how we think about
almost everything, and how we sing about it.

We are hopefully entering into a culture of discovery, pro-
vided we fight for it, a new world of true human relations,
against the brave new world of Huxley and all the hit men of
the Venetian-Anglo-Dutch destroyers of humanity, against
their culture of death.

Let’s look at it a step further, as LaRouche has challenged
us to do. What is this truthful universe of true human rela-
tions? How can you discern, discover the universal physical
principles that define the culture of the millennium to come?
What is the human structure of the Eurasian Land-Bridge
based upon?

Not on evidence of the senses, the “problem” of the Brit-
ish and French 18th-Century Enlightenment, not the sense ev-
idence organized through formal logics—induction and de-
duction. The human mind does not know truth through the eye
and/or the ear, but through the paradoxical experience of com-
prehending a phenomenon by comparing the perspective of
vision and the harmonics in hearing. This is what Lazare Car-
not, as a follower of Leibniz, once called the physical geom-
etry of the eye and the physical geometry of the ear, and that
is one reason that both Leonardo and the school of Bach and
Mozart through Francoeur, were taught as a “one” in the sci-
entific school of Polytechnique. That’s the culture we are in
the process of giving birth to once again: the ironical juxtapo-
sition of two seemingly contradictory senses to compel the
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mind to establish beyond harmony, with the harmoniously or-
dered universe of Kepler’s Solar System, of Mendeleyev’s
Table, and the organization of the isotopic system for the in-
dustrial strategy to come.

That is the culture of our Land-Bridge, the communica-
tion of truth, of thought-objects, from one human being to
another beyond the perception of our senses, through the re-
established capacity to ascend from contradictory sense-
perceptions, after having cleaned up our mess, to the intelli-
gible, to the eidos, to the idea.

Not through a set of fixed rules of the game, a mortal uni-
verse, as if the Creator had made Himself impotent in creat-
ing a universe of fixed characteristics, and reduced us to log-
ical machines at work, or plants growing in a universe
external to us. Do you think I’'m kidding? Is it too much?
Well, this is the universe of man-as-a-machine or man-as-a-
plant (I’Homme machine et I’Homme plante) proposed by
the insane but coherent La Mettrie in the 18th Century, a uni-
verse implicit in all reductionism, a useful caricature of what
we would actually become without the Eurasian Land-Bridge
concept.

The universe is within our minds, science and art, in our
thrust to discover and improve, where the search for the
best of ourselves meets the quest for the best of the other—
that moment of human discovery where compassion for the
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other, the yet-unseen other of
future generations, meets the
discovery or reenacting of a
universal physical principle,
the very substance of a true hu-
man relation.

The mental language comes
into harmony with the universe
and the other, in a sort of in-
betweenness, in the motion of
the ascent towards the intelligi-
ble.

Let’s evoke two things, iron-
ically similar: the mental uni-
verse of Helen Keller, who
lacked a functional sense of
sight or hearing; and a moment
in a theater when the lights are
off, or a moment when we gaze
into a dark sky, with no stars. It
is the experience of the loss or
non-existence of sensible land-
marks, the deeply unsettling ex-
perience of something that you
can neither see nor hear, except
in the mind, purely in the human
mind. It is the challenge to re-
spond to the existential ques-
tion, who am I? I don’t know who I am for you, by a concept
beyond what you can see or hear, the most intimate situation
where the choice is either agony or mental power to create in
the image of the Creator, doing something never done before,
as Shakespeare would say, something “for the first time,” be-
yond known landmarks. This is the culture of the Eurasian
Land-Bridge, of space exploration, and of true human cogni-
tive relations, our culture to come.

Alas, some would say, how far we are from that! It is uto-
pian! It is so beautiful that it could never come true, could
never be achieved!

Then think about de Gaulle entering Paris the day it is lib-
erated, and becoming a poet at that moment; think about
Roosevelt launching the Tennessee Valley Authority, or de-
nouncing the “monarchists of the economy” in his first inau-
gural speech; think like Kepler and Bach, as our youth are
having fun trying to do in some basement in the United States
and some catacombs elsewhere. Tell all those professional,
professionally anal, doubters, conscious or unconscious Car-
tesians, that their physical body would not be among us if
their ancestors had “thought” like them. No way. Ffsst! Evap-
orated.

So we have to lead the only fight that’s worth it, worth our
human future, to pull humanity out of a New Dark Age, as
LaRouche put it yesterday.

Library of Congress
Helen Keller reads the lips of First Lady Mrs. Grace Coolidge. Keller’s struggle to overcome

the darkness of a life without sight or hearing, forced her to rely on her most powerful asset: the
human mind.
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Leadership and the Sublime

Now, to keep the best for the end, as they say, I reach the
dimension of the Sublime, Schiller’s Sublime. Our culture,
the culture of the millennium to come, would not exist with-
out the Sublime.

When you are faced, like today, with a terrible challenge,
the terrifying offensive to destroy humanity, with a most im-
moral social challenge; when the very principle of human
society is scoffed at; when most others turn a blind eye to
what happens, there is something in you that makes you stand
up, even if you don’t always know exactly why. Evil then
calls forth higher reason, and strength of soul, a call to a re-
sponse. We suffer from the violence of our sensations, the
violence of our feelings, but yet we refuse to be enslaved by
that violence. This is, beyond the aesthetic sense of beauty,
the Sublime—the moment when human reason is beyond our
sensitivity, like the thinking of Helen Keller or ourselves be-
fore a dark sky.

Once, I was caught in the middle of a hurricane, and
physically, I had to do something unprecedented about my
situation. Mentally, it is the same type of challenge when you
have to create: You ask, in the very depth of your being, “Why
should I fight? What is the purpose of my life?”” And then you
think of what you can contribute to the future of your fellow
human beings, and you fight, not with the animal instinct to
survive, but with the human passion to become a better per-
son for the other, to taste your cup of immortality beyond a
situation where your body is threatened or your mind chal-
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lenged, or both.

You experience what both
Schiller and Shelley understood
as the highest form of human
joy, even if it can only be
reached, and must be reached,
through deep suffering.

Beethoven had, to my
knowledge, the best sense of it,
together with Shelley and Schil-
ler, when he wrote on July 27,
1822, “What an unhappy happy
man Il am.”

The Sublime is therefore
what we must muster within
ourselves to lead our fight today.
But in the upcoming challenges
of the next millennium, it should
also become like a sixth sense in
us, above the others, because it
is necessarily associated with
the very process of discovery. I
must add that we are not going
to run short of challenges in the
future. We are still in the child-
hood of humanity, and the main
challenges are ahead of us.

Let us therefore, with our Land-Bridge, open the gates to
a society of beauty and the Sublime, and let us now think a
moment about Beethoven. He was a staunch republican, and
had to be locked up in the Vienna of the Carlsbad Decrees
and Metternichean rule. He became deaf, when music was

National Archives
Gen. Charles de Gaulle leads the victory parade in Paris after the fall of the pro-Nazi Vichy regime,
August 1944: a sublime moment.

Ludwig van
Beethoven fought
to give birth to a
world in which
human beings
would be “able to
devote their
efforts to other
things than
breaking their
chains.”

Library of Congress
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his life. He could not find a woman to share the most pro-
found and impassioned conceptions respecting man and na-
ture, because those that could understand him and cooperate
with his work were aristocrats, beyond reach for a marriage
or a lasting relation, like Josefine von Brunswick.

Nonetheless, Beethoven relentlessly fought “to break des-
tiny’s neck,” to give birth to a world in which human beings
would be “able to devote their efforts to other things than
breaking their chains.” He knew that during his lifetime, he
was doomed not to see his victory over destiny, but that as a
mortal human being, he could give to us, his posterity, through
his compositions, the principle of immortality, and he won
that struggle against all doom.

Now, think of a world where Beethoven and Amelia
Boynton Robinson are the reference points for human beings,
where all our friends of the past—Plato, Leibniz, Riemann,
Schiller, Rabelais, Kepler, Beethoven—are going to be with
us, in our minds. Think of Leonora [from Beethoven’s opera
Fidelio], who put her life at stake for her husband, and through

him, for the future of humanity. Think of a world where our
ideas, the ideas of Lyndon LaRouche and Helga Zepp-
LaRouche and all those before them, and at their side, today,
will be references, not extreme exceptions. Think of the tri-
umphant dance of the last movement of the Eroica, after the
funeral march.

Agapéis the cultural paradigm of the millennium to come.
“What an unhappy happy man I am.” This unhappy happy
man always stressed “the eternal need to start again and again
what seemed to be achieved.”

I see him writing, under the first notes of the finale of his
last quartet, the 16th, Opus 135, the famous words: “Muss es
sein? Es muss sein!” [“Must it be? It must be!”’]

It may be a “schwergefasster Entschluss,” a resolution
difficult to make, but it is our commitment: “Es muss sein!”

The game is worth the candle, as they say in France. And
this time, I won’t say thank you, but thanks to ourselves, to
our future deeds, on the route of endless discovery. Es muss
sein!

Thomas Sankara on
Africa’s Debt Burden

After his presentation, Cheminade
showed a video of a speech by Thomas
Sankara, the former President of Burki-
na Faso, comparing it to the 1982
speech by then-Mexican President José
Lopez Portillo to the United Nations,
which was shown the previous day (see
EIR, Sept. 7, 2007 for excerpts). San-
kara gave the speech on July 29, 1987,
before the Organization of African Uni-
ty. Cheminade then commented as fol-
lows:

Well, you have listened to what Thomas
Sankara had to say: “If Burkina Faso
stands alone in its refusal to pay the
debt, I am not going to be here at the
next Conference.”

Burkina Faso stood alone, and Thomas Sankara, after
a decisive confrontation with French President Frangois
Mitterrand, was murdered on Oct. 15, 1987, less than three
months after his speech. And, as he had said, he was not
present at the next Organization of African Unity confer-
ence.

I must add two things:

1. If you notice similarities in the Sankara speech and
the Lopez Portillo speech, you are right on the mark.
Lopez Portillo was very close to Lyndon LaRouche and
Helga Zepp-LaRouche, while Thomas Sankara was kept
informed of our fight through a friend
of mine, now deceased. Now, today, we
have collected two signatures of French
deputies and more than 20 signatures
of French mayors, supporting Helga
Zepp-LaRouche’s proposal for a New
Bretton Woods. Michel Rocard, a for-
mer Socialist French prime minister, is
also calling for a New Bretton Woods,
in his own way, and he was a close po-
litical friend of my past friend. So, we
are reintroducing some motion in
France on the pathway opened by
LaRouche, Lépez Portillo, and Sankara.

2. Sankara—a name coming, by
the way, from an Indian wise man
from the Eighth Century, a famous
scholar of the Vedantas—was then
alone, or almost alone, in his fight for a new, more just
world economic order. He did not have a very good over-
all sense of world dynamics, and was somehow blinded
by a cultural bias for African self-sufficiency. Today, the
world is obviously a One, and we are not alone in our
fight, so we don’t have any excuse to fail. Proof is the
coming report on the work of the LaRouche Youth Move-
ment, our future.
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