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POLITISK ORIENTERING den 26.
oktober 2023:

Stop folkemordet 1 Gaza inden
vi far en storkrig. Formand
Tom Gillesberg.

Lydfilen:

http://schillerinstitut.dk/si/wp-content/uploads/2023/10/tg-1-
26.10.23-final-mp3.mp3
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1 del: Skab fred mellem
nationer og en ny retfardig
gkonomisk verdensorden, 7.

oktober 2023

1. Politisk orientering med formand Tom Gillesberg (Den 7.
oktober, dvs. inden Hamas’ angreb pa Israel.)

2. Baggrunden til krigen 1 Ukraine med Jens Jgrgen Nielsen,
Rusland/Ukraine ekspert

Se ogsa 2. del om kampagnen for en ny retferdig gkonomisk
verdensorden

Kontakt os: +45 53 57 00 51;
si@schillerinstitut.dk
Dansk: www.schillerinstitut.dk

Prezsentationsvideo: Schiller Instituttet: Fred Gennem
Udvikling: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hJPD7..

Andre vigtige hjemmesider:
English: www.schillerinstitute.com
www . laroucheorganization.com

www. Llarouchepub.com
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POLITISK ORIENTERING den 22
juni med formand Tom
Gillesberg:

Ukraines modoffensiv er en
fiasko.

Vil Vesten stoppe sin krig
imod Rusland sa vi kan undga
atomkrig?

Politisk orientering den 22. juni 2023 med formand Tom
Gillesberg

Kontakt os: +45 53 57 00 51; si@schillerinstitut.dk
Dansk: www.schillerinstitut.dk

Prezsentationsvideo: Schiller Instituttet: Fred Gennem
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Politisk orientering formand
Tom Gillesberg

Fortsatte bankkriser viser,
at Vesten ogsa skal tilslutte
sig

den nye kinesisk/russisk-
ledte orden

Politisk orientering den 3. maj 2023 med formand Tom
Gillesberg

Kontakt os: +45 53 57 00 51; +45 35 43 00 33,
si@schillerinstitut.dk

Dansk: www.schillerinstitut.dk
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Politisk orientering den 14.
april 2023 med formand Tom
Gillesberg

Er BRIKS’ Ny Udviklingsbank
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enden pa dollarsystemet?
Vestens 1lggne afslgret af
Pentagon-lxk.

Politisk orientering den 14. april 2023 med formand Tom
Gillesberg
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Politisk orientering den 31.
marts 2023 med formand Tom
Gillesberg:

Verden vender dollaren,
Vesten og dens finanssytem
ryggen

og arbejder 1 stedet med Kina
og Rusland

Lydfil:
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Politisk orientering den 31. marts 2023 med formand Tom
Gillesberg
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Politisk orientering den 23.
februar med formand Tom
Gillesberg;

Resten af verden afviser
Vestens krigshysteri og
hykleri

og vil ikke fravalge Rusland
og Kina

Politisk orientering den 23. februar 2023 med formand Tom
Gillesberg

Kontakt os: +45 53 57 00 51; +45 35 43 00 33,
si@schillerinstitut.dk Dansk: www.schillerinstitut.dk
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POLITISK ORIENTERING den 8.
februar 2023:

NATO’s bluf og Llggnen om
Ukraine krakelerer.

Lad os undga verdenskrig og 1
stedet samarbejde.

Med formand Tom Gillesberg.
Lydfil:

http://schillerinstitut.dk/si/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/Stemm
e-052.mp3

Nyhedsorientering med Tom
Gillesberg:
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Alt Vesten har sagt om
Ukraine er manipulation og
lagn

Ny multipolar verdensorden
overtager verden

“Underviseren, der blev fyret
[af Folkeuniversitetet] for
sit syn pa Rusland”.

Interview med Jens Jgrgen
Nielsen m.fl. pa Radio 24/syv

Lyt til programmet her pa Radio 24/syvs hjemmeside.
“Beskrivelse af Radio 24/syv:

“Den kontroversielle historiker og Rusland-debattgr Jens
Jorgen Nielsen er blevet fyret som underviser af
Folkeuniversitetets bestyrelse. Fyringen kommer, efter flere
undervisere pa Folkeuniversitetet har sagt op i protest mod
Jens Jgrgen Nielsen, og at kritikere har beskyldt ham for at
vare for “forstdende” over for Putins styre i Rusland.

“Ifeolge Jens Jgrgen Nielsen er der tale om en fuldstendig
uberettiget fyreseddel.
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“Reporterne undersgger, hvad der er op og ned i sagen. For ma
man mene, hvad man vil i privaten, og kan man samtidig bedrive
saglig undervisning?

“Gaster:

Jens Jgrgen Nielsen, historiker og Rusland-debattgr
Anders Lundt Hansen, middelalderhistoriker

Jakob Skovgaard-Petersen, formand for Folkeuniversitetet
Uffe Gardel, journalist

Vert: Alexander Wils Lorenzen”

Jens Joergen Nielsen er uddannet i ideé- 0g
kommunikationshistorie, Moskva-korrespondent for dagbladet
Politiken i slutningen af 1990’'erne, forfatter til flere bgger
om Rusland og Ukraine, leder af organisationen Russisk-Dansk
Dialog og lektor i kommunikation og kulturforskelle ved Niels
Brock Handelshgjskole i Kgbenhavn.

Han er pa Ukraines sortliste efter at have talt pa Schiller
Instituttets seminar 1 Danmark den 25. maj 2022 om en ny
international sikkerheds- og udviklingsarkitektur.

Her er et interview Schiller Instituttet lavede med Jens
Jorgen Nielsen den 3. oktober 2022:

Interviewet omfatter:

» Truslen om atomkrig;

= Situationen er mere alvorlig end Cuba-krisen;

 Behovet for forhandlinger eventuelt med Tyrkiet eller
Indien som mzglere;

 Den vestlige strategi om at fortsatte krigen, indtil
Rusland er besejret, vil ikke fungere og indebarer
risiko for atomkrig;

= Hvordan vi er kommet til dette punkt, startende med
USA’s tidligere nationale sikkerhedsradgiver (1977 til
1981) Zbigniew Brzezinskis plan om at bruge Ukraine til
at splitte Rusland;



» North Stream-sabotagen blev efter al sandsynlighed ikke
udfgrt af Rusland.

Folketingskandidat Gillesberg
satter risikoen for atomkrig
pa dagsordenen

ved valget den 1. november 1
Danmark

Denne artikel blve bragt den 30. oktober 2022 1 EIR Daily
Alert, Washington, D.C.:

KOBENHAVN, 29. oktober 2022 (EIRNS) — Tom Gillesberg, formand
for Schiller Instituttet i Danmark, er pa stemmesedlen til
Folketinget den 1. november i Kgbenhavn og fgrer kampagne for
at skifte fra at sende vaben til Ukraine til at tilskynde til
fredsforhandlinger og nedtrappe den atomare trussel. Hans
kampagne fgres i forbindelse med Schiller Instituttets Venners
valgplatform, der opfordrer til et nyt paradigme 1
internationale relationer, nemlig fred gennem udvikling.

Gillesberg har med stor gennemslagskraft siden 2005 stillet op
til samtlige folketingsvalg undtagen ét pa denne platform, i
opposition til de herskende politiske fraktioner, som har
bevirket, at Danmark er blevet en loyal deltager i NATO’s
krige i Irak, Afghanistan og Libyen. Siden 2015 har danske
soldater tranet ukrainske styrker, og Danmark har sendt vaben
til Ukraine.

I denne sammenhang har Gillesbergs kandidatur, pa trods af
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krigshggenes bestrazbelser pd at mgrklagge hans kampagne, haft
en vasentlig indflydelse, is®r gennem en kampagneaktion, hvor
der blev sat 500 opsigtsvaekkende plakater op i Kgbenhavn med
sloganet: “Stop NATO’s krige: SAMARBEJDE - Fred gennem
udvikling”. Plakaten fremviser flag fra nationer, der arbejder
sammen — Danmark, Ukraine, Rusland, Kina, Indien og USA — samt
et billede af et byggeprojekt i Afrika.

Pa skandalgs vis blev mindst 140 plakater fjernet af ukendte
politiske vandaler, og politiet er ved at undersgge sagen. Som
reaktion pa skandalen interviewede det nationale radioprogram,
Den Uafhazngige Radio, Gillesberg den 26. oktober og spurgte
kandidaten, hvem der egentlig ville have plakaterne fjernet?
Gillesberg gjorde det klart, at han ikke er offeret for
herverket, men at det danske demokrati er. Hans kampagne
udfordrer de fortallinger, der anvendes til kontrol af den
offentlige mening, til understgttelse af krigsfgrelse og til
at patvinge harde vilkar pa energiomradet og hyperinflation.

Tre dage fgr valget har ingen andre nationale medier foretaget
et interview med Gillesberg, men hans kampagne har succes med
at alarmere om krigsfaren, og hvad vi bgr ggre. Han stiller
alle de presserende spgrgsmal, f.eks. hvorfor er der ingen,
der stiller spgrgsmalstegn ved, hvem der saboterede Nord
Stream-rgrledningerne nar den danske g Bornholm? {Cui bono?}

Hans kampagne har sat tusindvis af eksemplarer af hans
erklaring i omlgb, hvor han spgrger: “Tgr du stille kritiske
spgrgsmal? Eller holder du mund og mister bade velfard og
risikerer atomkrig?” Han stiller spgrgsmal, der skal provokere
folk til at tznke, f.eks.: “Er det Ruslands skyld, at der er
energi- og inflationskrise? [og er Rusland eneansvarlig for
krigen i Ukraine?]”

Hans erklaring indeholder ogsa lgsninger. Sammenfattende er
hans tre hovedpunkter: Stop NATO’s krige; samarbejd med
Rusland, Kina og resten af verden; stop rgverisk finans- og
spekulation og opbyg verdensgkonomien med “Lyndon LaRouches



Fire Love”. Denne tilgang kraver en Glass/Steagall-regulering
af bankvasenet, malrettet kredit til infrastruktur og
projekter med videnskabelige drivkrafter.

Erklaringen har ndet vigtige dele af Kgbenhavn via massiv
omdeling. Tidligere pa maneden cirkulerede den inde 1
Folketinget pa den arlige kgbenhavnske kulturnat og ndede ud
til folk 1 alle 14 partier og 20 kandidater. Den 26. oktober
blev erklaringen udsendt pa Kgbenhavns Universitet pa et
studentermgde for kandidater fra otte partier. Forsgget pa at
begrense diskussionen mislykkedes, da to kandidater reagerede
pa en journalist fra EIR News, der bad kandidaterne om at
forholde sig til, hvorledes Ukraine-krigen burde bringes til
ophgr? Journalisten udtalte, at Gillesberg redeggr for faren
for eskalation af en atomar brand, og hvordan vi er ngdt til
at aktiveres for at stoppe den [ved at skifte fra at sende
vaben til Ukraine til at presse pa for fredsforhandlinger].

Det, der ggr Gillesbergs advarsel endnu starkere, er, at han
er kendt for sine tidligere kampagner for at fa Danmark til at
e&ndre kurs 1 den udenrigs- og gkonomiske politik. Tom
Gillesberg og hans plakater er en sarlig institution i dansk
politik siden hans fgrste kampagne i 2005, hvor han med
plakatsloganet: “Nar boblen brister.. Nyt Bretton Woods”
advarede mod derivater og hyperinflation, som det er sket. Der
har veret signaturplakater/politiske slogans til hver valgkamp
siden. I 2015 var det: “Win-Win med BRIKS — ikke sammenbrud og
krig”. Nu er Tom Gillesberg en afggrende stemme pa den
europaiske scene.



Kandidat Tom Gillesbergs
video orientering dagen inden
valget

POLITISK ORIENTERING den 21.
september 2022:

Krig eller fred? @konomisk
kollaps eller udvikling?
LaRouche og Tom Gillesberg
har lgsningerne

Med Tom Gillesberg, formand og folketingskandidat udenfor
partierne 1 Kgbenhavns storkreds.

POLITISK ORIENTERING den 9.
august 2022:
Vil vi tillade en gentagelse


https://schillerinstitut.dk/si/2022/10/kandidat-tom-gillesbergs-video-orientering-dagen-inden-valget/
https://schillerinstitut.dk/si/2022/10/kandidat-tom-gillesbergs-video-orientering-dagen-inden-valget/
https://schillerinstitut.dk/si/2022/10/kandidat-tom-gillesbergs-video-orientering-dagen-inden-valget/
https://schillerinstitut.dk/si/2022/09/politisk-orientering-den-21-september-2022-krig-eller-fred-oekonomisk-kollaps-eller-udvikling-larouche-og-tom-gillesberg-har-loesningerne/
https://schillerinstitut.dk/si/2022/09/politisk-orientering-den-21-september-2022-krig-eller-fred-oekonomisk-kollaps-eller-udvikling-larouche-og-tom-gillesberg-har-loesningerne/
https://schillerinstitut.dk/si/2022/09/politisk-orientering-den-21-september-2022-krig-eller-fred-oekonomisk-kollaps-eller-udvikling-larouche-og-tom-gillesberg-har-loesningerne/
https://schillerinstitut.dk/si/2022/09/politisk-orientering-den-21-september-2022-krig-eller-fred-oekonomisk-kollaps-eller-udvikling-larouche-og-tom-gillesberg-har-loesningerne/
https://schillerinstitut.dk/si/2022/09/politisk-orientering-den-21-september-2022-krig-eller-fred-oekonomisk-kollaps-eller-udvikling-larouche-og-tom-gillesberg-har-loesningerne/
https://schillerinstitut.dk/si/2022/09/politisk-orientering-den-21-september-2022-krig-eller-fred-oekonomisk-kollaps-eller-udvikling-larouche-og-tom-gillesberg-har-loesningerne/
https://schillerinstitut.dk/si/2022/08/politisk-orientering-den-9-august-2022-fordoem-ukraines-sortlist-af-30-talere-ved-schiller-instituttets-konferencer-og-andre/
https://schillerinstitut.dk/si/2022/08/politisk-orientering-den-9-august-2022-fordoem-ukraines-sortlist-af-30-talere-ved-schiller-instituttets-konferencer-og-andre/
https://schillerinstitut.dk/si/2022/08/politisk-orientering-den-9-august-2022-fordoem-ukraines-sortlist-af-30-talere-ved-schiller-instituttets-konferencer-og-andre/

af 1930’ernes terror og
gdelzggelser
1 dagens Europa og USA?

Med formand Tom Gillesberg.
Emner, bl.a.:

Vil vi tillade en gentagelse af 1930'ernes terror og
gdelaggelser 1 dagens Europa og USA?

Med formand Tom Gillesberg

Emner, bl.a.:

Nedsmeltning af det vestlige finanssystem: hyperinflation,
rentestigninger, fgdevarekrise o0g nu oven 1 et truende
gkonomisk sammenbrud i Europa pga. Vestens sanktioner imod
Rusland.

Krisen i finanssystemet er drivkraften i gnsket om krig og
kaos.

Vesten fremprovokerede krigen mellem Rusland og Ukraine. Nu
forsgges en krig mellem Kina og Taiwan udlgst med Nancy
Pelosis besgg i Taiwan.

Skandalen om Ukraines sortliste af vestlige politikere og
eksperter, inkl. samrad i Udenrigsudvalget, hvor
Udenrigsminister Jeppe Kofod skal svare pa to spgrgsmal
stillet af MF Marie Krarup den 2. september:

“Vil ministeren forholde sig til den ukrainske liste over
udlendinge, som “fremmer” den russiske fortalling, herunder
bedes ministeren svare pa, om listen efter regeringens
opfattelse er udtryk for respekt for ytringsfrihed, demokrati
og andre vardier, som ministeren mener, Danmark bgr fremme i
verden?”
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“Mener ministeren, at Danmark fortsat kan begrunde sin stgtte
til Ukraine med vaben og penge med, at Danmark saledes er med
til at stgtte demokratiske vaerdier uden for Danmark?”

Pressedekning af skandalen i Danmark, Indien, Tyskland og USA

Landm&nd 1 oprer 1 Holland, Tyskland og mange andre steder
over de voksende klimakrav der truer deres eksisten (og
fogdevareforsyningen).

Protesterne vil blive langt sterre i lgbet af efteradret og
vinteren og indbefatte langt stgrre dele af befolkningen. Vil
man sla dem ned med hard hand for at gennemtvinge krigspolitik
0og grgn omstilling?

FBI's razzia af Trumps bopael viser at alle normale
konventioner er smidt ud. Man er desperate for at beholde
magten med alle midler.

Vil vi 1 Danmark ofre vores velfard for militar oprustning og
fortsatte meningslgse krige?

I stedet for at gegre Rusland, Kina og resten af verden til
Vestens fjender skal vi samarbejde med om fred, infrastruktur
og gkonomisk udvikling for alle.

Derfor stiller Tom Gillesberg op til det kommende
folketingsvalg for at sikre at de stgrre spgrgsmal om krig
eller fred, 18 milliarder om adret til mere militaer eller
sundhedsvesen, uddannelse, dagpleje o0g 1investeringer 1
samfundsgkonomien. Meld dig og hjalp til.



POLITISK ORIENTERING den 9.

juni 2022:

Ingen fred uden
konkurbehandling af vestens
finanssystenm.

Se vores kommende
videokonference.

Med formand Tom Gillesberg.

POLITISK ORIENTERING den 17.
maj 2022:

Meld dig til vores sikkerheds
videokonference fra Danmark
og Sverige den 25. maj k1.
13.30-16.30

Med formand Tom Gillesberg.
Videokonference invitation:

Invitation til at deltage i et gratis internationalt
onlineseminar arrangeret af
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Schiller Instituttet i Danmark og Sverige:
Vi behgver en ny sikkerheds- og udviklingsarkitektur
for alle nationer,

ikke en styrkelse af geopolitiske blokke

Schiller Instituttet anbefaler:

NEJ ved den danske folkeafstemning den 1. juni om afskaffelse
af EU’s forsvarsforbehold

NEJ til Sveriges og Finlands optagelse i NATO

Dato: Onsdag den 25. maj 2022

Tid: 13:30-16:30 dansk tid (CEST)

Online via Zoom

Gratis adgang

Seminaret vil blive afholdt pa engelsk.

Tilmeldelse kan ske til si@schillerinstitut.dk, +45 53 57 00
51

Pa seminaret hos Schiller Instituttet vil feglgende emner blive
droftet:

* Hvad er arsagen til den nuvarende ekstremt farlige militare
og gkonomiske krise?

* Hvorfor en styrkelse af EU’s militare enhed med dansk
deltagelse og Sveriges og Finlands optagelse i NATO blot vil

forverre de geopolitiske konflikter.

* Hvilke principper kan vi anvende til at skabe en ny



sikkerheds- og udviklingsarkitektur til gavn for alle nationer
og befolkninger?

Program:

* Verden har brug for en ny sikkerheds- og
udviklingsarkitektur.

Helga Zepp-LaRouche, Schiller Instituttets stifter og
internationale prasident.

* Baggrunden for krigen mellem Ukraine-NATO og Rusland.

Jens Jergen Nielsen, uddannet i idé- 0g
kommunikationshistorie, Moskva-korrespondent for det dagbladet
Politiken 1 slutningen af 1990’'erne, forfatter til flere bgger
om Rusland og Ukraine, leder af organisationen Russisk-Dansk
Dialog og lektor i kommunikation og kulturforskelle ved Niels
Brock Handelshgjskole i Kgbenhavn.

* Hvorfor vi har brug for en ny sikkerhedsarkitektur?

Jan @berg, ph.d., freds- og fremtidsforsker og kunstfotograf,
ph.d. 1 sociologi, gasteprofessor i freds- og konfliktstudier
i Japan, Spanien, @strig og Schweiz, medstifter og direktgr
for det uafhangige TFF, Transnational Foundation for Peace and
Future Research, i Lund, Sverige, og forfatter.

* Den kinesiske prasident Xi Jinpings forslag af 21. april
2022 om en ny international sikkerhedsarkitektur.

Professor Li Xing, ph.d., professor i wudvikling og
internationale relationer ved Institut for Politik og Samfund,
Det Humanistiske og Samfundsvidenskabelige Fakultet, Aalborg
Universitet, og forfatter.

* Hvorfor Danmark bgr afsta fra et intensiveret geopolitisk
militzrt engagement.



Tom Gillesberg, formand, Schiller Instituttet i Danmark
* Hvorfor Sverige og Finland ikke bgr tilslutte sig NATO.
ULf Sandmark, formand, Schiller Instituttet i Sverige

Information: si@schillerinstitut.dk. +45 53 57 00 51

Som baggrund er her uddrag af en tale, som Helga Zepp-
LaRouche, grundlaggeren og presidenten for Schiller
Instituttet, holdt pa en online-konference med unge den 7. maj
2022. Hele talen kan lases nedenunder.

“Vi faktisk befinder os 1 et utroligt farligt @gjeblik. Men der
er ogsa hab... Det er kun muligt, hvis vi overvinder idéen om
geopolitik.

Geopolitik er den idé, at der altid vil vare en blok af
nationer eller en nation, som vil definere eller er ngdt til
at definere sine interesser over for en anden blok af
nationer, og at der altid vil vare en dgdbringende kontrovers,
hvor enten den ene eller den anden vinder, og det hele vil
vere et nulsumsspil. Det er netop hvad der ma og kan
overvindes.

Det vi skal ggre er at etablere en international orden, hvor
det princip, som denne orden grundlazggende er baseret pa, er
tanken om, at hver nation har ret til, og mulighed for, at
udvikle alle deres borgeres potentialer. Vi befinder os i en
situation, hvor vi har brug for en systemisk &ndring: En
fuldstendig fornyelse af systemet. Grunden til, at jeg navner
dette, er, at situationen er meget presserende.

Flere og flere analytikere og eksperter er enige om, at faren



for Tredje Verdenskrig er akut, at situationen er farligere
end pa hgjdepunktet af Den kolde Krig...

Sa vi er et harsbred fra den menneskelige civilisations
udslettelse... Hvis den nuverende politik fortsattes, kan denne
verden nemlig ende meget pludseligt om fa minutter, om fa
dage, uger eller maneder, og krigen i Ukraine er naturligvis
et brazndpunkt. Men hele denne krise handler ikke om Ukraine.
Den handler om, hvilken slags verdensorden der skal eksistere:
Skal det vare en unipolar verden, domineret af en eller to
nationer? Skal det vare en “regelbaseret orden”, hvor en lille
klub af nationer udstikker reglerne? Eller skal den vare
multipolar, og skal den vare baseret pa folkeretten, som den
er udtrykt i FN-pagten?..

Jeg tror, at det er det, der er udgangspunktet: Kun hvis man
gor det klart for sig selv, at atomkrig mellem de to stgrste
atommagter, USA o0og Rusland, betyder udslettelse af
menneskeheden, og derefter mobiliserer for, at krigen skal
stoppe, og kamper for et alternativ, som skal starte med
tanken om, at krigen skal stoppe; diplomati og forhandlinger
skal straks starte for at finde en lgsning, der er acceptabel
for alle parter...

Nu skal vi ggre os klart, og det er holdningen hos alle, der
arbejder med Schiller Instituttet, at krig ikke kan vare en
metode til konfliktlgsning i en tid med atomvaben; og jeg
siger ikke, at denne krig skulle have fundet sted, men man er
ngdt til at forstd arsagerne til, at den fandt sted.”

Som Helga Zepp-LaRouche sagde, “Det hele startede 1
forbindelse med den tyske genforening, da Berlinmuren faldt,
og den amerikanske udenrigsminister James Baker III lovede
Gorbatjov, at NATO ikke ville flytte sig en tomme mod gst.

En pensioneret tysk general ved navn Harald Kujat, som havde
veret formand for NATO's militarkomité i 2002-2005, har netop
givet et interview til et tysk tidsskrift, hvori han sagde, at



hovedvegten ikke langere ligger pa at beskytte og bista
Ukraine 1 dets forsvarskamp mod et russisk angreb, hvilket er
i strid med folkeretten, men pa at svakke Rusland som
strategisk rival pa lang sigt...”

[Nationer med] 2,2 milliarder mennesker, de nagter alle at
blive trukket ind i en geopolitisk konfrontation mellem USA og
NATO pa den ene side og Rusland og Kina pa den anden side.

Samtlige af disse lande holder fast ved idéen om
alliancefrihed, og det tror jeg er ngglen til fred lige nu.
Fordi principperne for den alliancefri bevagelse, som var
principperne 1 FN-pagten, Bandung-konferencen, de fem
principper for fredelig sameksistens, som er suveraznitet,
ikke-indblanding i det andet lands indre anliggender, accept
af det andet samfundssystem...

Jeg mener, at vi i traditionen fra Den Westfalske Fred, som
afsluttede 150 ars krig i Europa, har brug for en
sikkerhedsarkitektur, som fgrst og fremmest tager hensyn til
udviklingslandenes interesser; der skal ske en forggelse af
levestandarden for hvert enkelt individ, bade i Europa, USA,
Rusland og Kina. Jeg mener, at det er afggrende for, om
menneskeheden kan overleve. Det betyder, at vi har brug for et
nyt paradigme i vores tankning, nemlig idéen om, at hver
nation har ret til at udvikle sit fulde potentiale. Hvert
barn, alle bgrn, der fgdes, uanset i hvilken nation i1 verden,
har ret til at udvikle sit fulde potentiale, hvilket betyder,
at det skal have en universel uddannelse...

Vi har aldrig varet pd et vigtigere tidspunkt i historien, og
farerne har aldrig varet sa store, men potentialet for at
skabe en helt ny verden har aldrig vaeret sa tat pa: At ggre en
ende pa kolonialismen, at skabe en gkonomi baseret pa
termonuklear fusion, hvilket ville betyde, at vi har energi og
rastof sikkerhed for alle nationer, at vi kan fa et
internationalt samarbejde om udnyttelse af rummet, at
menneskeheden bliver voksen, og at geopolitiske krige bliver



et spgrgsmal fra fortiden.”

Vi haber inderligt, at du vil have mulighed for at deltage i
denne vigtige begivenhed, og at du vil dele denne invitation
0og opfordre andre mennesker til at deltage.

Hjemmesider:
Danish: Schiller Instituttet
Swedish: Schillerinstitutet

English: The Schiller Institute | A New Paradigm for the
Survival of Civilization

POLITISK ORIENTERING den 28.
april 2022:

Vesten har startet den nye
verdenskrig.

Kan den stoppes 1inden det
bliver en atomkrig?

Klik her for lydfilen.

Med formand Tom Gillesberg
Lyd:

http://schillerinstitut.dk/si/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/tg-28
.4.22.mp3
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Resumé:

Mgdet pa den amerikanske luftbase i Ramstein, Tyskland, hvor
Morten Bgdskov deltog, var NATO ++. Ud over NATO-medlemmer og
Ukraine var ogsa Israel, Japan, Sydkorea og andre af USA’s
partnere til stede for at aftale massiv militar stgtte til
Ukraine og fortsat udvidet militart samarbejde. Tysklands
kansler Scholz gav efter for presset til at levere tanks og
tunge vaben til Ukraine. NATO er i total krig mod Rusland via
sin proxy Ukraine. Ukraines prasident Zelenskij er blot en
skuespiller, der laser de manuskripter op, der er skrevet 1
London og Washington.

USA, NATO og EU lyver om at lave sanktioner for at stoppe
krigen. Man har pad intet tidspunkt forsggt at stoppe krigen i
Ukraine, men har tvaertimod skabt den for at bruge den til at
gdelegge Rusland, som en uafhangig magt. Se analysen fra den
amerikanske tidligere militarmand og senator Richard Black og
les de rystende fakta fra den schweiziske tidligere FN og
NATO-militarradgiver Jaques Baud. Det var ikke Rusland der
startede krigen den 24. februar. De reagerede blot pa den
igangvarende planlagte militare operation, som Vesten har haft
i gang i Ukraine siden kuppet i Kiev 1 2014. Der har aldrig
veret en massiv russisk militaer overlegenhed. 130.000 russiske
kombatanter har stdet over for 250.000 pa den ukrainske side.
Rusland havde aldrig opbygget den 3-1 fordel, en angriber
gerne skal have, for det var aldrig Rusland, der gnskede
krigen. Man handlede i desperation for at imgdega det
planlagte vestligt stgttede ukrainske angreb imod Donbas og
Krim.

Der er masser af krigsforbrydelser i krigen, men i modsatning
til den ukrainske (britisk iscenesatte) ukrainske propaganda
er det ikke russerne, der er ungdigt brutale, men de ukrainske
ideologiserede specialstyrker. Se interviewet med Richard
Black. Var der nogen der troede pa, at videoen med nyvaskede
smilende blonde bgrn virkelig var indspillet efter to maneders
mareridt i jorden under stalvarket i Mariupol? Eller var det



blot endnu en iscenesat propagandafilm. Er der 50 franske
militermend gemt 1 varkets underjordiske gange, der var
ansvarlige for sankningen af Ruslands flagskib Moskva?

I lighed med Tyskland og de andre europaiske vasalstater har
Danmark opgivet sin suveranitet og parerer blot ordrer fra USA
(EU) og NATO. Stem nej til ophavelsen af forsvarsforbeholdet,
men det er ikke nok til at stoppe krig. Der skal ogsa vare et
massivt nej til fortsattelsen af verdenskrigen imod Rusland og
andre (som f.eks. Kina), der nzgter at opgive sin suveranitet.
Ellers far vi atomkrig.

Den fortsatte krig i Ukraine og sanktionerne imod Rusland vil
medfgre global fgdevaremangel der kan true over en milliard
mennesker pa livet, men hvem hgrer stemmer i Vesten bekymre
sig om det? Kun Rusland, Kina, Indien og andre ikke-vestlige
nationer har ivarksat tiltag for at undgd det. Vil Indien
indgd i en alliance sammen med Rusland og Kina for at
opretholde sin suveraznitet? Ruslands lukning af gassen for
Polen og Bulgarien er blot et skud over boven. Tyskland og
Italien er langt mere afhangige af russisk gas, der ikke kan
erstattes med andet i lgbet af flere ar. Hvis EU fortsatter
konfrontationen vil man pafegre Tysklands og Europas gkonomi og
levestandard ubodelig skade.

Det vestligt ledede globale finanssystem er allerede 1i
nedsmeltning pga. kaempe geld, stigende inflation og
eksploderende renter. De vedvarende paniske aktioner for at
skade Rusland og andre, der ikke makker ret, trzkker tappet
vek under det vestlige system og den vestlige globale magt.
Vil Vesten forstd sin fejltagelse inden alt forsvinder i
atomkrig?

Det er ikke Rusland imod verden men Vesten imod det meste af
Verden. Schiller Instituttets konference fra den 9. april om
en ny global sikkerhedsarkitektur viser vejen ud. Kinas Xi
Jinping har svaret med en opfordring til et globalt
sikkerhedsinitiativ. Kan vi fa folk i Vesten til at have deres



stemmer og sige fra over for selvmordspolitikken?

Bliv aktiv. Ga med i Schiller Instituttets kampagne. Skab
historie. Stop katastrofen og skab en fredsorden og en global
rengssance.

Baggrund:

Col. Richard Black: U.S. Leading World to Nuclear War

Jacques Baud: The Military Situation In The Ukraine - Update

POLITISK ORIENTERING den 24.
marts 2022:

Mobilisér for Schiller
Instituttets videokonference
den 9. april

om en ny sikkerheds- og
udviklingsarkitektur.

Klik her for lydfilen.

Med formand Tom Gillesberg.

http://schillerinstitut.dk/si/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/tg-24
.3.22.mp3
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Foredrag af Rusland-ekspert
Jens Jgrgen Nielsen: Hvad

sker der 1 og omkring
Ukraine? den 5. marts 2022

“Jens Jgrgen Nielsen, som er historiker, Ruslandskender og
forfatter til bgger om bade Ukraine og Rusland, holdt dette
foredrag d. 5. marts 2022 pa Aarhus mod Krig og Terrors
debatmgde om situationen i Ukraine.” fra hjemmesiden
Flygtninge og Fred her.

http://schillerinstitut.dk/si/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/22030
5Jens-Joergen-Nielsen-Rusland-Ukraine96.mp3

Diabilleder:

Download (PPTX, 2.67MB)

POLITISK ORIENTERING den 11.
marts 2022:
Vil falsk kemisk angreb
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bringe Nato i aben krig med
Rusland?
Klik her for lydfilen.

Med formand Tom Gillesberg.
Lyd:

http://schillerinstitut.dk/si/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/tg-11
.3.22.mp3

Resumé:

Det ser ud til at vestlige efterretningstjenester planlzgger
et falsk kemisk angreb, som det man lavede i Syrien i som fik
Trump til at bombe Syrien i 2017. Vil man fa Nato i aben krig
med Rusland? Faren for en atomkrig har aldrig varet starre.
Der er to krige: Den 1 Ukraine og den stgrre gkonomiske krig
USA og Vesten har ivarksat imod Rusland. Man forsgger at fa
russisk kapitulation men trazkker ogsa tappet vak under
gkonomien, sarligt Europas. Hvor lange varer det inden at vi
ser konkurser pga. af Ruslands manglende betalinger? De
vestlige tiltag som man siger skyldes "Putins krig”, var noget
USA lange har presset pa for, bade 2 % af BNP til militar og
stop for keb af russisk gas. Nato har lange sendt vaben og
trenet Ukraines har, ogsa de abent fascistiske elementer i
den, for at Ukraine kunne pafegre Rusland maksimal skade.
Skaden pa Ukraine betyder lige sa meget for Vesten, som man
bekymrer sig om befolkningen i Afghanistan.

Vestens gkonomiske atombombe imod Rusland, udelukkelsen fra
SWIFT og indefrysningen af Rusland formue i udenlandske banker
vil medfgre at ingen kan vide sig sikker, hvis pengene star i
vestlige banker der handler pa politiske ordrer. Dollarens og
euroens rolle som reservevaluta vil blive kraftigt udfordret.
En russisk statsbankerot og manglende russiske betalinger kan
velte meget.
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Uden russisk gas, olie og kul star Europa stille.
Energipriserne himmelflugt g@gr stor gkonomisk skade.
Fgdevareforsyning og fedevarepriser rammes ogsa af mangel pa
kunstgedning og evt. darlig hgst i Ukraine og Rusland. Og
fiskere som bliver hjemme fordi det er for dyrt at sejle.
Andre ting, som f.eks. produktion af mikrochips kan ogsa blive
hardt ramt. Vestens sanktioner vil ggre stor skade pa
gkonomien. Rusland vil nok nationalisere eller tvangsovertage
vestligt ejede virksomheder som McDonalds og JYSK der har
lukket ned for aktiviteten. Hvad med Carlsberg?

Rusland siger, at de aldrig igen vil vare afhangige af Vesten.
Fokus bliver pa Kina og Asien. Man satser pa den verdensorden,
som Rusland og Kina fremlagde den 4. februar. Kina vil stgtte
Rusland for de ved, at hvis Rusland knazkker, sa er det deres
tur bagefter.

Globalt gkonomisk kaos truer pga. Vestens sanktioner imod
Rusland. Ifglge UNICEF og Verdensfgdevareprogrammet er 1
million bgrn under 5 ar pa vej til at dg af sult i
Afghanistan. 8 millioner bgrn og 22 millioner mennesker er 1
fare, og de kan kun hjalpe 12 millioner. Vesten ggr ingenting.

Vi behgver en ny sikkerhedsarkitektur som alle, ogsa Rusland,
Kina og Indien, kan se sig selv i og vi behgver den nu. Skriv
under pa Schiller Instituttets appel. Rejs debatten. Ggr
noget, fgr det er for sent.

POLITISK ORIENTERING den 3.
marts 2022:


https://schillerinstitut.dk/si/2022/03/politisk-orientering-den-3-marts-2022-militaer-stoette-til-ukraine-og-oekonomisk-krig-imod-rusland-kan-ende-med-atomkrig/
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Militer stette til Ukraine og
gkonomisk krig imod Rusland
kan ende med atomkrig

Med formand Tom Gillesberg kl. 13
Lyd:

http://schillerinstitut.dk/si/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/tg-3.
2.22.mp3

Resumé:

Folk er 1 chok over Ruslands invasion af Ukraine. Hvordan
kunne det ske? Der var ellers mange advarsler over lang, lang
tid, som man overhgrte. Vil man overse alle tegnene pa, at
konflikten mellem Vesten og Rusland kan eskalere til atomkrig?
Det er ikke nok at habe pa, at det ikke sker. “Hope is not a
strategy”. Man stopper ikke krigen i Ukraine gennem at sende
vaben til at bekampe Rusland. Fanatikere i Vesten haber, at
Ukraine vil blive det nye Afghanistan for Rusland, men hvordan
gik det sa efterfglgende for Afghanistan? 27 millioner
afghanere sulter nu og mange dgr pga. af mangel pa alt, mens
USA og Vesten har indefrosset Afghanistans penge. Er afghanske
liv mindre vaerd end europaiske?

Det er ikke et spgrgsmal om, hvorvidt man holder med Ukraine
eller Rusland, men om, hvordan vi far stoppet udviklingen mod
global krig. Hvis ikke total gkonomisk og kulturel
krigsfgrelse imod Rusland, en chok og skrak-politik, vil fa
Rusland til at overgive sig til Vestens overherredgmme, hvad
sa? Udryddelse med atomvaben? Hvis ikke Kina gar med i
blokaden af Rusland, skal vi sad ogsa i fuld gkonomisk krig med
Kina? Det vestlige finanssystem er allerede pa vej mod en
total nedsmeltning. Nulrente-politikken o0g ubegranset
likviditet til finansmarkederne er snart forbi. S& star verden
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med et uoverstigeligt geldsbjerg, der kollapser. Vil
udelukkelse af Rusland fra SWIFT-systemet blive et nyt Lehmann
Brothers? Sanktionerne vil ramme Europa lige sa hardt som
Rusland, og gkonomien er i forvejen presser af de hgje gas- og
energipriser og forsyningskrisen.

Hvad er den egentlige vestligt iscenesatte arsag til krisen
mellem Rusland og Ukraine, som er censureret ud af den
vestlige fortalling om krisen? Fgrst var der udvidelsen af
Nato i flere omgange imod alle lgfter. S3a kom den farvede
revolution i Ukraine og husk pa, at det var et vestligt
organiseret statskup, der udlgste Krims tilslutning til
Rusland og krisen i @stukraine. Hvad har man i Vesten gjort
for de civile i @stukraine eller for at sikre gennemfgrelsen
af Minsk-aftalen?

Det drejer sig ikke om Ukraine men om den internationale
verdensorden. Rusland og Kina annoncerede den 4. februar 2022,
at man ikke 1langere vil acceptere amerikanske og vestlige
diktater. Kina ved, at hvis Vesten kan knazkke Rusland, sa er
de den naste pa listen. Kinas Balte- og Vej-Initiativ og
Ruslands energipolitik er et alternativ for Afrika, Sydamerika
og Asien. Vil USA starte atomkrig for at stoppe det eller vil
Vesten 1 stedet finde ud af at begrave geopolitikken og
samarbejde om gkonomisk udvikling?

Skriv under pa Schiller Instituttets appel for en indkaldelse
til en international konference for at etablere en ny
arkitektur for sikkerhed og udvikling for alle nationer. Bryd
censuren og skab diskussion og dialog om, hvad der egentlig
foregar, og hvordan vi finder en lgsning gennem dialog og
samarbejde. Freden kan ikke sikres gennem konfrontation og
krig! Nar fgrst vi overraskes af atomkrig er det for sent.



POLITISK ORIENTERING den 23.
februar 2022:

Rusland ger oprer imod USA
med stotte fra Kina.

Vil Europa gdelagge sig selv
for at skade Rusland?

Med formand Tom Gillesberg
Lydfil:

http://schillerinstitut.dk/si/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/tg-23
.2.22.mp3

POLITISK ORIENTERING i gar den 23. februar 2022:
Rusland ggr oprgr imod USA med steotte fra Kina.
Vil Europa e@delagge sig selv for at skade Rusland?

Der findes et alternativ til krig og kaos.
Les, cirkulér og debatér Schiller Instituttets nye udtalelse.

Resumé:

Rusland bryder med det "moderne britiske imperium”, den
internationale regelbaserede (USA dikterede) verdensorden 1
lighed med den amerikanske uafhazngighedserklaring imod det
britiske imperium. Det er ikke en beslutning, det er truffet
letsindigt, men fordi man ikke fgler, man har et valg, hvis
Rusland skal have sin frihed i fremtiden og undgd at vare en
vasalstat, som landene i1 EU og Nato tydeligvis er.

Rusland har fuldstendig rygdekning fra Kina pa det grundlag,
som er fremlagt i Beijing-erklaringen fra Putin og Xi Jinping
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den 4. februar, hvor man ggr op med den unipolare USA-
kontrollerede verdensorden og erklarede starten pa en ny
multipoler verdensorden.

Anerkendelsen af Lugansk- og Donetsk-republikkerne er kun
forste skridt. Indtil Rusland far de sikkerhedspolitiske
indrgmmelser, som man har kravet — en ny sikkerhedsarkitektur
der ogsa imgdekommer deres bekymringer — sa vil man skridt for
skridt eskalere konflikten. Begyndende med indtagelsen af det
fulde territorium af republikkerne Donetsk og Lugansk.

Rusland er klar over, at USA vil ivaerksatte massive
sanktioner, som frem for alt vil ramme ikke blot Rusland, men
ogsa Europa. Det har briterne og USA det fint med. De
gdelagger gerne Tyskland og kontinentaleuropa og frygter mest
af alt et samarbejde mellem EU (med Tyskland i centrum) og
Rusland. Bade fgrste og anden verdenskrig blev stgttet af Det
britiske Imperium for at forhindre et sddant tysk-russisk
samarbejde.

At eskaleringen kom nu var ikke Ruslands valg, men
konsekvensen af den vestlige finansielle nedsmeltning der er 1i
gang, som har sat ekstra tryk pa den vestlige offensiv imod
Rusland i blandt andet Ukraine. Rusland fglte sig tvunget til
at sige fra nu (sd snart vinter-OL i Beijing var overstaet).

Kina vil bakke Rusland fuldstandigt op, fordi det ved, at hvis
man knakker Rusland, sa vil man rette alle sine krafter imod
at knzkke Kina. Se videoen og erklaringen fra 4. februar om
den nye russisk-kinesisk lancerede verdensorden pa Schiller
Instituttets hjemmeside.

Der er en vej ud af den ellers langvarige spandte og
konfliktfyldte situation vi er inde i, hvis Vesten (USA) er
villige til at tanke om o0g acceptere en ny
sikkerhedsarkitektur, der ogsa tager hensyn til Rusland og
Kina. Ellers vil tingene blive ved med at eskalere og faren
for en atomkrig, bevidst eller ved en fejl, vil vokse. Der er
ikke noget kvik-fix inden for den gamle vestligt-fastlagte



verdensorden. De gode gamle dage kommer ikke tilbage.

Forslaget om en ny militezr-aftale mellem USA og Danmark, der
giver amerikanske soldater og materiel fri adgang til Danmark
uden dansk kontrol, vil bekrzfte, at Danmark ikke er en
suveran nation men blot en amerikansk vasalstat, der vil blive
brugt i det amerikanske milit®re spil 1 Europa - med
ubehagelige og potentielt fatale konsekvenser for Danmark.

Danmark md have en selvstandig dansk strategi, vi ma kunne

tenke selv.

Oven 1 Ukraine-krisen kommer den igangverende finansielle
nedsmeltning, som kan kraftigt forvarres af de planlagte
sanktioner imod Rusland.

Forbered Danmark til at handtere dette gennem ivarksazttelsen
af LaRouches 4 gkonomiske love. Studér LaRouches gkonomiske
arbejde.

Interview: Li Xing, phd: Den
felles erklaring fra Kina og
Rusland af 4. februar:

En erklaring om en ny &ra og
en ny verdensorden

22. februar 2022 — Schiller Instituttet i Danmark gennemfgrte
et 45-minutters interview med Dr. Li Xing, professor i
udvikling og internationale relationer ved Institut for
Politik og Samfund, Det Humanistiske og Samfundsvidenskabelige
Fakultet, Aalborg Universitet, Danmark.

Dr. Li beskriver indholdet af den falles erklaring af 4.
februar 2022 mellem Kina og Rusland og analyserer, hvad dette
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betyder for forbindelserne mellem Kina og Rusland, men o0gsa
for resten af verden. De emner, der diskuteres, omfatter
unipolaritet eller multipolaritet, et nyt forhold mellem
nationer, demokrati, gkonomisk udvikling, en amerikansk
domineret “regelbaseret orden” eller en FN-baseret orden,
behovet for en ny international sikkerhedsarkitektur, som
efterlyst af Helga Zepp-LaRouche, og hvordan Kina vil reagere
pa de kraftige vestlige sanktioner mod Rusland, der er udlgst
af Ukraine-krisen.

Dr. Li havde ogsa givet Schiller Instituttet et interview den
26. januar med titlen “Samarbejd med Kina”: Det er ikke
fjenden”.

Afskrift pa engelsk:

Interview: Li Xing, PhD
The China-Russia Feb. 4 Joint Statement:
A Declaration of a New Era and New World Order

Michelle Rasmussen: Presidents Xi Jinping and Vladimir Putin
held a summit meeting on the sidelines of the Beijing Olympics
and issued a statement on Feb. 4 called Joint Statement of the
Russian Federation and the People’s Republic of China on the
International Relations Entering a New Era and the Global
Sustainable Development. Schiller Institute founder and
international President Helga Zepp-LaRouche said that this
signals a new era in international relations. To discuss the
content and implications of the development, I am pleased to
interview Dr. Li Xing, Professor of Development and
International Relations in the Department of Politics and
Society, Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences from
Aalborg University in Denmark. Dr. Li also gave the Schiller
Institute an interview on Jan. 26 of this year, entitled
“Cooperate with China. It Is not the Enemy.”

Before we go into details, can you please give us your
assessment of the overall importance of the summit and
statement, including what it means for relations between China
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and Russia, and China-Russian relations with the rest of the
world. And at the end of the interview, we will also discuss
what it means in the current, very tense situation between
Russia and NATO.

Li Xing: Thank you Michelle for your invitation. It’'s my
pleasure to be invited again by the Schiller Institute.

First of all let me emphasize that it is a landmark document.
Why? Because the document emphasizes what I call a “new era,”
declaring a shift in the world order, a multipolar world
order, in which the U.S. and the West are not the only rule-
makers, and Russia and China take the lead, and lay out a set
of principles and a shared worldview. This is my first general
summary.

Second, unlike the U.S./NATO alliance, the China-Russia
relationship is described by the joint document as a “close
comprehensive strategic partnership.” In Putin’s early words,
he said, “The China-Russia relationship is a relationship that
probably cannot be compared with anything in the world.” The
relationship is not “aimed against any other countries.” It is
“superior to the political and military alliances of the Cold
War era,” referring to the U.S.-NATO alliance. It also echoes
Xi Jinping’s recent statement, that “the relationship even
exceeds an alliance in its closeness and effectiveness.” So
the document tries to demonstrate that the China-Russia
relationship is a good example of interstate relationships.

i

Rasmussen: You have characterized the introduction as “a
conceptual understanding and analysis of global changes and
transformations taking place in the current era.” It
especially refers to the transformation from a unipolar to a
multipolar world. Can you please explain how the statement
addresses this, and what it means?

Li: In the beginning of this statement, it puts forward both
countries’ conceptual understanding of the world order, which
is characterized as “multipolarity, economic globalization,
the advent of information society, cultural diversity,



transformation of the global governance architecture and world
order; there is increasing interrelation and interdependence
between the States; a trend has emerged towards redistribution
of power in the world.” [emphasis added by Li] “Redistribution
of power in the world.” This is what the part emphasizes.
Second, this part also clearly sets up a series of analyses,
arguments and discourses to demonstrate both countries’
understanding, and to emphasize the fact that the world order
has entered a new era. Again, “new era” are the key words for
this document.

Lastly, in this beginning part of the joint statement, it
shows both Russia and China’s grand worldview that pave the
foundation for the two countries’ broad consensus on almost
all issues of the world, which we will deal with one by one
later on.

Rasmussen: Part 1 is about the question of democracy, and it
starts by saying: “The sides” —that is, China and
Russia—"share the understanding that democracy is a universal
human value, rather than a privilege of a limited number
of States, and that its promotion and protection is a common
responsibility of the entire world community.”

But the charge is that China and Russia are not democratic,
but rather autocratic. This is one of the leading accusations
by those in the West who are trying to maintain a unipolar
world, and they portray the world as a battle between the
democrats and the autocrats. How does the document respond to
this, and treat the idea of democracy?

Li: Actually, this document utilizes a large amount of space
to discuss this point. First, the joint statement points out
that “democracy”—including human rights-"1is a universal human
value, rather than a privilege of a limited number of States.”
So here it implies that the concept of democracy must not be
defined by the West alone. The West cannot singlehandedly
define which country 1is autocratic and which country 1is
democratic.



Second, the joint document emphasizes that their standpoint is
that there is no universal one-form document, or human rights
standard. Different countries have different cultures,
histories, different social-political systems in a multipolar
world. We have to respect the way each country chooses their
own social-political system, and also the tradition of other
states.

Third, it signals a strong critique of the West, and in this
part, there are a lot of criticisms toward the West. That 1is,
that the West has a tendency to weaponize the issue of
democracy and human rights, and very often uses it as a tool
to interfere in other countries’ internal affairs. It 1is
completely wrong for the U.S. and the West to impose their own
“democratic standards” on other countries, and to monopolize
the right to assess the level of compliance with democratic
criteria, and to draw a dividing line on the basis of
ideology, including by establishing exclusive blocs and lines
of convenience, and this is very bad, according to these two
countries, that the West tends to use democracy and human
rights to interfere into other countries’ internal affairs,
and China really suffers a lot from this point.

Rasmussen: How would you say democracy works in China?

Li: I would argue that if we use Western standards to define
democracy, then definitely, China 1is not a democracy. In a
Western version of democracy, China does not have a multi-
party system, China does not have elections. But the point is,
how the West will respond to the fact that according to major
Western sources, survey data sources, throughout many years,
that the Chinese people’s confidence in their government 1is
the highest in the whole world. And the Chinese Communist
Party and the Chinese state receive the highest approval from
the Chinese population according to those data. And also China
has reached very high, rapid economic development, under the
so-called “non-democratic government.” Now, how can the West
explain these issues? Many democratic countries suffer from



economic backwardness and underdevelopment.
So, as to the form of governance in China, I think it is the
Chinese people, themselves, who should make the judgment.

Rasmussen: Let’s move on to part 2, which 1s about
coordinating economic development initiatives, including
harmonizing the Chinese Belt and Road Initiative, and also the
Russian Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU), even more, and taking
initiatives to create economic development, where they
emphasize the role of scientific research 1in generating
economic growth, something that Lyndon LaRouche and our
movement have had as a priority concept. And also increasing
healthcare and pandemic response in poor countries. What do
you see as the significance of this call for increasing
economic development cooperation?

Li: Yes. I also read this part of the document very carefully.
This part shows a clear difference in approach between the
West and the U.S. on the one side, and China-Russia on the
other side. While the West is emphasizing, or holding the flag
of democracy and human rights, China-Russia actually emphasize
that peace, development and cooperation lies at the core of
the modern international system. So, according to the
understanding of Russia and China, development is the key
driver in ensuring the prosperity of other nations, even
though democracy and human rights are important, but
development must be the core. So it implies that good
development will lead the country in the direction of
democracy, but not defined solely by the West, the concept of
democracy.

Second, that following this line of understanding, then
China’'s Belt and Road Initiative and Russia’s Eurasian
Economic Union are good examples of interregional cooperation.
So they actually use the Belt and Road, and also Russia’s
Eurasia Economic Union, as good examples. One interesting
point I want to emphasize is that both countries emphasize
scientific and technological development, and “open, equal,



and fair conditions.” I think here, there is a kind of
implicit criticism toward the United States, which has been
conducting sanctions against Chinese tech companies, for
example, Huawei, or other high-tech companies.

Finally, I'll remark here that both countries show their
commitment to the Paris Agreement and to combat COVID-19, and
these two issues are the most vital issues for the
international community today. So it is a core for every
country to emphasize these two vital issues: climate change,
Paris Agreement, on the one side, and COVID-19 on the other
side.

Rasmussen: Yes, I can add that Helga Zepp-LaRouche has
initiated a proposal which she calls Operation Ibn Sina, which
deals with the terrible humanitarian catastrophe 1in
Afghanistan, leading off with creating a modern health system
in every country. And if we could get much more international
cooperation for building a modern health system, having the
economic development which gives the basis for the population
to have the immunology to resist disease, this would be a very
important field for economic development, which means life and
death at this moment.

Li: I fully agree with Helga’'s understanding and call.

Rasmussen: As to part 3, this 1is about the increasing,
dangerous international security situation, with a sharp
critique of Western attitudes and actions. And the statement
reads: “No State can or should ensure its own security
separately from the security of the rest of the world
and at the expense of the security of other States.” And here,
China addresses Russia’s concerns and criticizes NATO’s
expansion eastward after the Fall of the Berlin Wall. And
Russia addresses China’s concerns by reaffirming the One-China
principle and concerns about building different regional
alliances against China —the Quad and AUKUS. It also praises
the recent P5 statement against nuclear war.

Can you say more about China’s and Russia’s concerns? And do



you think this is a call for a new international security
architecture?

Li: Yes. If you read the document carefully, and this part on
international security architecture, or their understanding of
international security, occupied quite a large space. So it is
a very important part for China and Russia.

In this part, the statement is actually bluntly clear about
their mutual support for each other’s national security
concerns. For Russia, it is connected with the Ukraine crisis,
but the document does not mention Ukraine specifically, but it
is connected. For China, it is the Taiwan issue, definitely.
So they show their mutual support for each other.

On Russia’s concern for its national security, both countries
oppose “further enlargement of NATO,” and “respect the
sovereignty, security and interests of other countries.” And
it clearly pronounced, there will be no peace if states “seek
to obtain, directly or indirectly, wunilateral military
advantages to the detriment of the security of others.” The
document claims that the NATO plan to enlarge its membership
to encircle Russia will mean security for the Western side,
but it is a danger for Russia. It is a national security
concern.

On the Taiwan issue, Russia reconfirms that Taiwan is part of
China—the One-China policy—and it is against any form of
Taiwan independence.

Third, the joint statement also openly criticized the
formation of closed blocs, as what you mentioned about the
Quad. The document does not mention the Quad, but it does
mention AUKUS. The document shows that both countries oppose
U.S.-led military camps, or security camps in the Asia-Pacific
region, definitely implying the Quad and AUKUS, and it points
out the negative impact of the United States Indo-Pacific
strategy.

Finally, the two countries call for a new international
security architecture, with “equitable, open and inclusive
security system .. that is not directed against third countries



and that promotes peace, stability and prosperity.” So this
part is very important for China and Russia to challenge the
traditional international security architecture, and call for
a new international security architecture, which I will touch
on a bit later.

Rasmussen: Many political spokesmen in the West have
criticized Russia and China for not adhering to the “rules-
based order” and here, in part 4, China and Russia write that
they “strongly advocate the international system with the
central coordinating role of the United Nations 1in
international affairs, defend the world order based on
international law, including the purposes and principles of
the Charter of the United Nations, advance multipolarity and
promote the democratization of international relations,
together create an even more prospering, stable, and just
world, jointly build international relations of a new type.”
And it continues: “The Russian side notes the significance
of [Xi Jinping’s] concept of constructing a ‘community
of common destiny for mankind..””

Can you say more about the significance of this section, about
global governance and the difference between the question of
the “rules-based order” and an order based on international
law, as laid out by the United Nations Charter?

Li: Yes. This part is extremely interesting, because it
touches upon the mental clashes between China-Russia on the
one side, and the U.S. and West on the other side, about the
“rules-based order.” China, in particular, has been criticized
a lot, as you also mentioned, that China has been accused by
the U.S. of not following the “rules-based order.” If you
remember the dialogue between a Chinese delegation and a U.S.
delegation in Alaska in December two years ago, then we still
remember the clash, that the Chinese claim that the U.S.
rules-based order does not represent the global rules-based
order, rather the United Nations—-China emphasizes that the
United Nations should play the central coordination role in



international affairs. But the United States does not really
like the UN-based structure, which is based on one-
country/one-vote. So if we trace UN voting, we could easily
find that the United States very often suffers from many
setbacks when it comes to UN voting on many issues. So that’s
why China emphasizes the United Nations rules-based order,
whereas United States prefers a U.S. rules-based order.

And this joint statement also calls for advancing
multipolarity and promoting democratization of international
relations. In my interpretation, democratization of
international relations implies that the power structure
embedded in the Bretton Woods system, which was created by the
United States after the Second World War, does not really
reflect the new era, as I pointed out earlier. China and
Russia think reforms are needed to reflect the new era. This
definitely, again, from my interpretation, refers to
international financial institutions like the World Bank, and
the IMF, where Chinese voting power 1is proportionally weaker
than it should have been, according to its economic size.

And also the joint statement mentions the China foreign
policy, as you mentioned in your question, “community of
common destiny for mankind,” which was raised by President Xi
Jinping. And in this nexus China’s Belt and Road Initiative 1is
a good example, seen from China’'s point of view, a good
example of community of common destiny for mankind, in which
the Belt and Road intends to promote, through worldwide
infrastructure investment, the formation of a new global
economic order, through creating a community of shared
interest, and the community of shared responsibilities.
Unfortunately, the West does not really like both a “community
of common destiny for mankind,” and the Belt and Road
Initiative, because they are interpreted as the Chinese agenda
is to transform global governance and the rules-based order.
However, I really think that the West should rethink their
opposition, and they must face the fact that the Belt and Road
memorandum has been signed by 148 countries and by 32
international organizations. So, according to my judgment, the



Belt and Road, and also a community for common destiny for
mankind, have already become an indispensable part of global
governance and global order.

Rasmussen: Yes, this is also to underscore what you said
before, about how important economic development is for the
wellbeing of the countries. And here you have China, which was
the first country to eliminate poverty in their country, over
the last 40 years, and is offering this as a model for other
countries to get economic development. The slogan of the
Schiller Institute is “Peace through Economic Development,”—

Li: Exactly.

Rasmussen: The way that you can get countries that have
perceived each other as enemies to rise to a new level, to
seek common interest, 1is through arranging economic
development programs, not only for a single country, but for a
whole region, which encourages them to work together. You
spoke before about the Chinese criticism of the Bretton Woods
institutions. What the Schiller Institute and Lyndon LaRouche
have been saying, is that the initial idea of the Bretton
Woods institutions as proposed by Franklin Roosevelt was to
try to get the economic development of the poorer countries.
But it degenerated into, for example, where you had the World
Bank and International Monetary Fund imposing austerity
conditions on countries as a precondition for loans, where
nothing was done to actually increase the productivity of the
countries, in the way that the Belt and Road is actually —with
the infrastructure development, creating the basis for the
countries to becoming prosperous. And what we’re saying 1is
that the total change in the international financial
institutions is absolutely necessary now, at a point where
financial speculation is blowing out, hyperinflation, and we
need to have a new economic architecture, you could say, based
on the physical development of the countries.

Li: I fully agree with your remarks and comments.



Rasmussen: Then another important statement in part 4, is that
Chinese-Russian relations have reached a new level, as you
said at the beginning, “a new era.”

“The sides [China and Russia] call for the establishment
of a new kind of relationship between world powers
on the basis of mutual respect, peaceful coexistence
and mutually beneficial cooperation. They reaffirm that
the new inter-State relations between Russia and China are
superior to political and military alliances of the Cold War
era. Friendship between the two States has no limits, there
are no ‘forbidden’ areas of cooperation, strengthening
of bilateral strategic cooperation 1is neither aimed against
third countries nor affected by the changing international
environment and circumstantial changes in third countries.”
And yet, this is a plea to end the geopolitical blocs, where
the two countries also call for strengthening multilateral
fora, like the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, the BRICS.

Li Xing, what will this much strengthened alliance mean for
China and Russia, and also for the rest of the world? Should
the West be worried, or is this a plea for a new type of
international relations? What are the implications for shaping
the new world order? What is your conclusion from the joint
statement?

Li: I think one of the purposes of the joint statement is to
demonstrate the good example of the China-Russia relationship,
characterized as mutual respect, peaceful coexistence, and
mutually beneficial cooperation. It is not targetted at any
other country. It is not like the U.S.-led coalitions which
are Cold War minded, according to Russia and China’s
understanding.

And if we look at the BRICS, and if you look at the Shanghai
Cooperation Organization, they are not purely juridical and
geopolitical organizations or alliances. They are non-binding,
open and non-binding.

After I read the document several times, I reached the
conclusion that the unipolar world order is over. The West and



the United States might have a hard time to accept it.

So the joint statement shows a strong unity between Russia and
China. So my question 1s where is the West’s unity after the
Cold War, and when the unipolar world order is over? How
strong is the trans-Atlantic relationship today? I don’t know:
I'm asking the questions to the West, the U.S. The West must
rethink its Cold War strategy of reviving unity through
creating enemies, and I think this is a completely wrong
strategy, in a multipolar world order, where countries are
much more interdependent. So it is necessary for the U.S. to
rethink its own version of the rules-based order, in which the
U.S. 1is the rule-maker and others are rule-followers. And this
does not work in a new era any more. That is my conclusion
after reading the joint statement.

Rasmussen: Now, as to the current situation, today is Feb. 22,
and yesterday, Russia recognized the two breakaway republics
in Ukraine as independent republics, which is now going to
lead to very heavy sanctions by the West. Putin’s point was
that these sanctions would have come anyway, but in any case,
without going into the details of the Ukraine-Russia-U.S./NATO
crisis, the fact is that Russia will be most probably faced
with enormously hard sanctions.

In our last interview, you were asked, for example, if Russia
were thrown out of the SWIFT system, how would China react?
Now it’s a question of the not only of the SWIFT system, but
also of other major financial penalties. How do you see China
reacting, in light of the joint statement, to the new
sanctions against Russia, that will most probably come?

Li: Let me first of all put it in this way: That sanctions are
never one-sided punishments. That both sides will suffer. It's
like President Trump’s trade war, that President Trump thought
the trade war would hurt China. Yes, it hurt China, but it had
a backlash, a backfire to the U.S. economy. And today, if you
look at the U.S. economy, the inflation actually is, one way
or another, connected with the trade war, as well. It was one



of the outcomes.

Now, sanctions against Russia will also cause mutually
suffering by both sides. Because if you look at the European
dependence on Russia’s o0il and gas, it’s about 30-35%; some
countries more, some less. If Russia is thrown out of the
SWIFT system, which means that Russia cannot have
international trade, then Europe cannot pay Russia as well,
then the oil or gas pipelines will be blocked, which is in the
interest of the United States, but not in the interest of
Europe. This is the first point.

Second, that China and Russia have already agreed that they
are not going to use dollars for their bilateral trade. So
that doesn’t really matter seen from the Russian and Chinese
perspective, and in 1light of the spirit of this joint
statement. So definitely China will continue to do business
with Russia, and if the U.S. 1is saying that any country that
is doing business Russia will be sanctioned as well, then the
U.S. is creating even a larger, a bigger enemy. And China is a
different story. And Russia, because Russia’s economy,
Russia’s economic-financial status is relatively limited,
compared with China. China is the second largest economy in
the world.

By the way, China is the largest trading nation in the world.
And you can see that last year, the China and EU trade reached
more than 850 billion! That’s a lot! And look at the China-
U.S. trade as well. If you punish China, in what way? I cannot
imagine it. Take China out of the SWIFT system as well? No,
you can’t do that! Then the whole world is blocked! Then no
trade, no economic development at all.

So these are grave consequences of sanctions. I cannot predict
the future situations. Until now I haven’t read any concrete
reaction from the Chinese government, but I guess, following
the spirit of this document, which was signed three weeks ago,
definitely, China is going to act. China will also act in
accordance with the spirit of solidarity between both
countries.



Rasmussen: Qur analysts were saying that it may be the case
that China would buy more oil and gas and other products from
Russia. Actually, one thing is that today, February 21 , is
the 50th anniversary of Nixon’s trip to China, [February 21 to
28, 1972] and the opening up of relations, andthe United
States commitment to the One-China policy. And at that time,
many people were saying that Kissinger’s strategy was to open
up the relations to China, as a way of isolating Russia, of
putting Russia aside. But the fact is that these sanctions and
this type of policy over the recent period, has done more to
bring Russia and China together, as signified by this
document. What 1is your reaction to that? But also the
prospects of how we get out of this?

Lyndon LaRouche, for many years, called for a “Four Power”
agreement between the United States, Russia, China, and India.
How can we break through, looking at the world as Russia and
China on one side, andthe U.S. and Europe on the other side,
how can we get a cooperation among the great powers for the
necessity of dealing with these other very serious crises the
world is facing?

Li: Extremely interesting that you mentioned Nixon’'s trip, of
playing the “China card,” during the Cold War, 1in the
beginning of the 1970s. You are completely right that the U.S.
has historically enjoyed a very favorable position, in which
the U.S. has been able to keep relatively stable relations
with China, relatively stable relations with Soviet Union, at
that time—but making the Soviet Union and China fight each
other all the time. And especially after the Cold War, the
U.S. still had this favorable position-relatively stable
relations with both countries, but China and Russia still had
difficult relations with each other.

But today, the situation is reversed. It’'s totally shocking
that the U.S. is fighting both world powers simultaneously. If
you remember that the former U.S. National Security Advisor
Zbigniew Brzezinski, he wrote, before he died, he wrote
clearly, that the worst situation for the United States, for



the West is when Iran, Russia, and China become a bloc, become
an alliance, with China as the economic driver, the economic
power. I was very surprised that his words are becoming true
today!

So, the only way we can come to the second part of your
question, about how we can manage major power relations, is in
line with the spirit of the Schiller Institute conference that
took place last week and its call for establishing a new
international security architecture. There is no other way.
The Western dominance, the U.S. singlehanded dominance, the
unipolar world is over. We need what Helga proposed, to
establish a new international security architecture. We don’t
know exactly what the form of this architecture, but that
needs discussion from both sides! Unless the international
community forms a kind of great, new international security
architecture, conflict will continue.

Rasmussen: And then, as we spoke, it goes hand in hand with
the increasing economic cooperation and the determination of
the great powers to really do something for the economic
development of the poor parts of the world.

Li: Yes, definitely. I agree with you. Thank you.
Rasmussen: Is there anything else you would like to add?

Li: No, I just want to add the last point, that I am very
amazed by this joint statement, because I have come across
many joint statements by two countries, or by multiple
countries. But this one is the most comprehensive political
document I have ever come across, because 1t covers every
aspect of the world order, international relations,
governance, security, values, norms, technology, climate
change, health—-you name it. So it 1is an extremely
comprehensive document, which shows what Russia and China
envision as a just world order.

So I would argue that this document implies a kind of new
world order which Russia and China are going to, not only



propose, but also push forward.

Unfortunately, this document has been demonized by many
Western media—-I have read many media talking about — to me
it’s a kind of Cold War syndrome, because those media describe
the document as creating a “bipolar world,” they say bipolar
world, with the Russia and China/autocracies on the one side,
and the U.S. and the West/democracies on the other side. So to
me again, it’'s a dividing line, when they allege that this
document divides the world into two camps again. So to me,
this is a typical Cold War syndrome.

Again, I come back to my last point: That we need a new
international security architecture, as the Schiller Institute
also proposed during the conference last week. Otherwise,
there will be no peace and development. Thank you.

Rasmussen: Thank you so much, Li Xing. This has been a very
important discussion.

Li: Thank you very much.
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Afskrift: 1. del om Ukraine-Rusland-U.S.-NATO krisen:

Michelle Rasmussen: Hello. Today is February 21st, 2022. I am
Michele Rasmussen, the vice president of the Schiller
Institute in Denmark. And I'm very happy that peace researcher
Jan Oberg agreed to this interview. Jan Oberg was born in
Denmark and lives in Sweden. He has a PhD in sociology and has
been a visiting professor in peace and conflict studies in
Japan, Spain, Austria, Switzerland, part time over the years.
Jan Oberg has written thousands of pages of published articles
and several books. He is the co-founder and director of the
Independent TFF, the Transnational Foundation for Peace and
Future Research in Lund, Sweden since 1985, and has been
nominated over several years for the Nobel Peace Prize.

Our interview today will have three parts. The danger of war
between Russia and Ukraine, which could lead to war between
the United States and NATO and Russia, and how to stop it.
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Secondly, your criticism of Denmark starting negotiations with
the United States on a bilateral security agreement, which
could mean permanent stationing of U.S. soldiers and armaments
on Danish soil.

And thirdly, your criticism of a major report which alleged
that China is committing genocide in Xinjiang province.

A Russian invasion of Ukraine, which some in the West said
would start last Wednesday has not occurred. But as we speak,
tensions are still very high. You wrote an article, Jan Oberg,
on January 19th, called Ukraine The West has paved the road to
war with lies, specifying three lies concerning the Ukraine
crisis. Let'’s take them one by one.

You defined lie number one: “The Western leaders never
promised Mikhail Gorbachev and his foreign minister, Eduard
Shevardnadze, not to expand NATO eastwards. They also did not
state that they would take serious Soviet or Russian security
interests around its borders, and, therefore, each of the
former Warsaw Pact countries has a right to join NATO, if they
decide to freely.” Can you please explain more to our viewers
about this lie?

Jan Oberg: Yes, and thank you very much for your very kind and
long and detailed introduction of me. I would just say about
that point that I’'m amazed that this is now a kind of repeated
truth in Western media, that Gorbachev was not given such
promises. And it rests with a few words taken out of a longer
article written years ago by a former U.S. ambassador to
Ukraine, who says that Gorbachev did not say so. That article
was published by Brookings Institution. Now the truth is, and
there’s a difference between truth and non truths, and we have
to make that more and more clear when we deal with the West at
the moment. The truth is, if you go to the National Security
Archives in the U.S., if I remember correctly, the George
Washington University that is well documented, their own
formulation is that there are cascades of documentation.



However, this was not written down in a treaty, or signed by
the Western leaders, who one after the other came to
Gorbachev’s dacha outside Moscow or visited him in Kremlin,
and therefore some people would say it’s not valid. Now that
is not true in politics. If we can’t rely on what was said and
what was written down by people personally in their notebooks,
etc.

George Bush, Margaret Thatcher, Helmut Kohl, James Baker, you
can almost mention any important Western leader were unanimous
in saying to Gorbachev, we understand that the Warsaw Pact has
gone, the Soviet Union has gone, and therefore, we are not
going to take advantage of your weakness. James Baker'’s
formulation, according to all these sources, is we’re not
going to expand nature one inch. And that was said in 89, 90.
That is 30 years ago. And Gorbachev, because of those
assurances also accepted, which he’s been blamed very much for
since then, the reunification of Germany. Some sources say
that was a kind of deal made that if Germany should be united,
which it was very quickly after, it should be a neutral
country. But the interpretation in the West was it could
remain a member of NATO, but would then include what was at
that time the German Democratic Republic, GDR [East Germany]
into one Germany. You can go to Gorbachev’s Foundation home
page and you will find several interviews, videos, whatever,
in which he says these things, and you can go to the Danish
leading expert in this, Jens Jgrgen Nielsen, who has also
written that he personally interviewed Gorbachev, in which
Gorbachev, with sadness in his eyes, said that he was cheated,
or that these promises were broken, whatever the formulation
is.

And I fail to understand why this being one of the most
important reasons behind the present crisis, namely Russia’s
putting down 1its foot, saying “You can’t continue this
expansion up to the border, with your troops and your long-
range missiles, up to the border of Russia. And we will not



accept Ukraine [as a member of NATO]. You have gotten ten
former Warsaw Pact countries which are now members of NATO,
NATO has 30 members. We are here with a military budget, which
is eight percent of NATO's, and you keep up with this
expansion. We are not accepting that expansion to include
Ukraine.

Now, this is so fundamental that, of course, it has to be
denied by those who are hardliners, or hawks, or cannot live
without enemies, or want a new Cold War, which we already
have, in my view, and have had for some years. But that’'s a
long story. The way the West, and the U.S. in particular — but
NATO’'s secretary general’s behavior is outrageous to me,
because it’s built on omission of one of the most important
historical facts of modern Europe.

Michelle Rasmussen: Yes. In your article, you actually quote
from the head of NATO, the general secretary of NATO, back in
1990, one year before the dissolution of the Soviet Union,
Manfred Worner, where you say that in these documents released
by the U.S. National Security Archive, that you just referred
to, “Manfred Worner gave a well-regarded speech in Brussels in
May 1990, in which he argued ‘The principal task of the next
decade will be to build a new European security structure to
include the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact nations. The
Soviet Union will have an important role to play in the
construction of such a system.’ And the next year, in the
middle of 1991, according to a memorandum from the Russian
delegation who met with Worner. He responded to the Russians
by saying that he personally and the NATO council, were both
against expansion “13 out of 16 NATO members share this point
of view,” and “Worner said that he would speak against
Poland’s and Romania’s membership in NATO to those countries
leaders, as he had already done with leaders of Hungary and
Czechoslovakia. And he emphasized that we should not allow the
isolation of USSR from the European community,” and this was
even while the U.S.S.R. was still alive. So it must have been



even more the case after the U.S.S.R. collapsed, and Russia
emerged.

Jan Oberg: Well, if I may put in a little point here, you see,
with that quotation of a former NATO secretary general,
compare that with the present secretary general of NATO.
Worner was a man of intellect. The leaders around him at the
time in Europe were too. I mean, those were the days when you
had people like Willy Brandt in Germany and o6stpolitik [East
policy], and you had Olof Palme in Sweden with common security
thinking. We cannot in the West be sure, feel safe and secure
in the West, if it’'s against Russia. Which does not mean at
all to give into everything Russia does, but just says we
cannot be safe if the others don’'t feel safe from us. And that
was an intellectualism. That was an empathy, not a necessarily
a sympathy, but it was an empathy for those over there, that
we have to take into account, when we act. Today that
intellectualism is gone completely.

And it 1is very interesting, as you point out, that 13 out of
16 NATO countries, at that time, were at that level, but in
came in 1990 Bill Clinton. And he basically said, well, he
didn’t state it. He acted as though he had stated it, I don’t
care about those promises, and then he started expanding NATO.
And the first office of NATO was set up in Kiev in 1994. That
was the year when he did that. And that was a year when I sat
in Tbilisi, Georgia, and interviewed the U.S. representative
there, who, through a two-hour long conversation, basically
talked about Georgia as “our country.”

So, you know, it’s sad to say it’s human to make mistakes, but
to be so anti-intellectual, so anti-empathetic, so imbued with
your own thinking and worldview, you’'re not able to take the
other side into account, is much more dangerous than it was at
that time, because the leaders we have in the western world
today are not up to it. They were earlier, but these are not.

Michelle Rasmussen: Lie number two that you pointed out, “The



Ukraine conflict started by Putin’s out-of-the-blue aggression
on Ukraine and then annexation of Crimea.” What’'s the rest of
the story here?

Jan Oberg: Well, it’s not the rest, it’s the beginning of the
story. You see, people who write about these things, and it’s
particularly those who are Western media and Western
politicians and foreign ministers, et cetera, they say that it
all started with this out-of-the-blue invasion in the Donbass,
and then the taking, annexing or aggression on, or whatever
the word is, Crimea. Well, they all forget, very conveniently,
and very deliberately — I mean, this is not a longer time ago
than people who write about it today would know — that there
was a clearly western assisted, if not orchestrated, coup
d'état in Kiev in 2014. After, I won’'t go into that long
story, after some negotiations about an economic agreement
between Ukraine and the EU, in which the president then jumped
off, allegedly under pressure from Putin, or whatever, but
there were a series of violent events in Kiev.

And it’'’s well known from one of those who were there, and
participated, namely the assistant secretary of State for
European Affairs, Mrs. Nuland, and she’s given a speech in the
U.S. where, if I remember correctly, she says that the US has
pumped $5 billion into Ukraine over the years, to support
democracy and human rights, et cetera, and training courses
for young NGOs, et cetera. And it’s obvious that that
operation, that ousting of the president, he had to flee to
Russia, and the taking over, partly by neo-Nazis and fascists
who were present and who probably did the beginning of the
shooting and the killing of people, that all this had to do
with the promise that was given to Ukraine years before that
it would be integrated into the Euro-Atlantic framework. And
then it was kind of stopping and saying, we don’t want that
anyhow. We will negotiate something else, and we will look
into what Putin has to offer, etc.

But that that, in Putin’s mind, in Russia’s mind, meant that



NATO would be the future of Ukraine. And Russia had, still
has, a huge military base in Crimea, which it had a lease on
for, at the time, I think it was 30 plus years, meaning should
Ukraine, which was clearly signalled by the western NATO
member’'s leadership, enter and become a full member of
Ukraine, then he would look at a Russian base, either being
lost or you would have a Russian military naval base in a NATO
country.

Now I'm not saying that that was a smart move. I'm not saying
it was a legal move, but it’'s very difficult for the western
world to blame Russia for annexing Crimea. If you look at the
opinion polls and the votes for that, if you will, voting
ourselves back to Russia — you know, the whole thing was
Russia until 1954, when Khrushchev gave it to Ukraine, and he
was from Ukraine himself. And so this happened three weeks
before. And I'm amazed that it should not again be
intellectually possible for people who witnessed this — The
other thing we talked about with 30 years ago. There might be
some young fools who would not read history books.

But what I'm talking about was something that happened in
2014, and there’s no excuse for not mentioning that there’s a
connection between that coup d’état, and the influence of the
West in Ukraine in a very substantial way, and what happened
in Donbas and Crimea.

So I'm just saying, if I put it on a more general level, if we
look at today’s ability to understand, describe, analyze
issues as conflicts, we are heading for zero understanding.
There is nobody in the press, and nobody in politics who are
able, intellectually, to see these things as conflicts, that
is, as a problem standing between two or more parties that has
to be analyzed. And conflict resolution 1is about finding
solutions that the parties we have defined as parties, and
there certainly are many more than two in this very complex
conflict, can live with in the future. What we are down to in
banalization is that there is no conflict. There’s only one



party, Russia, that does everything bad and evil and terrible,
while we are sitting in the receiving end, being the good guys
who’ve done nothing wrong in history. Who could never rethink
what we did or say, we’'re sorry, or change our policies,
because we are right. There’s only one problem. That’s them.
We’'re down now to the level in which these things, also the
last three months, the accusations about Russia invading
Ukraine, has nothing to do with conflict analysis. It is
purely focusing on one party, and one party, by definition, 1is
not a conflict.

We are not party to a relationship anymore, and that makes a
huge difference, again, from the leaders and the way of
thinking and the intellectual approach that existed 20-30
years ago. And one reason for all of this is, of course, that
the West is on his way down. Secondly, and they feel
threatened by anything that happens around the world. And
secondly, when you have been number one in a system for a long
time, you become lazy. You don’'t study. You don’t have as good
education as you should have. You bring up people to high
levels who have not read books, because we can get away with
everything. We are so strong militarily. And when that
happens, you know, it’s a slippery slope and you are actually
on board the Titanic.

This 1s not a defense of everything Russia does. What I'm
trying to say is there is a partner over there, by the way
they call us partners in the West. We call them anything else
but partners. We don’t even see them. We don’t listen to their
interests. We didn’'t listen to Putin when he spoke at the
Munich conference in 2007 and said, ‘You have cheated us.’ And
of course, when Gorbachev, 90 years old, says, you have
cheated us, he’s not even quoted in the Western world, because
there’s no space anymore for other views than our own. You
know, this autism that is now classical in the Western
security policy elite is damn dangerous.

Michelle Rasmussen: I want to just ask you shortly about the



third lie, and then we’ll get into what you see as the
solution. The third lie you, you pointed out, was that “NATO
always has an open door to new members. It never tries to
invite or drag them in does not seek expansion. It just
happens because Eastern European countries since 1989 to 1990
have wanted to join without any pressure from NATO's side, and
this also applies to Ukraine.” And in this section, you also
document that Putin actually asked for Russia to join NATO.
Can you shortly, please explain your most important point
about this third lie?

Jan Oberg: Yeah, well, it’s already there since you quoted my
text, but the fascinating thing is that you have not had a
referendum in any of these new member states. The fascinating
thing is, in 2014, when this whole NATO membership came to its
first conflictual situation in the case of Ukraine, there was
not a majority, according to any opinion poll in Ukraine.
There was not a majority. And I would say it’s not a matter of
51%. If a country is going to join NATO, it should be at least
75 or 80% of the people saying yes to that. Third, and it’s
not something I’ve invented, it is NATO's former secretary
general Robertson, who has told the story. I think it was
first released in the Guardian, but it’s also in a long
podcast from a place I don’t remember, which the Guardian
quotes. He says that he was asked by Putin whether, or at what
time, or whatever the formulation was, NATO would accept
Russia as a member.

This probably goes back to what you had already quoted Worner,
the NATO secretary general for having said, namely that a new
security structure in Europe would, by necessity, have some
kind of involvement, in a direct sense, of Russia, because
Russia is also Europe.

And that was what Gorbachev had as an idea that the new
[common] European home, something like a security structure
where we could deal with our conflicts or differences or
misunderstandings, and we could still be friends in the larger



Europe.

And that was why I argued at the time thirty years ago that
with the demise of the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact, the
only reasonable thing was to close down NATO. And instead, as
I said with Clinton and onwards, the whole interpretation was
we have won. The Western system, the neoliberal democratic
NATO system has won. We have nothing to learn from that.
There’s nothing to change now. We just expand even more.

And the first thing NATO did, as you know, was a completely
illegal. Also, according to its own charter, the invasion,
involvement and bombing in Yugoslavia, Yugoslavia was not a
member. Had never been a member of NATO, and NATO’'s only
mission 1s paragraph five, which says that we are one for all
and all for one. We are going to support some member, if the
member is attacked. Now, it had nothing to do in Yugoslavia.
That happened in 1991 and onwards, all the nineties. And you
remember the bombings and 72 two days of bombings in Kosovo
and Serbia. And it’'s nothing to do — and there was no UN
mandate for it. But it was a triumphalist interpretation. We
can now get away with everything, anything we want. We can do
it because there’s no Russia to take into account. Russia
could not do anything about it. China could not do anything
about it at the time.

And so, you get into hubris and an inability to see your own
limitations, and that is what we are coming up to now. We are
seeing the boomerang coming back to NATO, the western world
for these things. And then, of course, some idiots will sit
somewhere and say, Jan Oberg is pro-Russia. No, I'm trying to
stick to what I happen to remember happened at the time. I’'m
old enough to remember what was said to Gorbachev in those
days when the Wall came down and all these things changed
fundamentally.

I was not optimistic that NATO would adapt to that situation,
but there was hope at that time. There’s no hope today for



this, because if you could change, you would have changed long
ago. So the prediction I make is the United States empire,
NATO, will fall apart at some point. The question is how, how
dangerous, and how violent that process will be, because it’s
not able to conduct reforms or change itself fundamentally
into something else, such as a common security organization
for Europe.

Michelle Rasmussen: Well, I actually wanted to ask you now
about the solutions, because you’ve been a peace researcher
for many decades. What what would it take to peacefully
resolve the immediate crisis? And secondly, how can we create
the basis for peaceful world in the future? You mentioned the
idea that you had 30 years ago for dismembering NATO and the
founder and international chairman of the Schiller Institute,
Helga Zepp-LaRouche, has now called for establishing a new
security architecture, which would take the interests of all
countries, including Russia, into account. So how could we
solve the immediate crisis? If there were the political will,
what would have to change among the parties? And secondly,
what needs to be done in terms of long term peaceful
cooperation?

Jan Oberg: Well, first of all, the question you are raising 1is
a little bit like the seventh doctor who is trying to operate
on a patient who is bleeding to death and then saying, “What
should we do now?” What I have suggested over 30 years 1is
something that should have been done to avoid the situation
today, and nobody listened, as is clear, because you don't
listen to researchers anymore who say something else that
state-financed researchers do. So it’s not an easy question
you are raising, of course. I would say, of course, in the
immediate situation, the Minsk agreements, which have not been
upheld, particularly by Ukraine in establishing some kind of
autonomy for the Donbass area. Now that is something we could
work with, autonomous solutions. We could work with
confederations, we could work with cantonization, if you will.



Lots of what happened, and happens, in the eastern republics
of Ukraine. It reminds me of a country I know very well, and
partly educated in and worked in during the dissolution,
namely Yugoslavia. So much so that it resembles Granica.
Ukraine and Granica in Croatia, both mean border areas.
Granica means border, and there’s so much that could have been
a transfered of knowledge and wisdom and lessons learned, had
we had a United Nations mission in that part. A peacekeeping
mission, a monitoring mission. UN police and U.N. civil
affairs in the Donbas region.

If I remember correctly, Putin is the only one who suggested
that at some point. I don’t think he presented it as a big
proposal to the world, but in an interview he said that was
something he could think of. I wrote in 2014, why on earth has
nobody even suggested that the United Nations, the world’s
most competent organization in handling conflicts, and, if you
will, put a lid on the military affairs, for instance, by
disarming the parties on all sides, which they did in eastern
and western Slovonia, in Croatia. Why has that not been
suggested? Because the western world has driven the United
Nations out to the periphery of international politics..

I've said Minsk. I’'ve said the UN. I've said some kind of
internal reforms in Ukraine. I have said, and I would insist
on it, NATO must stop its expansion. NATO cannot take the
risk, on behalf of Europe, and the world, to say we insist on
continuing with giving weapons to, and finally making Ukraine
a NATO member. You can ask Kissinger, you can ask Brzezinski,
you can take the most, if you will, right wing hawkish
politicians in the West. They’ve all said neutrality like
Finland or Switzerland, or something like that, is the only
viable option.

And 1is that to be pro-Russian? No, that needs to be pro-
Western. Because I am just looking like so many others,
fortunately, have done at the Cuban Missile Crisis. What would
the United States — how would it have reacted, if Russia had a



huge military alliance and tried to get Canada or Mexico to
become members with 1long-range weapons standing a few
kilometers from the U.S. border?

Do you think the US would have said, “Oh, they were all freely
deciding to, so we think it’s OK.” Look at what they did
during the Cuban Missile Crisis. They could not accept weapon
stations in Cuba.

So, one of the things you have to ask yourself about is there
one rule and one set of interests for the Western world that
does not apply to other actors? If you want to avoid Russia
invading Ukraine, which all this nonsense is about repeatedly
now for two or three months. Look into a new status where the
East and the West and Ukraine, all of it, can sit down and
discuss security guarantees for Ukraine.

President Zelensky has said it quite nicely, I must say. If
you don’t want us to become members of NATO, and he says that
to the West, because he feels that it has taken a long time
for the West to act, and he last said that at the Munich
Security Conference, I think yesterday or two days ago, by the
way, interestingly a man whose country is going to be invaded
any moment, leaves the country and goes to a conference to
speak which he could have done on Zoom.

I mean, the whole thing doesn’t make sense, like it didn’t
make sense, was it on the 18th or 17th when all the West said
that they’re going to invade Ukraine, and the Russian defense
minister was sitting in Damascus and Putin was receiving
Bolsonaro. I mean, don’t they have intelligence anymore in
NATO and Washington?

So long story short, sit down and give Ukraine the guarantees
and non-aggression pact with both sides or all sides, clearly
limited non-nuclear defensive defense measures along the
borders, or whatever, integration in whatever eastern and
Western economic organizations.



And I would be happy to see them as part of the Belt and Road
Initiative with economic opportunities. There 1s so much
Ukraine could do if it could get out of the role of being a
victim, and squeezed between the two sides all the time. And
that can only be done if you elevate the issue to a higher
level, in which Ukraine's different peoples and different
parts and parties are allowed to speak up about what future
they want to have in their very specific situation that
Ukraine is in. It is not any country in in Europe. It’s a poor
country. It’'’s a country that has a specific history. It’s a
country which is very complex, complex ethnically, language
wise, historically, etc.

And that’s why I started out saying confederation. I said
something 1like a Switzerland model, something 1like
Cantonization, or whatever, but for Christ’s sake, give that
country and its people a security, a good feeling that
nobody’s going to encroach upon you..

And that is to me, the the schwerpunkt [main emphasis], the
absolutely essential, that is to give the Ukraine people a
feeling of security and safety and stability and peace so that
they can develop. I find it very interesting that President
Zelensky, in this very long interview to the international
press a couple of weeks ago, say I'm paraphrasing it. But he
says “I'm tired of all these people who say that we are going
to be invaded because it destroys our economy. People are
leaving. No business is coming in, right?”

Who are we to do this damage to Ukraine and then want it to
become a member of NATO? You know, the whole thing 1is
recklessly irresponsible, in my view, particularly with a view
of Ukraine and its peoples and their needs.

So I would put that in focus, and then put in a huge UN
peacekeeping mission and continue and expand the excellent
OSCE mission. Put the international communit, good hearted,
neutral people down there and diffuse those who have only one



eyesight, only one view of all this. They are the dangerous
people.

Michelle Rasmussen: And what about the more long-term idea of
a new security architecture in general?

Jan Oberg: Oh, I would build a kind of, I wouldn’t say copy
of, but T would I would build something inspired by the United
Nations Security Council. All Europe, representatives for all
countries, 1including NGOs, and not just government
representatives. I would have an early warning mechanism where
the moment there is something like a conflict coming up, we
would have reporters and we would have investigations we would
look into, not conflict prevention.

My goodness, people don’'t read books. There’s nothing about
conflict prevention. We should prevent violence. We should
prevent violent conflict, but preventing conflicts 1is
nonsense, life 1is getting richer. There’s not a family,
there’s not a school, there’s not a workplace, there’'s not a
political party, there’s not a parliament in which there are
no conflicts. Conflict is what life is made of. Conflict is
terribly important because it makes us change and reflect. I'm
all for conflicts, and I'm one hundred and ten percent against
violence. But people will say “Conflict prevention 1is
something we should work, on and educate people in.” Nonsense
from people who never read books, as I said.

So I would look for something like common security. The good
old Palme Commission from the eighties, which built on
defensive defense. The idea that we all have a right,
according to Article 51, in the UN Charter. Everybody has a
right to self-defense.

But we do not have a right to missiles that can go 4,000 km or
8,000 kilometres and kill millions of people far away. Get rid
of nuclear weapons and all these things. It has nothing to do
with defensiveness and common security, and I say that



wherever I go and whoever I speak to. Get rid of nuclear
weapons and offensive long range weapons.

The only legitimate weapons there are in this world are
defensive ones, and they are defined by two things. Short
distance, ability to go only over a short distance, such as
helicopters instead of fighter airplanes or missiles.

And second, limited destructive capacity because they’re going
to be used on your own territory in case somebody encroaches
or invades you. But nobody wants to have nuclear weapons or
totally super destructive weapons on their own territory
because they don’t want them to be used to there. So just ask
yourself, what would you like in Country X, Y and Z to be
defended with? And that’'s a definition of a defensive weapons.
If we all had only defensive military structures, there would
be very few wars, but they would also not be a military-
industrial-media-academic complex that earns the money on
this.

The whole thing here that the big elephant in the room we are
talking about is, well, there are two of them, is NATO
expansion, which we should never have done this way. And
secondly, it’s the interest of the military-industrial-media-
academic complex, as I call it, that earns a hell of a lot of
money on people’s suffering, and millions of people who, at
this moment while we speak, are living in fear and despair
because of what they see in the media is going to happen. None
of what we see at this moment was necessary. It’s all made up
by elites who have an interest in these kinds of things
happening or the threat of the Cold War. And even if we avoid
a big war now, and I hope, I don’t pray to anything, but I
hope very much that we do, thanks to some people’s wisdom, and
it’s going to be very cold in Europe in the future after this.

Look at the demonization that the West has done again against
Russia, and to a certain extent, of Ukraine. This 1s not
psychologically something that will be repaired in two weeks.



Michelle Rasmussen: Yeah, and also, as you mentioned at the
beginning, it has also something to do with the unwillingness
in part of certain of the Western elites to accept that we do
not have an Anglo-American unipolar world, but that there are
other countries that need to be listened to and respected.

Jan Oberg: Yeah, and you might add, what the West gets out of
this is that Russia and China will get closer and closer. You
are already seeing the common declaration. We will have
friendship eternally. And that’s between two countries who up
to the sixties at some point were very strong enemies. And the
same will go with Iran, and there would be other countries
like Serbia which are turning away from the West. We’re going
to sit and be isolating ourselves because, one, we cannot
bully the world anymore, as we could before in the West. And
secondly, nobody wants to be bullied anymore. We have to live
in a world in which there are different systems. This
Christian missionary idea that everybody must become like us.
We opened up to China because then we hope they would become
liberal democracies with many parties, and the parliament 1is
awfully naive. And time is over for that kind of thinking.

Michelle Rasmussen: I want to go into the other two subjects.
Firstly, the question of the negotiations between Denmark and
the United States in the context of the political, military
and media statements of recent years alleging that Russia has
aggressive intentions against Europe and the U.S. the Danish
Social Democratic government announced on February 10th that a
year ago, the U.S. requested negotiations on a Defense
Cooperation Agreement, and that Denmark was now ready to start
these negotiations. The government announced that it could
mean permanent stationing of U.S. troops and armaments on
Danish soil. And if so, this would be against the decades-long
policy of the Danish government not to allow foreign troops or
armaments permanently stationed in Denmark. And you wrote an
article two days later criticizing these negotiations. Why are
you against this?



Jan Oberg: I'm against it because it’s a break of 70 years of
sensible policies. We do not accept foreign weapons and we do
not accept foreign troops, and we do not accept nuclear
weapons stationed on Danish soil. I sat, for ten years, all
throughout the 1980s, in the Danish Governments Commission for
Security and Disarmament as an expert. Nobody in the 80s would
have mentioned anything like this. I guess the whole thing is
something that had begun to go mad around 20 years ago, when
Denmark engaged and became a bomber nation for the first time
in Yugoslavia. And then Afghanistan and Iraq, and it means
that you cannot say no. This is an offer you can’t refuse. You
can’t refuse it, among other things, it’s my interpretation,
because you remember the story where President Trump suggested
that he or the U.S. could buy Greenland, and the prime
minister Mette Frederiksen said, ‘Well, that is not something
to be discussed. The question is absurd,’ after which he got
very angry. He got personally very angry, and he said, ‘It’s
not a matter of speaking to me. You're speaking to the United
States of America.’ And I think this offer to begin
negotiations must have come relatively shortly after that, as
‘This offer 1is not something you should call absurd once
again.’ I’'ve no evidence for that. But if these negotiations
started more than a year ago, we are back in the Trump
administration.

And secondly, what kind of democracy is that? We do not know
what that letter in which the Americans asked to have
negotiations about this, when it was written and what the
content of it was. But what we hear is that a little more than
a year ago, we began some negotiations about this whole thing,
that is behind the back of the parliament, and behind the back
of the people, and then is presented more or less as a fait
accompli. There will be an agreement. The question is only
nitty-gritty, what will be in it.

In terms of substance, there is no doubt that any place where
there would be American facilities based in sites, so whenever



you’'d call it, weapon stored will be the first targets in a
war, seen as such in a war, under the best circumstances, seen
by Russia. Russia’s first targets will be to eliminate the
Americans everywhere they can in Europe, because those are the
strongest and most dangerous forces.

Secondly, it is not true that there is a no to nuclear weapons
in other senses than Denmark will keep up the principle that
we will not have them stationed permanently. But with such an
agreement where the Air Force, Navy and soldiers, military,
shall more frequently work with, come in to visit, etc.,
there’s no doubt that there will be more nuclear weapons
coming into, for instance, on American vessels than before,
because the cooperation would be closer and closer.

Jan Oberg: And there the only thing the Danish government will
do is, since they know that the “neither confirm nor deny
policy” of the U.S., they would not even ask the question. If
they are asked by journalists, they would say, “Well, we take
for granted that the Americans honor or understand and respect
that we will not have nuclear weapons on Danish territory, sea
territory, or whatever. Now the Americans are violating that
in Japan even. So, this is this is nonsense. There would be
more nuclear weapons. I'm not saying they would go off or
anything like that. I'm just saying there would be more
undermining of Danish principles.

And then the whole thing, of course, has to do with the fact
that Denmark is placing itself — and that was something the
present government under Mette Frederiksen’s leadership did
before this was made public — is to put 110 percent of your
eggs in the U.S. basket. This is the most foolish thing you
can do, given the world change. The best thing a small country
can do is to uphold international law and the UN. Denmark
doesn’t. It speaks like the U.S. for an international rules-
based order, which is the opposite of, or very far away from
the international law.



And secondly, in a world where you are going to want
multipolarity, a stronger Asia, stronger Africa, another
Russia from the one we have known the last 30 years, etc., and
a United States that is, on all indicators except the
military, declining and will fall as the world leader. This
is, in my view, be careful with my words, the most foolish
thing you can do at the moment, if you are a leader of
Denmark, or if you leading the Danish security politics. You
should be open — I wrote an article about that in a small
Danish book some six or seven years ago, and said “Walk on two
legs.” Remain friendly with the United States and NATO, and
all that, but develop your other leg, so you can walk on two
legs in the next 20, 30, 40 years. But there’s nobody that
thinks so long term in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and
there’s nobody who thinks independently anymore in research
institutes or ministries. It's basically adapting to
everything we think, or are told by Washington we should do.
And that’s not foreign policy to me. There’s nothing to do
with it.

Jan Oberg: A good foreign policy is one where you have a good
capacity to analyze the world, do scenarios, discuss which way
to go, pros and contras, and different types of futures, and
then make this decision in your parliament based on a public
discussion. That was what we did early, 60s, 70s and 80s. And
then also when you become a bomber nation, when you become a
militaristic one, when active foreign policy means nothing but
militarily active, then, of course, you are getting closer and
closer and closer down into the into the darkness of the hole,
where suddenly you fall so deeply you cannot see the daylight,
where the hole is. I think it’s very sad. I find it tragic. I
find it very dangerous. I find that Denmark will be a much
less free country in the future by doing these kinds of
things. And, don’t look at the basis of this agreement as an
isolated thing. It comes with all the things we’ve done, all
the wars Denmark has participated in. Sorry, I said we, I
don’t feel Danish anymore, so I should say Denmark or the



Danes. And finally, I have a problem with democratically
elected leaders who seem to be more loyal to a foreign
government, than with their own people’s needs.

China and Xinjiang

Michelle Rasmussen: The last question is that, you just
mentioned the lack of independence of analysis, and there’s
not only an enemy image being painted against Russia, but also
against China, with allegations of central government genocide
against the Muslim Uyghur minority in Xinjiang province as a
major point of contention. And on March 8th, 2021, the
Newlines Institute for Strategy and Policy in Washington
published a report The Uyghur Genocide, an examination of
China’s breaches of the 1948 Genocide Convention 1in
cooperation with the Raoul Wallenberg Center for Human Rights
in Montreal, and the next month, April 27, last year, you and
two others issued a report which criticized this report. What
is the basis of your criticism and what do you think should be
done to lessen tension with China?

And also as a wrap-up question in the end, if you wanted to
say anything else about what has to be done to make a change
from looking at Russia and China as the autocratic enemies of
the West, and to, instead, shift to a world in which there is
cooperation between the major powers, which would give us the
possibility of concentrating on such great task as economic
development of the poorer parts of the world?

Jan Oberg: Well, of course, that’s something we could speak
another hour about, but what we did in our in our tiny think
tank here, which, by the way, 1is totally independent and
people-financed and all volunteer. That’s why we can say and
do what we think should be said and done and not politically
in anybody’s hands or pockets, 1is that those reports,
including the Newlines Institute’s report, does not hold
water, would not pass as a paper for a master’s degree in
social science or political science. We say that if you look



into not only that report, but several other reports and
researchers who were contributing to this genocide discussion,
if you look into their work, they are very often related to
the military-industrial-media-academic complex. And they are
paid for, have formerly had positions somewhere else in that
system, or are known for having hawkish views on China, Russia
and everybody else outside the western sphere.

So when we began to look into this, we also began to see a
trend. And that’'s why we published shortly after a 150 page
report about the new Cold War on China, and Xinjiang is part
of a much larger orchestrated — and I'm not a conspiracy
theorist. It’s all documented, in contrast to media and other
research reports. It’s documented. You can see where we get
our knowledge from, and on which basis we draw conclusions.

Whereas now, significantly, for Western scholarship and media,
they don’t deal with, are not interested in sources. I'll come
back to that. It’s part of a much larger, only tell negative
stories about China. Don’t be interested in China’'s new social
model. Don’t be interested in how they, in 30 to 40 years did
what nobody else in humankind has ever done. Uplifting
hundreds of millions of people out of poverty and creating a
society that I can see the difference from, because I visited
China in 1983, and I know what it looked like back then when
they had just opened up, so to speak.

And what we are saying 1is not that we know what happened and
happens in Xinjiang, because we’ve not been there and we are
not a human rights organization. We are conflict resolution
and peace proposal making policy think tank. But what we do
say 1is, 1if you cannot come up with better arguments and more
decent documentation, then probably you are not honest. If
there’s nothing more you can show us to prove that there’s a
genocide going on at Xinjiang, you should perhaps do your
homework before you make these assertions and accusations.

That’'s what we are saying, and we are also saying that it 1is



peculiar that the last thing Mike Pompeo, Trump’s secretary of
state, did in his office, I think on the 19th of January last
year, was to say I hereby declare that Xinjiang is a genocide,
and the State Department has still not published as much as
one A4 page with the documentation.

So, I feel sad on a completely different level, and that 1is,
Western scholarship is disappearing in this field. And those
who may really have different views, analyses and question
what we hear or uphold a plurality of viewpoints and
interpretations of the world, we’re not listened to. I mean,
I'm listening to elsewhere, but I'm not listened to in Western
media, although I have forty five years of experience in these
things and I've traveled quite a lot and worked in quite a lot
of conflict and war zones. I can live with that, but I think
it's a pity for the Western world that we are now so far down
the drain, that good scholarship is not what politics built on
anymore. If it, I think it was at a point in time.

So what is also striking to me is, very quickly, the
uniformity of the press. They have all written the day that
the Newsline report that you referred to, was published, it
was all over the place, including front pages of the leading
Western newspapers, including the Danish Broadcasting’s
website, etc., all saying the same thing, quoting the same
bits of parts from it.

The uniformity of this is just mind boggling. How come that
nobody said, “Hey, what is this Newlines Institute, by the
way, that nobody had heard about before? Who are these people
behind it? Who are the authors?” Anybody can sit on their
chair and do quite a lot of research, which was impossible to
do 20 years ago. If you are curious, if you are asked to be
curious, if you are permitted to be curious, and do research
in the media, in the editorial office where you are sitting,
then you would find out lots of this here is B.S. Sorry to say
so, intellectually, it’s B.S.



And so I made a little pastime, I wrote a very diplomatic
letter to people at CNN, BBC, Reuters, etc. Danish and
Norwegian, and Swedish media, those who write this opinion
journalism about Xinjiang, and a couple of other things, and I
sent the all our report, which is online, so it’s just a link,
and I said kindly read this one, and I look forward to hearing
from you. I’'ve done this in about 50 or 60 cases, individually
dug up their email addresses, et cetera. There is not one who
has responded with anything. The strategy when you lie, or
when you deceive, or when you have a political man, is don’t
go into any dialogue with somebody who knows more or it’s
critical of what you do.

That's very sad. Our TFF Pressinfo goes to 20 people in BBC.
They know everything we write about Ukraine, about China,
about Xinjiang, et cetera. Not one has ever called.

These are the kinds of things that make me scared as an
intellectual. One thing is what happens out in the world.
That’'s bad enough. But when I begin to find out how this 1is
going on, how it 1is manipulated internally in editorial
offices, close to foreign ministries, etc. or defense
ministries 1is then I say, we are approaching the Pravda
moment. The Pravda moment 1is not the present Pravda
[newspaper], but the Pravda that went down with the Soviet
Union. When I visited Russia, the Soviet Union at a time for
conferences, et cetera, and I found out that very few people
believed anything they saw in the media. Now, to me, it’'s a
question of whether the Western media, so-called free media
want to save themselves or they want to become totally
irrelevant, because at some point, as someone once said, you
cannot lie all the time to all of the people, you may get away
with lying to some, to some people, for some of the time.

Michelle Rasmussen: President Lincoln

Jan Oberg: Yeah. So the long story short is this is not good.
This deceives people. And of course, some people, at some



point, people will be very upset about that. They have been
lied to. And also don’t make this reference anymore to free
and state media. Viewers may like to hear that may not like
it, but should know it, the US has just passed a law — They
have three laws against China — How to intervene in all kinds
of Chinese things, such as, for instance, trying to influence
who will become the successor to Dalai Lama, and things like
that. They are not finished at all about how to influence
Taiwan, and all that, things they have nothing to do with, and
which they decided between Nixon and Zhou Enlai that America
accepted the One-China policy and would not mix themselves
into Taiwanese issues. But that is another broken promise.
These media are state media in the U.S. If you take Radio Free
Europe and Radio Free Asia, they are those, particularly the
latter, who have disseminated most of these Xinjiang genocide
stories, which then bounce back to BBC, etc. These are state
media. As an agency for that in in Washington, it’s financed
by millions of dollars, of course, and it has the mandate to
make American foreign policy more understood, and promote U.S.
foreign policy goals and views. Anybody can go to a website
and see this. Again, I'm back to this, everybody can do what
I've done. And that law that has just been passed says the
U.S. sets aside 15 hundred million dollars, that’s one point
five billion dollars in the next five years, to support
education, training courses, whatever, for media people to
write negative stories about China, particularly the Belt and
Road Initiative. Now I look forward to Politiken [Danish
newspaper] or Dagens Nyheter [Swedish newspaper] or whatever
newspapers in the allied countries who would say, “This comes
from a state U.S. media” when it does.

And so, my my view is there is a reason for calling it the
military-industrial-media-academic complex, because it’'s one
cluster of elites who are now running the deception, but also
the wars that are built on deception. And that is very sad
where, instead, we should cooperate. I would not even say we
should morally cooperate. I would say we have no choice on



this Earth but to cooperate, because if we have a new Cold War
between China and the West, we cannot solve humanity’s
problems, whether it’'s the climate issue, environmental
issues, 1it’s poverty, it’s justice, income differences or
cleavages, or modern technological problems or whatever. You
take all these things, they are, by definition, global. And if
we have one former empire, soon former empire, that does
nothing but disseminate negative energy, criticize, demonize,
running cold wars, basically isolating itself and going down.

We lack America to do good things. I’ve never been anti-
American, I want to say that very clearly. I've never, ever
been anti-American. I'm anti empire and militarism. And we
need the United States, with 1its creativity, with 1its
possibilities, with what it already has given the world, to
also contribute constructively to a better world, together
with the Russians, together with Europe, together with Africa,
together with everybody else, and China, and stop this idea
that we can only work with those who are like us, because if
that’s what you want to do, you will have fewer and fewer to
work with.

The world is going towards diversity. And we have other
cultures coming up who have other ways of doing things, and we
may like it or not. But the beauty of conflict resolution and
peace is to do it with those who are different from you. It is
not to make peace with those who already love, or are already
completely identical with. This whole thing is, unfortunately,
a conflict and peace illiteracy that has now completely
overtaken the western world. Whereas I see people thinking
about peace. I hear people mentioning the word peace. I do not
hear Western politicians or media anymore mention the word
peace. And when that word is not, and the discussion and the
discourse has disappeared about peace, we are very far out.

Combine that with lack of intellectualism and an analytical
capacity, and you will end up in militarism and war. You
cannot forget these things, and then avoid a war. So in my



view, there are other reasons than Russia, if you will, that
we're in a dangerous situation, and that the danger has to do
with the West operating, itself, at the moment. Nobody in the
world is threatening the United States or the West. If it goes
down, it’s all of its own making. And I think that’'s an
important thing to say in these days when we always blame
somebody else for our problems. That is not the truth.

Michelle Rasmussen: Thank you so much, Jan.



