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EIR’s July 1 issue provided extensive coverage of the 
Schiller Institute’s international conference held in 
Berlin, Germany, June 25-26, 2016. The full texts of 
four addresses summarized in the July 1 EIR are pre-

sented here. All were given on June 25. They are the 
addresses of Col. Alain Corvez (France) and Col. Ulrich 
Scholz (Germany) from Panel I, and Marco Zanni 
(Italy) and Daisuke Kotegawa (Japan) from Panel II.

A Common Future for Mankind and 
A Renaissance of Classical Culture

I. Berlin Schiller Institute Conference

ALAIN CORVEZ

Will American Hubris End by Choice, 
Or in a Universal Combustion?
Col. (ret.) Alain Corvez is an inter-
national consultant and a former 
adviser to the French defense and 
interior ministries. He titled his 
address, “Will the American 
Hubris Come to an End, or Will It 
Disappear with Us in a Universal 
Combustion?”

I would like to congratulate the 
Schiller Institute for organizing 
this conference at a critical 
moment, when the threat of a nu-
clear war—which would lead to 
the extinction of humanity—be-
comes clearer by the day, because 
of the concentration in the heart of 
Europe of weapons capable of destroying the planet 
within seconds. To respond to the reinforcement of U.S. 
strategic forces in NATO on European territory, Russia 
has had to deploy an equivalent arsenal of deterrence on 

its western borders. It is high time 
that the strategists of various coun-
tries, even those far from the Euro-
pean theater, demand restraint and 
more wisdom from the heads of 
state of the entire world. That is 
the purpose of this beneficial ini-
tiative by Mrs. Helga Zepp-La-
Rouche, whom I wish to compli-
ment personally.

And as we are immersed in the 
humanist thinking of Schiller, I 
would like to recall how Nietzsche 
described him in his introduction 
to On the Future of our Educa-
tional Institutions.

Between those who take everything for granted 
and those who are solitary [out of despair], there 
stand the fighters—that is to say, those who still 
have hope, and as the noblest and sublimest ex-
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ample of this class, we recognize Schiller as he 
is described by Goethe in his Epilogue to Schil-
ler’s ‘Song of the Bell’:

Brighter now glow’d his cheek, and still 
more bright.

With that unchanging, ever-youthful glow,—
That courage which overcomes, in hard-

fought fight,
Sooner or later, ev’ry earthly foe—
That faith which, soaring to the realms of 

light,
Now boldly presseth on, now bendeth low,
So that the good may work, wax, thrive 

amain,
So that the day the noble may attain.

In his first work, Philosophy During the Tragic Age 
of the Greeks, Nietzsche writes of Heraclitus:

. . . he believes in an end of the world periodically 
repeating itself, and in an ever-renewed emerging 
of another world out of the all-destroying world-
fire. The period during which the world hastens 
towards that world-fire and the dissolution into 
pure fire is characterized by him most strikingly 
as a demand and a need; the state of being com-
pletely swallowed up by the fire as satiety. . . .

He continues, “satiety gives birth to crime: Hubris.”
Indeed, the overabundance of means, excess, the 

immeasurable pride that define hubris are crimes 
against humanity, a humanity that needs caution and 
measure. For Nietzsche, Heraclitus was the “weeping 
philosopher,” as he was called in later antiquity:

Is not the whole world-process now an act of 
punishment of the Hubris?. . . Is not the guilt now 
shifted into the essence of the things and indeed, 
the world of Becoming and of individuals ac-
cordingly exonerated from guilt; yet at the same 
time are they not condemned forever and ever to 
bear the consequences of guilt?

We know that Heraclitus later believed that every-
thing that tends to be contradictory converges into har-
mony, which is invisible for the common man, and that 
what is to become is the result of the struggle among 
opposites, which affords us some hope that justice will 
prevail over injustice.

That is far from the nihilist vision of Schopenhauer: 
“We expiate our birth once by our life and a second time 
by our death.”

The Atomic Weapon: For War or Peace?
Our world is one which has seen the accumulation 

of gigantic means of destruction since the appearance 
of the nuclear weapon in our arsenals. It is a deadly 
weapon which, as General de Gaulle said, was not a 
step in a simple progression in weapons technology, but 
a technological leap, upsetting the traditional rules of 
warfare as—for the first time in the history of man-
kind—man invented a weapon which it were impossi-
ble to use, once more than one country possessed it. 
Exclusively a deterrent weapon, and thus the assurance 
for any country that has it, that no hostile power would 
take the risk of being destroyed at the moment that it 
attacked. But impossible to use reasonably, hence the 
name, “weapon of non-use.”

In the field of science, de Gaulle thought that the 
electron microscope represented a similar leap:

I do not believe, you see, that the electron micro-
scope is only an enormous pair of glasses: What 
it allows us to discover, is not what we were 
looking for. It solves some of our problems, but 
it also brings its own. We have not finished with 
the atomic bomb. The most powerful means of 
war began by bringing peace. A strange peace, 
but nonetheless peace. Let us wait and see.

The great, recently deceased French anthropologist 
and philosopher, René Girard, who invented the mi-
metic theory, wrote in The Unknown Voice of the Real, 
in reference to Nietzsche:

True vengeance [in the sense of Nietzschean res-
sentiment —ed.] is again with us in the form of 
the absolute nuclear weapon, which reduces our 
planet to the size of a primitive village, once 
again terrified by the prospect of a war to the 
death. True vengeance is so terrifying that its 
staunchest supporters dare not release it, since 
they know full well that all the atrocities they 
can inflict on their enemies, can also be inflicted 
on them by those enemies.1

1. René Girard, “Nietzsche Against the Crucified One,” in his La voix 
méconnue du réel: Une théorie des mythes archaïques et modernes. 
Paris: Grasset, 2002.
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What doctrine would Heraclitus have formulated, had 
he known of the potential for mankind to unleash nuclear 
fusion, when he had already spoken of a “world-fire”?

One great French strategist, General Pierre-Marie 
Gallois, who honored me by bringing me into his think 
tank, told me of his exchanges with General de Gaulle 
on the nuclear weapon, and how so few people, even 
among specialists, had understood the new concept. 
They continued to think in terms of military coercion, 
whereas it was all about deterring an attack on us.

I quote him:

Suddenly plunged into the atomic era, opinion 
continued to reason as it could have rationally 
continued to do in the classical cycle. Everyone 
thought in terms of coercion, when deterrence 
was at stake. They compared the forces available 
numerically, when they should have assessed the 
damage that the strongest would suffer, no 
matter how powerful, if it attacked the weakest.2

Role Reversal
Right now NATO is engaged in an unheard of clas-

sical and nuclear military build-up in Europe, in par-
ticular on Russia’s borders, in Poland, and in the Baltic 
States, in addition to the forces already stationed in Ro-
mania, Italy, Germany, and Poland. I will not go into the 
details of the forces deployed, which have already been 
described with great precision by many experts. Those 
forces of the Atlantic Organization include nuclear 
forces as part of the global AEGIS system that the 
United States had originally announced was aimed at 
countering the threat from Iran, although it was clear to 
everyone that the purpose was to threaten a re-emerging 
Russia. This system, which is also deployed in the At-
lantic and the Pacific, has sea-, air-, and land-based 
mobile installations. Although presented as defensive 
against a hypothetical Russian or Chinese threat, it is in 
fact also offensive, and its cruise or ballistic missiles 
can be used in a first strike.

France, which unfortunately returned to NATO mili-
tary organization during the Sarkozy presidency, is in-
volved in this war-like deployment and just recently de-
cided to allow NATO forces to be stationed on her 
territory, although in principle only those belonging to 

2. Intervention of General Gallois in a colloquium organized in Sep-
tember 1984 at Arc-et-Senans by the Institut Charles de Gaulle and the 
Université de Franche-Comté.

the military staffs in which our senior and noncommis-
sioned officers have now become used to carrying out 
brilliant careers, and who are therefore not inclined to see 
NATO as a U.S. military tool, but rather as an alliance of 
the free and righteous world that defends liberalism and 
human rights against another world which is not.

AEGIS is a worldwide system capable of launching 
a nuclear attack anywhere on the planet. It is presented 
to public opinion with the lie that it is defensive, but its 
purpose is to convey to the world that the United States 
is the master of the planet and intends to tell every 
country how to live, what rules to follow, which cus-
toms to keep and which to discard, carrying out com-
pletely free trade by eliminating protective tariffs and 
maybe even borders. The United States intends to 
impose its model at the risk of triggering a nuclear war 
that would be the Apocalypse, or the final conflagration 
that Heraclitus spoke of in the Sixth Century B.C. The 
European Union has cast in stone—in the stone of its 
founding treaties—this rule of unbridled liberalism, of 
free and undistorted trade, of elimination of internal 
borders, just as it has structurally integrated its defense 
into the military organization of NATO.

The entire U.S. military system—with its un-
matched budget of more than $700 billion, when all the 
funds of defense and intelligence organizations are 
combined—is now directed against China and Russia, 
because of their alleged hegemonic ambitions in Europe 
for one, in Asia for the other, thereby reversing the 
roles.3 This strategy draws in its allies, especially the 
EU—of which France is the acolyte—but it certainly 
seems doomed to implosion with the help of our British 
friends, who seem to want to get off the ship before the 
shipwreck. (As I write, we do not yet know the results 
of the June 23 referendum on the proposed British exit 
from the EU, but whatever the outcome, it will have an 
enormous impact on the future of the EU and should 
hasten its break-up.)

China Emerges with Win-Win Approach
China, through its laborious and industrious ef-

forts, has made tremendous economic progress, eradi-
cating famine and underdevelopment for a majority of 
the population. It has created a large wealthy class, 

3. The largest defense budgets in the 2015 worldwide survey of the 
International Institute for Strategic Studies were $597.5 billion for the 
United States, $145.8 billion for China, $81.9 billion for Saudi Arabia, 
$65.5 billion for Russia, $56.2 billion for the UK, $48 billion for India, 
and $46.8 billion for France, which comes in seventh.
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raised the overall living standard, and accumulated 
significant financial reserves. At the same time, it 
maintains the centralism of collectivist communism, 
which gives it the great advantage of maintaining cen-
tral control over opening its immense population to 
world trade and control over the major adaptative re-
forms. The opposite happened in the Soviet Union, 
which quickly dissolved under the perestroika of a 
Gorbachov who had good intentions, but lost control 
of the reform process.

China is considered a rival by the United States, to 
be destroyed before it gets too powerful. Therefore, it is 
denied the right to defend its vital interests, in particular 
in the surrounding seas, by creating hostile alliances of 
those countries that value U.S. protection.

But in fact, China’s fine-tuned diplomacy has con-
vinced a growing number of countries in the region 
that China is not imperial, and rather wishes to favor 
international cooperation—to develop economic proj-
ects that are profitable for all. The immense projects in 
the program proposed to Eurasian countries, but also 
open to the rest of the world, called the New Silk Road 
and Belt, have already convinced many countries. 
These countries have joined in institutions that come 
up with such projects and finance them, such as the 
Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB) and the 
Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), the 
BRICS, and ASEAN, which is joined by Iran, at the 
crossroads of the Middle East and Caucasian Asia, 
with the 400 million inhabitants in the immediate vi-
cinity. Also, the Bolivarian Alliance for America 
(ALBA) and the Union of South American Nations 
(UNASUR) in Latin America.

Certain countries continue to play both ways, re-
maining friendly with America while trading with 
China and Russia, but the impression is that their eco-
nomic and even strategic interests draw them closer to 
the win-win system, which has seen previously rival 
parties put aside their demands to become part of this 
new world order. India and China are one example of 
that, but not the only one.

Russia Faces U.S. Imperial Hysteria
U.S. diplomacy presents Russia as an imperial 

power ready to invade Europe. But that is such a blatant 
falsehood that one wonders how European countries 
can accept the idea, unless they have some reason to 
link up with the United States to avoid having to spend 
more on their own defense. This falsehood seems to 

have recently lost ground in Brussels, where, under the 
pressure of different peoples and countries, it is recog-
nized that the sanctions are more harmful for EU 
member states than for Russia, which is developing op-
tions in Asia and on its own immense territory.

On June 8, the French Senate voted up a proposal to 
gradually lift the sanctions, after the National Assembly 
had done so in April. And the President of the EU, Jean-
Claude Juncker, attended the St. Petersburg Interna-
tional Economic Forum this month, as he could no 
longer resist the pressure coming from deep within the 
real Europe, which has no problem understanding that 
entente and cooperation with the immense country of 
Russia is required for its future.

This, of course, is worrisome for Washington, which 
has viewed Western Europe as a protective barrier 
against Soviet Russia since 1945. After its victory over 
Soviet communism in 1989 and the dissolution of the 
USSR, a certain hubris or overconfidence inspired 
America to destroy the new Russia by buying up politi-
cians and oligarchs and supporting Chechen terrorism 
in various ways. Putin, an astute strategist who under-
stands the workings of the balance of power, wished to 
put an end to his country’s disintegration. He wished to 
come to an understanding with the number-one power 
in the world, accepting the concessions imposed by its 
weakness, but less and less inclined to sacrifice the vital 
interests of Russia, vital interests that were threatened 
by the U.S. imperial hysteria, which presented the one 
attacked as the attacker.

Frankly speaking, what serious strategist could 
imagine that Russian divisions would invade Eastern 
Europe to reconquer the former satellites of the Soviet 
Union? What for? To what purpose? To grab their min-
eral or industrial wealth, or to convert them to the Or-
thodox faith?

All experts know that the purpose of stopping the 
coup in Georgia in August 2008, was to clearly demon-
strate what the limits were of NATO’s constant east-
ward expansion, in violation of the promises made, 
after the U.S. State Department-led provocations by the 
Tiblisi government. The return of Crimea to its father-
land in 2014, after a unanimous vote of the population, 
was a result of the “open coup d’état”—described as 
such by the American strategist George Friedman—
which had brought to power in Kiev a government hos-
tile to the populations in the Ukrainian East and to 
Moscow. The vote was compliant with the UN rules on 
the right of peoples to self determination.
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Wake Up from Your Messianic Dream
Putin’s reemerging Russia attempted for a long time 

to come to an agreement with the United States and its 
European neighbors, but the hegemonic intentions of 
part of the oligarchy in Washington could not accept 
that the world could be multipolar, and that America 
could share the running of the planet with new powers. 
Apparently, the presidential candidate Donald Trump 
hopes to break this shortsighted system. We can hope 
he will succeed in breaking this system, for the sake of 
the world and of the Americans, since he proposes to 
put an end to military interventionism, to cooperate 
with Russia and talk to China, in order to focus on de-
velopment of the national economy by bringing back 
the pension funds that have gone abroad for more profit, 
and to invest them in the U.S. economy to create jobs. 
That is why he is caricatured in Western media as a 
clown, although American citizens have understood his 
message and vote for him.

It is misleading to accuse Russia of massing military 
forces on the borders of Poland and the Baltic states 
with aggressive intentions, since Moscow built up its 
forces there in response to NATO’s repeated threats at 
its doorstep, especially in the Baltic countries. Former 
U.S. Secretary of Defense Chuck Hagel recently stated 
that NATO’s build-up near Russia was a mistake and 
counterproductive.

That is why I spoke of the hubris or hysteria of the 
United States, because it does not seem to realize that 
this military escalation against Russia raises extreme 
fear in the entire world, because it involves nuclear 
weapons. It is obvious that Russia will not accept to be 
crushed without attacking at the same level. That would 
not mean World War III but the end of humanity.

It is time for the most important world power, at 
least militarily—in terms of its arsenals and the number 
of bases around the world—to become measured and to 
cease refusing to see the world that is changing, the bal-
ances that are shifting, the emergent powers that are as-
serting themselves. It is time for that power to decide to 
enter into cooperation for the benefit of all, with the 
most powerful assisting the poorest, and scientific prog-
ress serving all of humanity.

The United States’ excessiveness and blindness are 
the result of a messianic conception, a conception that 
brought to power politicians who are convinced—ever 
since the collapse of communism in the USSR—that 
since the supreme good (liberalism) defeated the abso-
lute evil (totalitarian collectivism), the United States is 

entrusted with the divine mission of leading the world. 
That is the origin of the drama of our time.

In addition, there are the interests of the financial 
powers organized in lobbies in Washington, whose 
assets cover a large part of the planet and who own the 
media and their means of propaganda. These networks 
are the actual decision makers of U.S. policy, so much 
so that the government is often unable to implement its 
own decisions if they are not acceptable to those inter-
ests. In that respect, the Obama Administration did 
manage to impose a few reforms, such as medical insur-
ance domestically and the nuclear deal with Iran, but 
the financial powers and their interests are still there.

This Confrontation Cannot Succeed
Now nearing the end of his term, the U.S. President 

appears to have given in to the demands of the financial 
powers, in particular in Syria where, despite the an-
nouncements of agreements with Russia to end the blood-
bath, the actions on the ground continue to fuel the fight-
ing. Taken off guard by the Russian military intervention 
in September 2015, which forced the players to take off 
their masks and choose between fighting Islamic terror-
ism or not, the U.S. leaders have continued the policy of 
regime change against any government that does not 
accept their policy, which greatly benefits an Israel 
which uses the chance to deny more rights of Palestin-
ians and take their territory, in total violation of UN rules.

Russia, with its intervention in Syria, demonstrated 
that it has developed an army whose technology is on a 
par with that of the United States, and is even more 
modern in certain areas. Though the Russian army is 
not as large and does not have foreign bases, which 
proves it has no imperial agenda, it is capable of coping 
with any deliberate attack on its vital interests. Russia 
has shown that it hopes to cooperate with the United 
States, the Europeans, China, India, and Asia more gen-
erally. The confrontationist stance maintained by the 
U.S. government—which refuses to acknowledge that 
its worldwide supremacy is over, but that it could coop-
erate peacefully with other countries rather than en-
couraging tensions and wars as it has done since 2001—
cannot succeed against the plans of the rest of the world.

The refusal of the United States to recognize the 
new realities, the desire to sustain an outmoded order—
illustrated by a paper money that finances its debt but 
not its development—threatens to end the world in a 
nuclear Apocalypse. All the countries in which the 
United States has intervened, from Afghanistan to 
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Libya, have been destroyed, while the Middle East is in 
dramatic chaos. The United States’ policy in Syria is 
ambiguous, as it plays several cards at the same time, 
simultaneously supporting rival forces, agreeing with 
Russia one day and rejecting a possible solution the 
next, and endorsing the religious antagonisms con-
stantly fanned by Saudi Arabia.

These contradictions are also visible in U.S. policy 
toward Iran, a major, indispensable actor of stability in 
the Middle East and the Caucasus. The United States 
signed the agreement reintegrating Iran into the concert 
of nations, but continually threatens to ostracize it 
again, and even threatens to take financial reprisals 
against countries that interact with Tehran too quickly.

New Warsaw Pact
We know today that NATO will be holding a summit 

in Warsaw in early July, following on the major Ana-
konda maneuvers under U.S. aegis, with the participa-
tion of 24 countries—including Macedonia and Alba-
nia (!), and of course the Baltic countries, Turkey, 
Canada, and Finland—but fortunately without France. 
This is symbolic, since the Warsaw Pact ceased to exist 
after the dissolution of the USSR and what we hoped 
was the end of the Cold War. Such a summit, in such a 
place, sounds like a useless and dangerous challenge, 
especially given the reinforcement of NATO’s nuclear 
weapons in Europe.

Russia is not a threat to anyone. It is simply organiz-
ing economic and strategic cooperation with the Asians, 
and with Africa and Latin America. It would be willing 
to do so with the United States and Europe, but the latter 
is still too subservient to Washington to take up the 
offer, although some attempts can be detected to shake 
off the chains of servitude, due to popular pressure.

That is why, as a French patriot, I would like France 
to withdraw from NATO and refuse to take part in the 
Warsaw summit, the purpose of which is to provoke 
Russia. I am described on various websites, in articles, 
and in books as being pro-Russian, or pro-Chinese, pro-
Iranian, or rabidly anti-American. In fact, I am simply 
pro-French and convinced that my country’s interest is 
to see the world as it is, to shake off any “bloc” ideol-
ogy, and to respect the sovereignty of states. I would 
like to see France recover its own sovereignty, and to 
resume the independent policy which was her tradition 
from the time of General de Gaulle, which does not rule 
out agreements with our neighbors.

Our era is experiencing the return of national senti-
ment in Europe, as the impression sets in that, to avoid 

disappearing into a shapeless hodgepodge, the various 
peoples need to defend their heritage and enrich it 
through exchanges with the others. A Europe of the na-
tions is called upon to replace the technocratic EU, which 
is unable to meet the great challenges of our time. Its 
sincere acolytes are beginning to understand that, to 
build it, “it is not enough to jump up and down on one’s 
chair like a little goat, bleating Europe, Europe, Europe” 
[as de Gaulle once said], and that that doesn’t help at all.

I don’t believe Robert F. Kennedy, Jr., could be con-
sidered anti-American or a traitor. However, he does 
judge the policy of his country the same way I do, in a 
article in Politico of February 24, 2016 entitled, “Why 
the Arabs don’t want us in Syria.” He wrote, “They 
don’t hate ‘our freedoms.’ They hate that we’ve be-
trayed our ideals in their own countries—for oil.” He 
adds the Iranians to his catalogue, recalling the over-
throw of Mossadegh in 1953 by the CIA, after the Brit-
ish MI6 had failed to do so.

Conclusion
It is high time for American hubris to be replaced by 

a spirit of cooperation, which the entire world would 
greet with relief—a cooperation among all countries on 
the basis of mutual respect and shared interests. In such 
a calmed climate among nations, gradual but total nu-
clear disarmament should be on the agenda, and the nu-
clear powers should agree to proceed with it simultane-
ously. France, which has proved its greatness in the past 
in defending universal values, could contribute to this 
process when the other nations concerned have re-
nounced their threats. But deterrence, which has so far 
prevented a new, deadly world war, will have to con-
tinue in one way or another to guarantee planetary peace.

To conclude, I would like to quote a great French 
philosopher who was also an extraordinary statesman, 
General de Gaulle. In a 1964 address to students at the 
University of Mexico, he said:

Indeed, beyond the distances that are shrinking, 
beyond the ideologies that are weakening, and 
the political systems that are losing their breath, 
and unless humanity destroys itself some day in 
a monstrous self-destruction, the fact that will 
dominate the future is the unity of our universe: 
One cause, that of man; one necessity, that of 
world progress, and consequently of assistance 
to all those countries that desire it in order to de-
velop; one duty, that of peace; these constitute 
for our species, the very basis of existence.

http://www.politico.eu/article/why-the-arabs-dont-want-us-in-syria-mideast-conflict-oil-intervention/
http://www.politico.eu/article/why-the-arabs-dont-want-us-in-syria-mideast-conflict-oil-intervention/

