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The Strategic Crisis Is‘More Dangerous
Than at the Height of the Cold War’

HELGA ZEPP-LAROUCHE

Mankind’s Beautiful Future—If We
Avoid the Dinosaurs’ Fate

Zepp-LaRouche, President of
the Schiller Institute in Ger-
many, gave the conference key-
note address on June 25, enti-
tled, “The Future of Mankind
Will Be Beautiful—Provided We
Can Avoid the Fate of the Dino-
saurs.” This is an edited tran-
script.

Ladies and gentlemen, dis-
tinguished guests, dear friends
of the Schiller Institute: I think
we all have come to this confer-
ence because everybody who is
in this room knows that we are
experiencing an absolutely un-
precedented, systemic and exis-
tential crisis of civilization. We
have the coincidence of a war

danger, where NATO is confronting Russia in a very,
very aggressive fashion—which could lead to a Third
World War. We have a U.S. confrontation against China
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Founder of the Schiller Institutes, Helga Zepp-
LaRouche, delivering the keynote address to the
June 25, 2016 Schiller Institute conference in
Berlin, Germany.

in the South China Sea. We have
the danger of a new 2008 type of
financial crisis, which could
blow up the financial system,
and naturally we had, two days
ago, the Brexit—Great Britain
voting to leave the European
Union. And as we all know, this
was not a vote against Europe as
such, but it was a vote against a
completely unjust system and a
corrupt elite.

This conference has one
topic, or one subsuming topic,
and that is to define solutions to
these crises: to discuss what
would be the new paradigm, and
is mankind capable of solving
such an existential crisis?

We have distinguished

speakers from four continents, from many countries,
and obviously these are the people, or they are repre-
sentative of the kinds of people, who are determined
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that a solution is to be found.

Before I go these various mortal dangers, the solu-
tion is easy. So be at rest and calm. If mankind unites for
a good plan and acts in solidarity with courage, any
crisis in human civilization can be overcome, because
that is the nature of human beings—that when we are
challenged with a great evil, an even greater force of
good is awakened in our soul.

Now, look at the situation. Great Britain voted on
Thursday by 52% to leave the EU. Immediately you had
an explosion in the financial markets in the morning
hours of Friday—£S5 trillion were wiped out. It could
have been Black Friday. The turbulences continue. So
some people are now in absolute dismay, saying, “how
could we be so wrong? The bookmakers were telling us
until midnight the opposite, that everything would be
fine. How did we get caught on such a wrong foot?”

Now I will talk about that, but let me preface it by
saying that maybe this Brexit is a blessing in disguise.
Because it is a vote against a supranational bureaucracy,
a soulless Brussels dictatorship. It’s a vote against rob-
bery of national sovereignty, against a completely
heartless European Union Commission, which has
been completely alienated from the people in Europe, a
European Union which has no unity. It has no human-
ity. And the Brexit creates the opportunity to build a
completely new Europe.

The Erinyes

I remember at a Schiller Conference in 2003—this
was the day the Iraq War started—I prefaced my speech
by saying, “Are these people insane? Don’t they know
that, by attacking a country on the basis of lies, they will
call forth the Erinyes, those goddesses of natural law,
who may not act immediately—but there is a higher
justice which corrects things.” And I find it a historical
irony, if you will, the connection between the British
voting against the EU membership, and the connection
to the illegal war against Iraq. Remember that it was the
Iraq war that was one of the root causes of the refugee
crisis, one of the root causes of Europe being in such
distress, and now, of all people, the British people are
voting something which is the destruction of the British
Empire, and may lead from a Great Britain to a very
tiny Britain, namely if Scotland and Ireland leave. I
think this is a higher justice, and the proof that nemesis
is a force in history.

Let me focus on the underlying danger, which is not
eliminated by this, but, as [ said, it creates new open-
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ings to find a solution.

The Powderkeg

We are sitting on a powder keg, and any of the differ-
ent strategic crises right now could be the trigger of a
thermonuclear war. There are many people—not many,
but at least some people, military experts primarily—
who have said that we are now in a situation which is
more dangerous than during the height of the Cold War.
That was naturally the Cuban Missile Crisis. After this
war danger had been present for a variety of reasons for
a long time, only in the most recent days have people
suddenly begun to speak about it. German Foreign Min-
ister Frank-Walter Steinmeier—he talks about the
NATO maneuvers in the Baltics as war cries and saber-
rattling. Wolfgang Ischinger, head of the Munich Secu-
rity Conference and a staunch Atlanticist, says there is
the danger of an escalation into a military confrontation.
NATO must tame itself. NATO must tame itself, he says.

Gemot Erler, Germany’s Special Coordinator for
Russia Policy, says NATO is escalating the situation up
to a war; it should stop. Professor Steven F. Cohen, a
Russia expert at New York University and Princeton:
The United States is the biggest threat to the world, and
if the Obama administration were to do what the 51
State Department dissenters who just published an open
letter to Obama said—namely to topple Assad—within
a short period of time ISIS would sit in Damascus, and
the United States would be involved in a war with Syria,
Iran, and Russia.

Then you have, between now and the July NATO
Summit in Warsaw, five NATO maneuvers at the Rus-
sian border in Poland and the Baltic countries, involv-
ing between 50,000 to 60,000 troops combined. Simul-
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taneously the United States is moving aircraft
carrier strike groups into the Mediterranean,
warships of the Aegis class into the Black Sea,
and other U.S. warships into the Baltic Sea. Four
battalions will be put in the Baltic countries after
the Warsaw Summit. There is a full arms race
going on, with modernization of all nuclear arse-
nals on both sides. The same dynamic with dif-
ferent predicates is essentially happening around
the South China Sea, between the United States
and China.

There was no problem in the South China
Sea until the government of the Philippines, in a
clear violation of international law—that is, the
previous Philippines government—pushed by
the United States, took the territorial dispute to
the Court of Arbitration in The Hague. The
United States, under the pretext of freedom of
navigation of the seas, is now continuously vio-
lating the 12-mile zone, overflying Chinese is-
lands and reefs, and the propaganda line for both—the
two conflicts, with Russia and China—is that Russia
illegally occupied Crimea, and that China is involved in
aggressive land-grabbing of islands in the South China
Sea. And that all the moves by the United States and
NATO are only in response to the aggressive behavior
of Russia and China.

That is a complete lie. The question to start from is,
How is it that 71 years after World War II ended, when a
world in ruins made a solemn commitment “never
again,” “never again genocide,” “never again war,”—
how is it that 25 years after the disintegration of the
Soviet Union, we are now at the verge of World War I11?

99 ¢

The Promise

There are new transcripts now available that show
very clearly that in the period between 1989 and 1991,
there was a series of meetings in which the United States
gave a clear promise to the Soviet Union to not expand
NATO to the borders of Russia. On February 9, 1990,
then Secretary of State James Baker said that if Ger-
many were unified as part of the West, and joined NATO,
then the United States will give “an iron-clad guarantee
that NATO will not expand one inch eastward.”

This was the key element in why Soviet President
Gorbachov agreed to the unification talks. Sure, there
was no formal deal made, but there are many eyewit-
nesses, former U.S. Ambassador to Moscow Jack Mat-
lock and others, who say that Baker gave the promise on
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President H-W. Bush, Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze,
and U.S. Secretary of State James Baker in Washington, D.C. on Sept.
21, 1989.

May 18, 1990, that the United States will cooperate with
the Soviet Union for the development of a new Europe.
In June 1990 Bush promised Soviet leaders that the
United States would work toward an inclusive Europe.

Now it is clear that, at the same time that these
promises were given, the neocons in the United States
were working on the Project for a New American Cen-
tury (PNAC) doctrine. It declared that with the collapse
of the Soviet Union, the United States would insist on a
unipolar world: namely, that it would not allow any
nation, or any group of nations, ever to surpass the
power of the United States, economically or politically.

In the middle of the 1990s, East European countries,
former members of the Warsaw Pact—Poland, Hungary,
the Czech Republic, the Baltic nations, and others—
were ushered into NATO. Yeltsin, Medvedev, and Gorba-
chov protested against this, both privately and publicly.
The United States violated the no-eastward-expansion
agreements with Russia and went for regime change.
Victoria Nuland admitted publicly that the State Depart-
ment spent $5 billion on the color revolution in Ukraine
alone. Helmut Schmidt, the late Chancellor of Germany,
said that the Ukraine crisis started with the EU Maas-
tricht agreement, because that was the moment when the
EU turned into an empire with the idea to endlessly gain
new members, and that EU eastward expansion occurred
in parallel with NATO eastward expansion.
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The Ukraine Crisis

What triggered the Ukraine crisis, and there-
fore the crisis with Russia—which was already
building,— but what formally triggered it, was
an event at the Vilnius EU summit in late 2013.
The EU proposed to establish the Eastern Part-
nership project and associate Ukraine with the
EU. At the last moment, Ukrainian President Ya-
nukovych recognized that that would give
NATO access to Ukraine, and would open Russia
to all European Union products, and that would
be ruinous for the Russian economy. So he opted
out at the last moment, and then you had the ac-
tivation of the NGOs, financed by the State De-
partment; you had the activation of the Ukrai-
nian Nazis in the tradition of Stepan Bandera.

This led to the coup on February 22, 2014,
and the referendum in the Crimea. It was not an
annexation by Russia; it was a referendum by
the majority of the people of Crimea, occurring in reac-
tion to the fascist coup in Kiev. And that record has to
be set straight, because unless we look at that chronol-
ogy, we will be entrapped by the war propaganda that is
leading to World War III.

NATO’s Prompt Global Strike

Now, in the meantime, quite some years ago, the
NATO doctrine was changed from Mutually Assured
Destruction—which was the idea that nobody could
use nuclear weapons because it would lead to the anni-
hilation of mankind—to the utopian conception of a
winnable, limited nuclear war. That is the basis for
NATO’s current Prompt Global Strike. This is the logic
behind the establishment of the U.S. anti-ballistic mis-
sile system worldwide. That that system does not have
the function to protect against Iranian missiles, should
have been clear after the successful P5+1 agreement
with Iran. That idea of a winnable first strike is also the
logic behind the Air Sea Battle doctrine against China.

The same Obama who promised in 2009 that he
would work to get a nuclear-free world, has committed
$1 trillion for the modernization of all U.S. nuclear ar-
senals, such as the B61-12 warhead, of which there are
probably 200 stationed in European countries. The idea
is that these modernized tactical nuclear weapons are
more usable, because you can put them on stealth
bombers, and break through the air defenses of your op-
ponent. So that’s the case with the long-range stand-off
weapons, the LRSW.
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Sen. Dianne Feinstein and Undersecretary for Arms
Control and International Security Ellen Tauscher—in
their open letter in the New York Times several weeks
ago—wrote that these weapons systems should not be
built, because they greatly increase the danger of nu-
clear war by blurring the line between conventional and
nuclear weapons. The whole idea, in this day and age,
to build new nuclear weapons is unnecessary, costly,
and dangerous, they say, and [ would say it is criminal,
because it is part of preparing a war of aggression
which, in the Nuremberg Tribunal, was declared to be
the highest crime against humanity.

Time to Leave NATO

So that’s the situation. And the thing that drives me
absolutely crazy, is that you have a situation which is
more dangerous than during the Cold War Cuban Mis-
sile Crisis for a variety of reasons—because it involves
thermonuclear weapons, the code of behavior between
NATO and the East has broken down, there is no red
telephone between Obama and Putin—so despite that,
the public is sleeping! The people are sleepwalking
again into world war, as they did in going into World
War 1. And one of the purposes of this conference is to
change that, and get a public debate from our standpoint
that we do not want to be part of this.

That is why I have called—and our colleagues in
other countries have called—for governments to recog-
nize that now is the time to leave NATO. I have not
done that in the past, despite criticism, but when you
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have a clear danger that a continua-
tion of this policy pursued by NATO
right now, could lead to the extinc-
tion of mankind, I think it is only pos-
sible to give one answer: Get out of
an organization which is involved in
criminal preparation of world war.
[applause]

Financial Armageddon

There is a second existential crisis
which we all know: the immediate
possibility of a crash of the trans-At-
lantic financial system. Wells Fargo,
Bank of America, and others are in-
volved in the same practices as in
2008, by giving subprime mortgage
loans. The too-big-to-fail banks all
have gigantic bubbles in shale and oil gas. They have
bubbles in other areas—cars.

The only difference from 2008 is that all the instru-
ments of the central banks have been used up. Lowering
interest rates? Well, you can make it even lower,— neg-
ative interest rates. You can make people pay 10% to
even deposit their money in the banks, which is almost
what is happening. So, many businesses do not put their
money in banks any more; they keep it either under
their mattresses, or in their safes, or wherever. And then
there is the idea of printing helicopter money; in re-
sponse to the Brexit crisis, the Federal Reserve, the Eu-
ropean Central Bank, and the Bank of England are
working 24 hours around the clock to decide how much
helicopter money they have to print to prevent a col-
lapse of the system.

New Silk Road

That is just the end of it, and we have to come to
grips with the fact that this system is absolutely fin-
ished. Now that, as I said, is no reason to despair, be-
cause the Brexit opens the way to join a completely new
strategic system. The Schiller Institute has campaigned
since 2013, when President Xi Jinping announced the
New Silk Road, that that approach must become a
global program for reconstruction for the world econ-
omy, and we published a study called The New Silk
Road Becomes the World Land-Bridge.

Look at what has happened since the announcement
of the New Silk Road: In less than three years, this new
system has developed an enormous dynamic. Now 70
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countries are participating in the Asian Infrastructure
Investment Bank (AIIB), a banking system associated
with the New Silk Road. By the end of the year, it is
expected that 100 countries will have joined this new
system; 18 countries are already part of the Shanghai
Cooperation Organization (SCO), which overlaps the
BRICS and the New Silk Road. There are new banking
systems, the AIIB, the New Development Bank, the
Shanghai Cooperation Bank, the Maritime Silk Road
Fund, the Silk Road Fund, the SAARC bank—that’s
the bank for the South Asian Association for Regional
Cooperation.

And the Silk Road is progressing quickly. There are
at present seven or eight new train connections between
China and Europe, from Chengdu, Xi’an, Chongqing,
Yiwu, and Lianyungang, to such places as Madrid,
Lyon, Herne, Duisburg, Hamburg, and Rotterdam, and
the number is growing. President Xi Jinping has been in
the Czech Republic, in Poland, in Serbia, in Germany
and France; everywhere he has been, the idea of coop-
eration with China and the New Silk Road has become
a powerful dynamic. The President of Switzerland went
to China. Austria wants to become a hub of the New
Silk Road. Greece is joining the Maritime Silk Road—
China is building up the port of Piraeus near Athens.
Now China is building a rail connection between Buda-
pest and Belgrade, which eventually will link up with
the Maritime Silk Road at Piraeus by bringing more
goods this way.

President Pranab Mukherjee of India was in China
and spoke very, very bravely about the India-China
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strategic partnership, so all
this talk about big tensions
between India and China—
forget it, it’s all Western
propaganda.

When President Xi Jin-
ping was in Iran, it was
agreed that the Silk Road
will extend to Iran. Shortly
thereafter, Prime Minister
Narendra Modi was in
Iran, together with the
President of Afghanistan,
Ashraf Ghani, and they
discussed not only the
building the port of Chaba-
har—which will be a cru-
cial element of the Silk
Road, eventually going to
India—but also Afghani-
stan’s desire to be a hub for
building the Silk Road between China and Europe; in
that way, Afghanistan will be reconstructed.

In 2013 Xi Jinping invited all the countries of the
world to join in the “win-win cooperation”; President
Putin has offered, many times, the integration of Europe
from the Atlantic to the Pacific, from Vladivostok to
Lisbon.

arriving in France.

What Happened to the
EU?

OK, so how do we look
at this situation, and how
do we come forward?
What spirit and what his-
torical precedent is neces-
sary to make it possible for
European nations to enter
into alliance with the Eur-
asian Economic Union and
participation in the One
Belt, One Road policy—to
enter a new geometry?

Well, first of all, we
have to start with the real-
ization that the EU, as it de-
veloped from the Ade-
nauer-de Gaulle conception
as a political union of na-
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Chinese and French officials posing in front of the first freight
train from Wuhan, China to Lyon, France, a 11,300 kilometer
Jjourney which passed through five other countries before

Indian President Shri Pranab Mukherjee (right), with China
President Xi Jinping, inspecting the Guard of Honor at the
welcome ceremony in Beijing on May 26, 2016.

tion-states, and as it was ex-
pressed in the original
Elysée Treaty between Ad-
enauer and de Gaulle, did
not survive. When it was
unfortunately modified in
1963 by means of a pream-
ble, the modified EU then
led directly to the Maas-
tricht/Lisbon EU, and that
model is over.

It has failed, and con-
sidering the disgusting be-
havior of the [EU] Troika
against Greece and other
southern European coun-
tries, but especially how
the EU dealt with the refu-
gee crisis, you can see the
complete moral collapse of
Brussels. There is no more
Schengen, it’s over! If you have barbed wire along the
borders of the Balkan countries, there is no more open
travelling within Europe, there is no unity within the
European Union, no solidarity, and no solutions and no
visions.

The EU deal with Turkish President Recep Erdogan,
to give this guy who’s financing ISIS to the present day,
$6 billion, so that he can
keep people in camps to
prevent them from reach-
ing Europe—and with no
guarantees for the rights of
these refugees—is abso-
lutely disgusting and a vio-
lation of human rights. [ap-
plause] Doctors Without
Borders was absolutely
correct in refusing to accept
any money from the EU be-
cause of this behavior.

The emergence of
right-wing populist to out-
right fascist organizations
in Europe is the result of
the failure of the European
elites and their submission
to the EU dictatorship.

Ambrose Evans-Prit-

Xinhua/Zheng Bin

EIR July 1,2016



DaD/Bundesbildstelle
French President Charles de Gaulle (left), meets German Federal Chancellor
Konrad Adenauer during a visit to Germany in 1961. The leaders signed a
treaty that reconciled the French and German peoples to each other.

chard, an MI5 mouthpiece in the Daily Telegraph, wrote
a while ago that this EU of Brussels is exactly carrying
out British policy. And what we are seeing in the EU is
what Churchill always wanted. He wanted a united
Europe, but with the British outside, so it could manipu-
late Europe from the outside, and then run the world on
the basis of the special Anglo-American relationship.

In the summer of 1962, after Adenauer went to
France and after the fantastic journey of de Gaulle to
Germany, where he was greeted with absolute love and
admiration, the two of them proposed a union without
Great Britain. De Gaulle asked Adenauer, Are you pre-
pared to work with France, if need be only our two
countries? And Adenauer answered with a clear “Yes.”
The union was the real goal of the Elysée Treaty of Jan.
22, 1963, and before that, of the Fouchet Plan. But un-
fortunately, de Gaulle and Adenauer lost the fight with
the Atlanticists in the German Bundestag, and the Gaul-
lists were outvoted in France. Adenauer at that time was
already weakened, because Ludwig Erhard had already
been designated as his successor.

Then, on May 16, 1963, a preamble was forced
through, which had the following elements: a close
partnership with the United States; a common defense
in NATO; Great Britain joining the European Economic
Commission; a free-trade agreement, GATT. So the At-
lanticists won, and that was the lost chance of Europe
leading to the present crisis.

It led to a very rocky road, but it is very clear that

July 1,2016 EIR

Europe must find some form of working to-
gether, and obviously, the City of London
and Wall Street, which has always been a
British dépendance, they are deadly opposed
to such a solution.

Go Back to de Gaulle-Adenauer

Klaus von Dohnanyi, the former German
Minister of Education under Chancellor
Willy Brandt from 1972 and 1974, in a very
interesting June 17 article in the Frankfurter
Allgemeine Zeitung, discussed exactly this
Adenauer-de Gaulle cooperation and that the
original Europe Economic Community did
not include Great Britain and had no clear in-
tegration into NATO structures. Nor did the
European Commission or European Parlia-
ment have any real responsibility.

It was the idea of a European fatherland of
fatherlands; it was Germany, France, Italy,
Belgium, Netherlands, and Luxemburg. De
Gaulle wanted this European political union of sovereign
states, and he was concerned that in any case, if it came
to a serious crisis, the United States would only pursue its
own interests in Europe.

Klaus von Dohnanyi, in this article, writes that he,
as the leader of a NATO exercise in 1979, found that
upon the first Soviet advance into German territory, the
United States used tactical nuclear weapons on German
territory with no previous announcement; and that, by
the way, was the situation in the entire Cold War period,
and everybody who has studied the matter knows that.
So that is essentially the situation today, as well.

But even in 1950, Adenauer said in a famous inter-
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Klaus von Dohnanyi at the April 20, 1982 SPD Party
Conference in Munich.
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view with Kingsbury Smith,
that a union between Ger-
many and France would give
significant new life and a
powerful fresh impetus to the
European idea. Dohnanyi
says that even Helmut
Schmidt, who supported the
preamble at first, recognized
in 1983 that it was a big mis-
take, and that without an alli-
ance of Germany and France
there can be no progress in
Europe.

So, can the German gov-
ernment, in light of the totally
muddled situation, undertake
such an initiative today?
Dohnanyi says yes, it can, but
the debate must come from
the rank and file of society
and the parties. The German-
French alliance remains Eu-
rope’s destiny, but the only
way to overcome the pessi-
mistic mood in Europe is to go back to the two most
courageous men after 1945—de Gaulle and Adenauer.

It is perhaps a coincidence, but Foreign Minister
Steinmeier has invited the six founding EU members to
a summit in Berlin: Germany, France, Italy, and the
Benelux countries. They say it was planned a long time
ago, but I think this is very interesting.

Cusa and Confucius: New Paradigm

Now, having this historical frame of reference in
mind, let’s look at the epistemological basis for a new
paradigm. How can we get society to join in serving the
common aims of mankind, to agree to rise above geo-
politics and join in a global development partnership?
Well, who is right? Is it those who say that geopolitical
conflict must always exist, chauvinism against other
countries is OK, xenophobia against other nations, even
hatred against other ethnic groups? Well, I’ll tell you,
the problem is that these people are thinking on a lower
level, namely, on the level of sense-perception or Aris-
totelian logic and contradictions.

To save mankind, we need a completely different
level of thinking and I would like, for this purpose, to
turn to Nicholas of Cusa, who was probably the most
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passionate proponent of an
understanding among peo-
ples, as an expression of the
relation between the One and
the Many, for which he devel-
oped a revolutionary, new
method of thinking, which he
called the coincidentia op-
positorum, the coincidence of
opposites.

For Cusa, nations—char-
acterized by their lan-
guages—have natural and in-
alienable rights, because they
are legitimate as nations, but
they are united through what
he called the spiritus univer-
sorum—the universal spirit—
discussed in his book, De
Docta  Ignorantia (On
Learned Ignorance), which is
efficient in the entire uni-
verse. “Nations are expres-
sions of diversity and speci-
ficity, but their unity exists
before their diversity.” This you find also in Confucius,
who says, “there is unity in diversity.”

Nicholas says, “the whole universe precedes all
other things as that which coincides the most perfectly,
corresponding to the order of nature, so that each par-
ticipates in everything. Quod libet in quo libet.” Con-
cretely this means that each nation can be integrated
into a higher, inclusive order without losing its charac-
teristics, because the unity is already in existence before
the multitude.

portrait, Gentile Bellini

Clash of Civilizations, 1453

For Nicholas, there is one humanity, in which all
national expressions are of a lower significance. In his
famous Sermon 204, he says, “The light-skinned
German and the dark-skinned Ethiopian are equally
human beings.” Nicholas was no stranger to other na-
tions. He travelled through almost every European
nation; he travelled to Constantinople. When Mehmet
IT took over Constantinople in 1453, people experi-
enced it as a tremendous clash of civilizations, but Cusa
responded with the beautiful ecumenical dialogue, De
Pace Fidei (On the Peace of the Faith), about peace and
religion. Its essential idea is that all religious leaders
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and all philosophers of all nations can agree that there is
only one truth, one God, and one religion, or as Confu-
cius would say, “one harmony.”

“Concordance is the highest form of truth,” Nicho-
las says in the Concordantia Catholica (Universal Con-
cord). An understanding between different nations and
religions is possible because they can all produce uni-
versal discoveries which can be replicated and recog-
nized by all others.

In Cusa’s The Layman on Experiments Done with
Weight-Scales, he says that all discoveries made by one
country must immediately be made available interna-
tionally, so that all others can access what had been
hidden.

Nicholas consciously broke with the axioms and the
popular beliefs of the Middle Ages, with what was
taught in the universities among educated elites, which
was Scholasticism and the doctrines of the Peripatetics,
people believing only in logic and contradictions.

Higher than ‘Understanding’

Nicholas regarded the level of the senses and of un-
derstanding only as tools to put things in order. But on
that level, nothing new will ever be created. The cre-
ation of the new can only occur on the level of reason,
by thinking from above, thinking from a higher level,
where the contradictions of the lower level are resolved.
In the human intellect lies an indestructible prior knowl-
edge, because, he says, if we did not have it, we would
never seek something new, and if we discovered some-
thing, we would not know that what we found was what
we had sought. Because this prior knowledge is not the
result of deduction, but is really a form of intuition, of
prescience, and it leads to the creativity of discovery of
true universal principles in science and Classical art.

Now, all human beings have a natural condition, a
mettle for humanity, and in most cultures there are
teachings for how to reach that level of creativity and
reason, and how to overcome the barbarism of unedu-
cated emotions and logical thinking. In Confucius there
is a demand for eternal learning and self-perfection.
Each human being should have the aspiration to become
a junzi, a noble person devoted to the common good.

Schiller’s and Ehricke’s Citizenship

In European humanism, Friedrich Schiller in my
view has the deepest and most inspiring program for
the perfection of mankind through aesthetical educa-
tion. He proposes to educate the emotions up to the
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level of reason, so that each person eventually can
become a beautiful soul, for whom freedom and neces-
sity, duty and passion, are the same thing. For Schiller,
universal history encompasses all humanity. The torch
of culture and qualitative advancement is sometimes
carried by this nation, then by that culture, but they all
have potential for development, to reach a condition of
world citizenship in which all original potentials of the
human species will be developed.

Schiller says, “The boundaries are breached which
isolated states and nations in hostile egoism. All thinking
minds are now bound together by the bond of world citi-
zenship, and all the light of the century can now illumi-
nate the spirit of a new Galileo and a new Erasmus.”

I think mankind is exactly at that point: We are at the
beginning of a new era, which is within reach if we act in
the right way. Mankind can reach what Krafft Ehricke
called the “extraterrestrial imperative,” meaning that
man can become adult. Ehricke, the German rocket sci-
entist, had a beautiful vision of space colonization as the
next natural phase of evolution in the universe.

He developed very beautifully how evolution has
occurred over long spans, how the development of life
moved from the oceans to land; how, with the help of
photosynthesis, plant life emerged on Earth; how, from
amphibians and reptiles, evolution jumped to mam-
mals, and finally to human beings; how human beings
first lived on the shores of oceans and on the rivers, and
then through infrastructure opened the landlocked areas
of the planet. And today I can add—in the spirit of
Krafft Ehricke—that the New Silk Road, now becom-
ing the World Land-Bridge, will complete that phase of
evolution by opening up all landlocked areas of the
world.

Ehricke also said that joint international space re-
search and travel is the next necessary phase of the evo-
lution of mankind in the Universe, that mankind will
become a space-based species.

Genius and Goodness in Our Future

So, I think we should be fully conscious that in this
present crisis lies a tremendous opportunity to reach a
new Renaissance, as significant and maybe even more
significant than the change from the Middle Ages to the
modern era; that if we break with the axioms of global-
ization, of deductive thinking, of all the things that have
led to this crisis, and focus on the creativity of mankind
as that which distinguishes us from other species, we
can live to see—many of us can probably live to see—a
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world in which each child is educated universally and
the normal condition of mankind is genius!

By fully developing that which is human—all of the
potentials of the human species, as creative composers,
scientists, engineers, extraordinary people discovering
answers to questions that we haven’t asked yet, like
China going to the far side of the Moon—we will under-

stand secrets of the Universe which we haven’t yet imag-
ined.

And we will become better people. I believe that the
true nature of human beings is good, that every human
being has a capacity for limitless self-perfection and
goodness of the soul. And to accomplish that is within
reach. And let’s work for it.



CHAS FREEMAN

Things Fall Apart: America, Europe,
and Asia in the New World Disorder

Ambassador Chas W. Freeman, Jr.
(USFS, ret.), is a Senior Fellow at
the Watson Institute for Interna-
tional and Public Affairs, Brown
University. Ambassador Freeman
was the U.S. ambassador to Saudi
Arabia and the chief interpreter
for President Richard Nixon
during his 1972 trip to China.

We have entered a world in
which, as William Butler Yeats put
itin 1919:

Things fall apart; the center
cannot hold;
Mere anarchy is loosed upon the world.

In Europe, in America, and in parts of Asia there is a
sense of foreboding—an elemental unease about what
is to come. There is vexing drift amidst political paraly-
sis. Demagoguery is ascendant and the stench of fas-
cism is in the air.

Developments in American politics are particularly
discomfiting. The American people are belatedly be-
ginning a discussion about the role of the United States
in the world. We Americans should have had this con-
versation twenty-five years ago, when the Soviet Union
collapsed and the Cold War ended. Now we are airing dif-
ferences about foreign policy in circumstances of dispirit-
ing international political and economic uncertainties.
Few can even remember the optimism that prevailed
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when Germany reunited, Europe
became whole and free, China
joined the capitalist world, and
Russia aspired to democratize and
do the same.

Almost no one now sees much
to admire in the results of U.S. for-
eign policy since these events. A
few assert that our uses of force
should have been more vigorous
and sustained but most believe that
recent U.S. military interventions
have been counterproductive. A
growing number of Americans ex-
press skepticism about interven-
tions abroad.

In aworld of ambiguities, the choice posed is binary.
Are you for or against the exercise of U.S. military
power? But the divisions between the sides have yet to
be clearly drawn. The debate is ramping up as part of an
election campaign driven by domestic malcontent, to
which foreign policy is at most tangential. The discus-
sion about America’s international purposes and re-
sponsibilities is just beginning. It remains incoherent
and as perplexing to Americans as it is alarming to
allies, partners, and friends overseas.

Americans are having trouble formulating alternative
approaches to foreign affairs, but they clearly reject more
ofthe same. They may differ in their views of what “more
of the same” means. But whatever it is, most don’t want
it. In this regard, Europeans do not seem much different.

Everyone is aware that major shifts in the distribu-
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tion of global wealth and power are taking place. Ubig-
uitous malaise accounts for the welcome that many in
both Europe and America have given to empty slogans
masquerading as new ideas about how to manage bor-
ders, immigrants, foreign trade and investment, rela-
tions with allies and adversaries, and innovations in the
existing international order. Further uncertainty arises
from economic doldrums born of political gridlock,
legislative defaults on fiscal policy, radical but unpro-
ductive monetary policies, the spread of authoritarian-
ism, renewed antipathy between the West and Russia,
and a lot of trash talk by the politically ambitious but
intellectually challenged in both America and Europe.

The crumbling of the Pax Americana is an important
contributor to the new world disorder. It is unnerving to
Americans as well as to the allies and partners of the
United States overseas. The best that might be said of it
1s that it also confuses America’s adversaries. But, then,
there is no agreement on who these adversaries are, still
less what they may want.

With the disappearance of messianic totalitarianism,
Americans succumbed to enemy deprivation syndrome.
That is the queasy feeling of disorientation one has when
one’s military-industrial establishment no longer has an
obvious, credible enemy on which to focus. European
statecraft has traditionally accepted that allies on some
matters can be adversaries on others, that military power
is not in itself an answer to many problems, that long-
term interests may require short-term sacrifice, and that
itis often wiser to conciliate than to confront those seek-
ing limited changes in the existing order. But these are
novel thoughts for Americans schooled in international
relations by the Cold War, when diplomacy resembled
trench rather than maneuver warfare.

In many respects, the long contest with the Soviet
Union turned America into a strategic “one-trick pony.”
Washington learned to resort to military deterrence and
punishment through sanctions before considering di-
plomacy to eliminate the sources of discord that create
the dangers it seeks to forefend. And deterrence is prob-
lematic, not only because it risks war by accident and
doesn’t always work, but because it immobilizes and
defers potential conflicts rather than addressing their
causes. Deterrence prevents immediate strife, buying
time for diplomacy. But if there is no diplomacy, deter-
rence just stores up trouble for later, when the odds may
shift to the advantage of one or the other side. This is
especially likely when balances of power are rapidly
shifting, as they are in the Indo-Pacific.
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Americans now seem to be groping our way toward
the realization that resolving the underlying issues driv-
ing contending sides toward combat may be a better
approach to sustaining peace than trying to manage risk
by promising to respond in kind to the use of force. If
so, this is a healthy evolution that all should welcome.
It offers renewed opportunities for U.S. allies and part-
ners to leverage America’s still enormous power to
shape, steer, and maintain a better future than might
otherwise evolve from the current global disorder.

But from an American perspective, Washington’s
European allies seem more muddled than ever. Europe-
ans speak in many tongues and in contradictory ways.
Britain’s vote in favor of Brexit has just exacerbated
Europe’s confusion. Brexit promises to shatter the post-
war order in Europe, to remove the British as interme-
diaries between the United States and “the Continent,”
and to deal a potentially fatal blow to Britain’s special
relationships with both. All this, as ill-considered pro-
posals to renegotiate U.S. trans-Atlantic and trans-Pa-
cific alliances, the global trade regime, and U.S.-Russia
and U.S.-China relations ring out on the campaign trail
in the United States.

A growing number of Americans understand that, if
the United States does not heed the voices of its allies,
it will in time cease to have any. But others ask how
countries that spend relatively little on their own de-
fense, preferring to leave it to Uncle Sam, can qualify as
“allies” and equals rather than “protectorates.” “Allies”
are countries with mutual obligations and responsibili-
ties to each other, not a one-sided dependency. Loose
usage of the term “ally” conceals the fact that in Asia
and the Middle East, the United States has wards and
client states that it has taken under its unilateral protec-
tion, not “allies” committed to the common defense.

By contrast, the United States has always sought
such allies in Europe, not satrapies or straphangers, still
less servile sycophants. That is why Americans have
been so supportive of the “European project.” As the
effort to unify Europe falters, so does American hope
that Europe can avoid a return to the imbalances of
power and politico-economic breakdowns that, on three
occasions in the last century, required the United States
to rescue and, finally, to garrison it.

To be frank, in present circumstances, to continue to
be seen as allies and to be listened to as such by Ameri-
cans, Europeans must alter their expectations of both
themselves and America. They must do more in their
own defense and form and communicate coherent
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views of what they need and don’t need from the United
States to supplement their own military power. They
must equip themselves to persuade the American people
that it’s in the interest of the United States for them to
get what they want. (The same is true of non-European
partners like Japan and South Korea.) For better or ill,
the world has entered an era of transactional relation-
ships, not coalitions based on confrontation with a
common global enemy, or mutual commitments to
shared strategic interests and visions.

The call to rejustify, and at the same time restructure,
America’s overseas defense guarantees is a reminder
that, for 160 years, the United States carefully avoided
“entangling alliances.” This stance ended only in 1949,
when the United States joined Canada and ten European
nations in forming NATO. Washington then sought to
counter the perceived threat that Stalin’s U.S.S.R. might
seek to dominate—if not conquer—not just Europe, but
the world beyond the Western Hemisphere, aggregating
power in the Old World to the point that it could pose an
existential challenge to the New. But the Soviet Union is
no more. Notwithstanding today’s efforts to portray
Russia as implacably predatory, Europe faces no exter-
nal menace comparable to those of yesteryear.

With American help, Europe recovered from World
War II and strengthened its democratic political culture.
It has enjoyed a quarter-century of peace, prosperity,
and expansion of the rule of law since the Cold War
ended. Europe may be much less than the sum of its
parts, but it is not weak. European NATO members
alone have a population more than four times that of
Russia and a GDP that is nine times larger. They fall
short of NATO’s military budget targets but still spend
at least three times more on defense as Russia. Some
maintain formidably effective armed forces. There is
no present requirement for Europeans to continue to
rely mainly on U.S. forces for their defense. In these
circumstances, it is hardly surprising that a growing
number of Americans believe that the trans-Atlantic al-
liance is overdue for rebalancing.

Some ask, “if NATO is still the answer, what were
the questions?” But, far from seeking to separate them-
selves from Europe, most Americans want a more equal
security relationship with it. This is because three wars
in the twentieth century (two hot and one cold) have
shown that:

» Europe and America belong to a single geopoliti-
cal zone in which the security and well-being of each is
inextricably connected to the other;

* A Europe-wide security architecture is needed to
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sustain security cooperation and keep peace among Eu-
ropeans;

* America needs a link to that architecture to safe-
guard its vital interests in stability in Europe and Eur-
asia; and

 Europe requires American participation in its se-
curity architecture to preclude domination by its great-
est power, Germany, and to enable it to balance and co-
exist peacefully with Russia.

These realities create an inescapable framework for
trans-Atlantic cooperation, but they are not self-execut-
ing. They are undermined by Brexit and similar fissipa-
rous tendencies elsewhere in Europe. They do not lead
automatically to cooperative security, cooperative rela-
tionships with Russia or Turkey, or cooperative stabili-
zation of the borderlands between Eurasia and Europe.
The crafting of such arrangements demands statecraft
that has been conspicuous by its absence since the end
of the Cold War.

Peace and stability in Europe and Eurasia require
recognition by Europe and Russia that both have a vital
interest in a broadly united, prosperous, independent
Ukraine. Such a Ukraine cannot emerge without re-
straint and reassurance by both. A model for this is the
Austrian State Treaty of 1955, which established Aus-
tria as a sovereign, democratic state with safeguards for
ethnic minorities. Austria cemented its freedom by de-
claring its permanent neutrality between East and West
and developing a credible federal defense force. If this
could be done for Austria at the height of the Cold War,
it can be done for Ukraine in today’s far less confronta-
tional circumstances.

It would be in the interest of all, especially Ukraini-
ans, to establish Ukraine as both a buffer and a bridge
between Europe and Russia. Europeans and Russians
have now proved beyond a reasonable doubt that each is
prepared to frustrate and punish attempts by the other to
absorb or dominate Ukraine. The United States has shown
that it can be counted upon to back Europe militarily in
resisting Russian intervention in Ukraine. The result is a
dangerous impasse but also an opportunity. The two sides
have exhausted coercive measures. Neither can hope to
gain anything substantial from continuing competition
for dominance in Ukraine. Escalating confrontation be-
tween NATO and Russia is costly and risky. It leads no-
where either side wishes to go. The negotiation of mutual
guarantees of Ukraine’s independence and neutrality on
the model of Austria is the best remaining option.

But without a shared vision between Europe and
Russia to frame such an outcome, the impasse will per-
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sist. This is an instance where a grand bargain is appro-
priate. The mutual pullbacks and reforms stipulated in
the Minsk accords provide a potential starting point for
a diplomatic process to consolidate the future place of
an independent Ukraine between Europe and Russia. As
at Minsk, Europe, not America, is best qualified to con-
ceptualize and lead such a process, which needs to be
part of a larger vision of cooperative security in Europe.

Wise American statecraft would welcome, not resist,
Russian participation in the governance of affairs in
both Europe and the Eurasian landmass as a whole.
There are many existing institutional frameworks for
this, including the OSCE, the NATO-Russia Council,
the Council of Europe, the Shanghai Cooperation Coun-
cil, and others. The reintegration of post-revolutionary
France in the Concert of Europe after the Napoleonic
wars showed how the inclusion of former adversaries in
decision-making can promote long-term peace and sta-
bility in Europe. The exclusion of post-Wilhelmine Ger-
many and post-Czarist Russia from the councils of
Europe after World War I did not work out so well. That
experience should drive home the peril of excluding
great powers from an appropriate role in managing af-
fairs in which they have a legitimate interest.

The United States, Europe, and Russia must also all
adjust to a world in which China and India join Japan as
Asian nations with global reach. This is a particularly dif-
ficult adjustment for the United States. America has dom-
inated the Western Pacific for seventy-one years. It has
become accustomed to being the custodian of the global
commons and the indispensable arbiter of disputes in the
region. Now it must accommodate a rising China, a more
assertive India, and a more independent Japan.

Existing institutions, like ASEAN, are divided and
ineffective in managing these issues. The shifting bal-
ances of power in the Asia-Pacific are mostly driven by
economics. By contrast, the so-called U.S. “rebalance
to Asia” is almost entirely military. The United States,
Japan, and China are shouting past each other. But a
piecemeal process of accommodation is unfolding
amidst much histrionics about maritime territorial
issues to which the United States is not a party.

The huge asymmetries between what is at stake in
these issues for China and the United States are danger-
ous. To paraphrase Bismarck’s prescient comments
about the Balkans 26 years before World War 1, all the
rocks, reefs, and sandbars there are not worth the life of
a single U.S. Marine. But if there is ever another war in
Asia, it will come out of some damned silly thing in the
South or East China Sea. Wars can happen even when
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they make no sense. In Asia, as in Europe, there is an
urgent need for diplomacy as a substitute for military
approaches that solve nothing, but risk much.

With the United States pushing back against Russia in
the West and China in the East, the two are being nudged
together. To counter Sino-Russian partnership, Japan is
courting Russia, though not very effectively. China is
reaching out to Europe. And China, Europe, Japan,
Russia, and the United States are all courting India, which
is playing hard to get. We have entered a world of many
competing power centers and regional balances in which
long-term vision and short-term diplomatic agility are at
a premium. With the exception of India, none of the great
powers at present displays both qualities.

This is the global context in which China has pro-
posed to integrate the entire Eurasian landmass with a
network of roads, railroads, pipelines, telecommunica-
tions links, ports, airports, and industrial development
zones. If China’s “One Belt, One Road” concept is real-
ized, it will open a vast area to economic and intercul-
tural exchange, reducing barriers to international coop-
eration in a 65-country zone with 70 percent of the
world’s population, with over 40 percent of its GDP,
generating well over half of its current economic
growth. The estimated cost of projects already on the
drawing boards is at least eleven times what was spent
on the Marshall Plan.

These massive infrastructure projects promise to de-
liver major increases in the speed of transport and tele-
communications, to lower costs, and to create a great
many new jobs. They will integrate Russia and Central
Asia with both China and Europe, while connecting
South Asia by land as well as by sea to the markets and
natural resources of the countries to its north as well as
to Africa.. By making land transport vastly more effi-
cient and linking it to new ports and airports, the “One
Belt, One Road” program will alter the balance between
land and sea power, including in the Arctic regions now
becoming accessible as a result of climate change.

In concept, the Belt and Road program is the largest
set of engineering projects ever undertaken by human-
kind. Its potential to transform global geoeconomics
and politics is proportional to its scale. It will create a
greater arena for peaceful cooperation and competition
than any empire ever did, and it will do so without mil-
itary conquest or the use of force. It thereby offers an
antidote to the strategic myopia, militarism, and finan-
cial gamesmanship that drive the new world disorder. It
is an alternative to “more of the same” that the world
should welcome and embrace.
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PANEL | continued

VLADIMIR YAKUNIN

The Enormous Potential of
a New Paradigm for All
Mankind

Mprs. Zepp-LaRouche informed the conference that
Dr. Viadimir Yakunin of Russia, chairman of the
World Public Forum ‘“Dialogue of Civilizations,”
was prevented from attending this panel and the con-
ference due to diplomatic necessities in Russia at this
moment.

ALAIN CORVEZ

Will American Hubris End
by Choice, or in a Universal
Combustion?

Col. (ret.) Alain Corvez
is an international con-
sultant and a former
adviser to the French
defense and interior
ministries. He titled his
addpress, “Will  the
American Hubris Come
to an End, or Will It
Disappear with Us in
a Universal Combus-
tion?”

Col. Corvez denounced the buildup of weapons
in the heart of Europe by NATO, and in the Russian
responses to it—that can extinguish not just the Eu-
ropeans but all of mankind. NATO claims it is defen-
sive, but it is offensive at the same time. It presents
Russia as an imperial power and enemy, which is a
falsehood so great, one wonders how the Europeans
could ever take it seriously. The AEGIS system that
the United States is deploying in Europe is capable

of launching a nuclear attack anywhere on this
planet.

It is unfortunate that France, which was critical of
NATO under de Gaulle, joined the Alliance again
under President Nicolas Sarkozy. Russia will not
accept being crushed without responding with weap-
ons that will not only mean World War III, but will
extinguish mankind as a whole. American imperial
hysteria must end before that happens.

As a French patriot, Corvez said, he must call on
France to leave NATO. The alternative to the impe-
rial hubris of the United States is the Chinese policy,
which has proven that it is not imperialist but opts for
cooperation. Europe must also abandon the techno-
cratic Brussels EU and return to the concept of de
Gaulle for a Europe of the sovereign nations.

Corvez concluded with a quote from a speech
given by “a great French philosopher who also was
an extraordinary statesman—General de Gaulle,” in
Mexico in 1964: There, de Gaulle warned against a
“monstrous self-destruction” of humanity, but voic-
ing confidence that “the fact that will dominate the
future is the unity of our universe: one cause, that of
man; one necessity, that of world progress; one duty,
that of peace.”

ULRICH SCHOLZ

War—A Pathology of the West

Lt. Col. (ret) Ulrich
Scholz of Germany is a
former fighter pilot,
NATO planner, and lec-
turer on air warfare.

War, said Col.
Scholz, must be entirely
eliminated as a means
of politics. Clausewitz
reached that conclusion
long ago from his study
of the Napoleonic Wars,
but it is a lesson still not learned today. Politics must
do without war, must eliminate war.

Continued on next page
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Continued from previous page

No military action is acceptable that kills tens of
children for the sake of eliminating a single terrorist.
The “body counts” that have dominated in Western
military approaches since the Vietnam War must
end. We are violating our own ethics. We are making
our actions not only useless, but actually criminal.

Our paradigms must change, which requires a
cultural change—a learning process on a broad
scale—in which media, politicians, and soldiers
speak out against war on principled grounds. The
well-being of Mankind must be the new principle—
finally—after 150 million deaths caused by the wars
of the past 200 years.




