
Pressemeddelelse  den  6.
januar 2021:
Hvorfor  USA  og  NATO  bør
underskrive  traktaterne
foreslåede af Putin. 
Interview med rusland-ekspert
Jens  Jørgen  Nielsen  til
Schiller  Instituttet  i
Danmark
Læs afskriftet på engelsk nedenunder.

KØBENHAVN  —  I  lyset  af  den  eskalerende  spænding  mellem
USA/NATO og Rusland, som kan føre til en varm krig, ja endog
atomkrig, foretog Schiller Instituttet i Danmark et timelangt
engelsksproget  video/lydinterview  med  Rusland-ekspert  Jens
Jørgen Nielsen den 30. december 2021.

Jens Jørgen Nielsen er cand. mag. i idéhistorie og historie,
og  var  i  slutningen  af​​  1990’erne  Politikens  Moskva-
korrespondent. Han er forfatter til flere bøger om Rusland og
Ukraine,  leder  af  Russisk-Dansk  Dialog  og  lektor  i
kommunikation  og  kulturelle  forskelle  på  Niels  Brock
handelshøjskole.  Jens  Jørgen  Nielsen  underviser  på
Folkeuniversitetet og andre steder, ligesom han arbejder med
danske  eksportvirksomheder,  der  vil  ind  på  det  russiske,
ukrainske  og  hviderussiske  marked.  Han  har  i  mange  år
arrangeret  rejser  til  Rusland.

Jens Jørgen Nielsen, med mange års erfaring i at analysere
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Rusland,  Ukraine  og  vestlige  holdninger  og  handlinger  i
forhold til Rusland, taler tydeligt om konsekvenserne, hvis
ikke Vesten er villig til seriøst at forhandle en diplomatisk
løsning  på  de  “røde  linjer”,  som  Putin  og  andre  førende
russiske talsmænd har udtalt er ved at blive krydset: Hvis
Ukraine tilslutter sig NATO, og hvis NATO’s ekspansion mod øst
fortsætter, og hvorfor USA og NATO burde underskrive Putins
foreslåede traktater om disse spørgsmål.

Jens  Jørgen  Nielsen  tager  fat  på  de  ændringer,  der  er
nødvendige  på  den  vestlige  side,  som  vil  afgøre,  om  de
kommende forhandlinger mellem USA og Rusland om disse “røde
linjer” den 10.-13. januar vil lykkes med at trække verden
tilbage fra randen af krig.

Interviewet er endnu vigtigere efter bekendtgørelsen den 3.
januar 2022 for første gang af en fælles erklæring fra stats-
og regeringscheferne for de fem atomvåbenstater, som også er
de permanente medlemmer af FN’s Sikkerhedsråd om, at “atomkrig
ikke  kan  vindes  og  aldrig  må  udkæmpes”,  og  dermed
anerkendelsen  af  hvad  der  er  på  spil  under  den  nuværende
krise.

—————————————-

 Nogle højdepunkter:

Et højdepunkt er Jens Jørgen Nielsens personlige diskussion i
1989 med Mikail Gorbatjov om NATO-udvidelse mod øst:

“Faktisk havde jeg en lang snak med Mikhail Gorbatjov, den
tidligere  leder  af  Sovjetunionen,  i  1989,  lige  da  NATO
begyndte at bombe Serbien, og da de indlemmede Polen, Tjekkiet
og Ungarn i NATO. Man bør huske på at Gorbatjov er en meget
rar person. Han er en meget livlig person, med godt humør og
en erfaren person. Men da vi begyndte at snakke, spurgte jeg
ham om NATO-udvidelsen, som foregik præcis den dag, hvor vi
snakkede. Han blev meget dyster, meget trist, fordi han sagde:
Altså, jeg talte med James Baker, Helmut Kohl fra Tyskland og



flere andre personer, og de lovede mig alle ikke at flytte en
tomme mod øst, hvis Sovjetunionen ville lade Tyskland forene
DDR (Østtyskland) og Vesttyskland, for at blive ét land, og
komme til at blive medlem af NATO, men ikke bevæge sig en
tomme mod øst.’… Det stod ikke skrevet, for, som han sagde,
“Jeg troede på dem. Jeg kan se, at jeg var naiv.” 

Et andet vigtigt afsnit er, hvad Jens Jørgen Nielsen ville
sige  til  Biden,  og  andre  NATO-statschefer,  i  en  privat
diskussion før de kommende forhandlinger mellem USA/NATO og
Rusland.  “Jeg  ville  sige,  ’Se,  Joe,  jeg  forstår  dine
bekymringer. Jeg forstår, at du ser dig selv som en forkæmper
for frihed i verden, … men ser du, det spil, du nu spiller med
Rusland, er et meget, meget farligt spil. Og russerne, som et
meget stolt folk, man kan ikke tvinge dem’, angående USA’s og
nogle europæiske landes politik, til at skifte Putin ud med en
anden præsident. “Jeg kan forsikre dig, Joe Biden, vær sikker
på, at hvis det lykkes, eller hvis Putin dør i morgen, eller
de  på  en  eller  anden  måde  får  en  ny  præsident,  kan  jeg
forsikre dig om, at den nye præsident vil være lige så hård
som Putin, måske endda hårdere… Jeg tror,​​det ville være
klogt for dig, lige nu, at støtte Putin, eller at handle med
Putin, engagere sig med Putin og lave noget diplomati, fordi
alternativet er en mulighed for krig, og du burde ikke gå over
i  historien  som  den  amerikanske  præsident,  der  sikrede
menneskehedens udryddelse. Det ville være et dårligt, meget
dårligt eftermæle for dig.’ 

Han  forholder  sig  til  den  reelle  mulighed  for,  at  vi
søvngængeragtigt går ind i atomkrig, som før 1. Verdenskrig,
som  svar  på  Schiller  Instituttets  memorandum  Er  vi
søvngængeragtigt på vej til atomar 3. verdenskrig? den 24.
december 2021.

“[Man] kan forestille sig, hvad der vil ske, hvis Kina, Iran
og Rusland havde en militær alliance, der gik ind i Mexico,
Canada, Cuba, måske også opstillede missiler dér… [T]anken om
en atomkrig er forfærdelig for os alle, og det er derfor jeg
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synes, at politikere må komme til fornuft… for milliarder vil
dø i dette. Og det er et spørgsmål, om menneskeheden vil
overleve. Så det er et meget, meget alvorligt spørgsmål. Og
jeg tror vi bør spørge om Ukraines ret til at have NATO-
medlemskab, som dets egen befolkning egentlig ikke ønsker, er
det virkelig værd at risikere en atomkrig for? Sådan vil jeg
sige det.”

——————————

Interviewet har andre afgørende afsnit: 

Baggrund om NATO’s udvidelse mod øst.

Fuld  støtte  til  seriøse  forhandlinger  med  Rusland  og
underskrivelse af de to foreslåede traktater, som opfordret af
Schiller Instituttets grundlægger og internationale præsident,
Helga Zepp-LaRouche.

Forkerte  forestillinger  i  vesten  om  Rusland  og  Putin,  og
manglen  på  vilje  til  at  håndtere  andre  kulturer  som
ligeværdige,  medmindre  de  er  ligesom  os.

Hvordan pro-vestlige holdninger i Rusland, herunder af Jeltsin
og Putin, blev afvist, og Rusland derefter vendte sig mod
Kina.

Hvordan Ukraine-krisen ikke startede med “annekteringen” af
Krim,  men  med  det  han  kalder  “et  kup”  mod  den  ukrainske
præsident Janukovitj, som ønskede økonomiske forbindelser både
med EU og Rusland; plus baggrunden for Krim-spørgsmålet.

Vigtigheden  af​​  en  dialog  mellem  kulturer,  herunder
“Musikalsk  dialog  mellem  Kulturer”-koncerterne  i  København,
arrangeret af Schiller Instituttet, Russisk-Dansk Dialog og
Det kinesiske Kulturcenter i København. 

Jens  Jørgen  Nielsens  opbakning  til  mange  af  Schiller
Instituttets  idéer  og  indsatser.



Mere  information,  eller  for  at  aftale  et  nyt  interview,
kontakt:

Michelle Rasmussen fra Schiller Instituttet i Danmark: 53 57
00  51,  si@schillerinstitut.dk,
www.schillerinstitute.com;  www.schillerinstitut.dk

Afskrift  på  engelsk:  (Kortet  på  side  15  viser  NATO,  hvis
Ukraine og Georgien bliver medlemmer.)

Download (PDF, Unknown)

Hvem kan hævde at “forsvare
Ukraine”,  mens  der  begås
massemord i Afghanistan?
Den  10.  januar  (EIRNS)  —  Så  mange  institutioner  i  det
amerikanske intellektuelle etablissement er nu på linje med
Schiller  Instituttet  og  kræver  frigivelse  af  Afghanistans
bistands- og reservemidler – 15 tænketanke og organisationer i
et fælles brev til præsident Biden den 8. januar og andre på
deres egne hjemmesider – at der helt klart er en forfærdelig
erkendelse: USA’s finansielle og økonomiske sanktioner er ved
at myrde et uskyldigt folk, grundet utilstrækkelig loyalitet
over for NATO’s besættelsesstyrker. Enhver borger der tror, at
denne forbrydelse ikke har noget at gøre med truslen om en
overhængende,  meget  større  konflikt  om  Ukraine,  forveksler
moralsk poseren med moral.

På de møder mellem USA og Rusland, der nu finder sted i Genève
om NATO i Østeuropa og Ukraine, har amerikanske diplomater
hurtigt  og  fuldstændigt  erstattet  det  personlige  diplomati
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mellem præsident Biden og præsident Putin, som synes at give
håb  om  en  løsning,  med  moralsk  komediespil.  Efter  den
bilaterale  fase  af  møderne  mellem  USA  og  Rusland  den  10.
januar sagde talsmand for Udenrigsministeriet, Ned Price, at
USA aldrig ville overveje at holde Ukraine ude af NATO, {“ikke
havde til hensigt at indgå nogen aftale”} med Rusland og ikke
engang  “betragtede  samtalerne  som  en  forhandling”.  Han
afsluttede sin briefing med en liste over diskussionsemner om
russiske “ondsindede aktiviteter” for at hævde, at Rusland, og
kun Rusland, måtte nedtrappe og gøre indrømmelser, så NATO’s
styrker og missiler kunne fuldføre deres lange fremrykning
helt  til  Ruslands  grænser  –  mens  russiske  tropper  måtte
forlade deres egne vestlige grænseregioner og “vende tilbage
til  deres  permanente  baser”.  Udenrigsminister  Tony  Blinken
tilføjede samtidig et umotiveret forsøg på at hovere over
Ruslands bistand til Kasakhstans regering for at kontrollere
optøjer og forsøg på oprør.

Medmindre præsident Joe Biden igen griber personligt ind, er
Ruslands foreslåede aftaler blevet blankt og permanent afvist.
Det svarer til, at Nikita Khrusjtjov nægtede at overveje at
trække sovjetiske missiler tilbage fra USA’s sydlige grænse
under den frygtindgydende Cuba-krise i oktober 1962. På det
tidspunkt havde millioner af skræmte mennesker verden over
allerede forestillet sig, hvad denne afvisning ville betyde.

Selv om konsekvensen nu “blot” er en konventionel konflikt i
Ukraine, giver USA’s tidligere chefvåbeninspektør og militære
ekspert Scott Ritter en idé om, hvorfor det ikke ville gå godt
for NATO-styrkerne.

(https://consortiumnews.com/2022/01/10/what-war-with--
russia-would-look-like/ )

Hvad nu hvis konsekvensen kun er det “fuldstændige brud på
forbindelserne”, som Putin truer med, og en dyb og umiddelbar
kold  krig.  Nationen  med  verdens  hurtigst  ekspanderende  og
teknologisk  mest  avancerede  økonomi  og  med  den  største
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indflydelse på bekæmpelse af fattigdom og udvikling i Afrika,
Syd- og Østasien [Kina] er fast partner med Rusland. Dette
fremgår  endnu  en  gang  tydeligt  af  undertrykkelsen  af  det
tilsyneladende  mislykkede  forsøg  på  en  “farverevolution”  i
Kasakhstan.

Hvis Biden-regeringen har besluttet, at USA vil angribe og
konfrontere  Rusland  og  Kina  sammen  i  en  ny  kold  krig  –
modarbejde  dem  i  rummet,  bekæmpe  deres  politik  med  at
eksportere atomkraft til tredjelande, kræve at de holder op
med at bruge kul til energiproduktion, angribe Kinas politik
for Bælte & Vej og udryddelse af fattigdom osv. – hvem vil de
så have i sit hjørne? Det britiske imperium, naturligvis – de
grønne kongelige og klovnen Bojo og Hendes Majestæts styrker,
der  er  ivrige  efter  at  blive  indsat  i  Ukraine.  Hvad  vil
Amerika have i reserve? Ingen udviklingskreditinstitution; et
svagt  økonomisk  opsving  efter  en  dyb  recession;  en
arbejdsstyrke  på  3  millioner  arbejdere  og  3,5  millioner
arbejdspladser  mindre  end  for  to  år  siden;  faldende
realindkomster;  en  centralbank,  der  skaber  økonomiske
katastrofer verden over, som IMF advarede den 9. januar, og
som forsøger at stoppe inflationen, den har forårsaget.

Men langt værre end alt dette er den fortsatte kvælning af
Afghanistans befolkning på grund af de amerikanske sanktioner.
Det forårsager en voksende kaskade af dødsfald som følge af
sult og forfrysninger i hjem uden vinterbrændstof, i en nation
som USA helt klart bærer ansvaret for efter 20 års krig og
besættelse. Myrdet for den synd, at man ikke opretholdt en
marionetregering, da NATO forlod det. {Disse} sanktioner er en
forbrydelse mod menneskeheden.

Med dette Afghanistan som “banner” vil nationer instinktivt
undgå et angloamerikansk forsøg på at fastsætte reglerne for
verden. Der vil være en pervers ny betydning, som Schiller
Instituttets præsident, Helga Zepp-LaRouche, sagde i dag, for
udtrykket “Afghanistan, imperiernes kirkegård”.



Det skal forhindres, det må vendes. Politikken må ændres til
en udviklingspolitik, ved hjælp af Helga LaRouches Operation
Ibn Sina. Schiller Instituttets presserende organisering for
dette mål vil tage sit næste skridt fremad med et webinar på
Martin Luther King-dagen, mandag den 17. januar.

POLITISK  ORIENTERING  den  7
januar 2022
Den gamle verden kommer ikke
tilbage.
Gør 2022 til Lyndon LaRouches
år!

Briter  forsøger  at  skubbe
Rusland  ind  i  en
“bjørnefælde” i Kasakhstan.
Med kun et par dage tilbage før de planlagte forhandlinger 10.
januar  mellem  russiske  og  amerikanske  diplomater  på  højt
niveau,  om  Ruslands  krav  om  “øjeblikkelige”  skriftlige
sikkerhedsgarantier fra USA og NATO, har magtfulde kredse i
London og Washington, som ikke vil bevæge sig bort fra at være
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på  randen  af  atomkrig,  lanceret  endnu  en  provokation  mod
Rusland:  den  voldelige  destabilisering  af  Kasakhstan.  Tony
Blair,  George  Soros  og  utallige  internationale  ngo’er
medvirker  i  hele  operationen.

En “farverevolution” i Kasakhstan har klare sikkerhedsmæssige
konsekvenser for Rusland. Kasakhstan har den længste grænse
til  Rusland.  Det  er  placeringen  af  ​​Ruslands  vigtigste
rumopsendelsesanlæg, Baikonur Cosmodrome, en by, som Rusland i
dag lejer af Kasakhstan.

Det ser ud til, at magtfulde kredse i London og Washington er
opsat på at provokere den russiske bjørn til at reagere med
undertrykkende vold i Kasakhstan, eller til at gøre det samme
i det østlige Ukraine, for derefter at vende om og bruge dette
som  en  færdigpakket  undskyldning  for  at  starte  destruktiv
økonomisk krigsførelse imod Rusland. Kort sagt, hvis de kan få
Rusland til at gå i “bjørnefælden”, så vil de give Rusland
“Afghanistan-behandlingen”  –  økonomiske  sanktioner  og
krigsførsel så alvorlig, at de sulter landet til underkastelse
…  eller  forsøger  at  gøre  det.  I  den  forstand  er  det
forestående  afghanske  folkedrab  på  mere  end  20  millioner
mennesker også en forløber for 3. Verdenskrig.

Helga Zepp-LaRouche fremhævede den strategiske betydning af
denne udvikling i sin ugentlige webcast: “Hvis du ville have
spurgt mig for en uge siden, hvis jeg forventer en indsats for
at  forstyrre  den  diplomatiske  offensiv,  der  hovedsageligt
kommer fra Rusland og Kina, for at uskadeliggøre det, der
tydeligvis byggede op som en dobbelt “cubamissilkrise” med
udviklingen omkring Ukraine og Taiwan, så ville jeg have sagt,
at man så absolut bør forvente en provokation til at forstyrre
disse møder, og her er vi så …

“Lad mig nu først nævne det positive aspekt:​​Der var et vist
gennembrud for blot et par dage siden, i mandags, da P5 FN-
nationerne, det vil sige de permanente fem atomvåbenstater,
for første gang blev enige om at bekræfte den meget vigtige



erklæring, som blev forhandlet mellem Gorbatjov og præsident
Reagan i Reykjavik i oktober 1986, om at en atomkrig aldrig
kan vindes og derfor aldrig må udkæmpes.”

Det er positivt, sagde Zepp-LaRouche, men nu “skal ordene
følges op af gerninger. Og den udtalelse som sådan, selv om
den  er  ekstremt  vigtig,  dæmper  endnu  ikke  krisen  omkring
Ukraine og heller ikke krisen omkring Taiwan, men, som jeg
sagde, så er det et meget vigtigt første skridt….

“Men vi har brug for en vending på hundrede procent, fordi
denne konfrontation mod Rusland og Kina er selvmorderisk … Jeg
tror,​​vi  har  brug  for  en  fuldstændig  ændring  af
prioriteringer, og befolkningen er nødt til at vågne op. Deres
ligegyldighed, ligegyldigheden – hos nogle af jer – over for
Afghanistan er det der åbner for, at disse rådne politikker
fortsætter i vores egne lande. Og vi skal have en mobilisering
for et nyt paradigme, både i vores egne lande og også i
relationer mellem nationer, fordi det er udtryk for samme
problem i systemet.”

Udvalgt billede: Esetok, CC BY-SA 4.0 via Wikimedia Commons

Opdateret  version:  Er  vi
søvngængeragtigt  på  vej
til atomar 3. verdenskrig?
Memorandum fra Schiller Instituttet

Læs den opdterede version på engelsk nedenunder.

Den 24. december. Man lyver overfor dig. Rusland planlægger
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ikke at indtage Ukraine. Putin er ikke en »ondsindet aktør«,
der er ude på at genskabe det sovjetiske imperium. Ukraine er
ikke et fremspirende demokrati, som blot fokuserer på sig
selv.  Som  en  sammenfatning  af  de
dokumenterede  gerninger  viser,  bliver  Ukraine  brugt  af
geopolitiske magter i Vesten, der står til regnskab for det
bankerotte,  spekulative  finanssystem,  som  er  gnisten,  der
kan  udløse  et  strategisk  opgør  med  Rusland,  et  opgør
som allerede er farligere end Cuba–krisen, og som nemt kunne
ende med en atomkrig, som ingen ville hverken vinde eller
overleve.

 Overvej kendsgerningerne, som vi præsenterer dem her i den
forkortede tidslinje nedenfor. Rusland, ligesom Kina, er i
stigende  grad  blevet  udsat  for  truslen  om  at  blive
tilintetgjort  gennem  to  særskilte  former
for ”atomkrig”af det krigeriske og bankerotte angloamerikanske
finansetablissement: 1) »Et atomart førsteslag«, som udtalt
mest  direkte  af  den  vanvittige  senator  Roger  Wicker
(republikaner  fra  Mississippi),  og  2)  den  ”atomare
valgmulighed” i finansiel krigsførelse, tiltag så ekstreme, at
de ville svare til en finansiel belejring af Rusland for at
prøve  at  udsulte  nationen  til  at   underkaste  sig,  som
dette  gøres  mod  Afghanistan.

 Rusland har nu bekendtgjort, så hele verden kunne høre det,
at dets røde streg er ved at blive overskredet, hvorefter
Rusland vil blive tvunget til at svare tilbage med »militær-
tekniske  gengældelsestiltag«.  Denne  røde  streg,  gøres  det
klart,  er  den  yderligere  fremfærd  af  USA’s  og  NATO’s
militærstyrker helt op til selve Ruslands grænse, herunder
opstillingen af defensive og offensive missilsystemer i stand
til at bære atomsprænghoveder med blot 5 minutters flyvetid
fra Moskva. Rusland har fremlagt to forslag til internationale
traktater – én med USA, den anden med NATO –som ville give
lovbundne  garantier  om,  at  NATO’s  østlige  udvidelse  ville
ophøre, at især Ukraine og Georgien ikke ville blive inviteret



til at blive en del af NATO og at avancerede våbensystemer
ikke vil blive opstillet på Ruslands dørkam. Disse forslag er
hverken mere eller mindre end de verbale garantier, som blev
givet  til  Sovjetunionen  i  1990  af  de  løgnagtige  Bush-  og
Thatcher-regeringer,  garantier  som  er  blevet
brudt systematisk lige siden. De er hverken mere eller mindre
end det, som præsident John F. Kennedy krævede af Khrusjtjov i
løbet af Cuba–krisen i 1962, der blev afmonteret med succes af
de  behændige  forhandlinger  bag  scenen  af  Kennedy’s
personlige udsending, hans brorBobby Kennedy, skjult fra det
krigsvillige, militær-industrielle kompleks.

 Det er højst nødvendigt, at USA og NATO omgående underskriver
de  forslåede  traktater  med  Rusland  –  og  tager  et  skridt
tilbage fra den atomare udryddelses afgrund.

 Hvad  vi  skildrer  nedenfor  har  fundet  sted,  skridt  for
skridt,  imens  de  fleste  mennesker  rundt  om  i  verden
sov  påvagten.  Det  er  på  tide  at  vågne  op  før
vi,  søvngængeragtigt,  påbegynder  en  tredje,  atomar
verdenskrig.

Den militære side

De sidste tredive års strategiske relationer mellem USA og
NATO, på den ene side, og Rusland, på den anden, er fulde af
brudte løfter, begyndende umiddelbart efter Berlin-murens fald
i november, 1989. Allerede i februar 1990 var den daværende
udenrigsminister, James Baker, i Moskva, hvor han, i kølvandet
på den påbegyndende tyske genforening, som ville finde sted
senere det samme år, lovede den sovjetiske leder, Mikhail
Gorbatjov, og udenrigsminister Eduard Sjevardnadze, at hvis
amerikanske tropper blev i Tyskland, ville NATO ikke udvide
sig »én tomme mod øst«. Men det tog ikke lang tid før USA’s
forsvarsministerium planlagde præcist dette, og processen fik
fuld fart i løbet af præsident Bill Clintons administration.

 Den  første  runde  af  NATO-udvidelse,  efter  Tysklands



genforening, fandt sted i 1999 med indeslutningen af Polen,
Ungarn og Den tjekkiske Republik, efterfulgt i 2004 af alle
tre  baltiske  lande,  Bulgarien,  Rumænien,  Slovakiet  og
Slovenien. Endnu fire lande blev medlemmer i de efterfølgende
år, hvilket bragte antallet af NATO-medlemmer op på tredive
lande. I midten af denne proces, i løbet af George W. Bushs
administration, begyndte USA også at afmontere det system af
strategisk  våbenkontrol,  der  var  blevet  opbygget  gennem
Den kolde Krig, begyndende med USA’s tilbagetrækning fra ABM-
traktaten  fra  1972.  Trump-administrationen  fremskyndte
processen ved at trække USA tilbage fra INF-traktaten og Åben
Himmel-traktaten, hvilket betød at kun den Nye START-traktat
var tilbage, der blev forlænget af præsident Joe Biden kort
efter  han  påbegyndte  sit  embede,  som  værende  den  eneste
traktat om atomvåbenkontrol, der er i kraft mellem USA og
Rusland.

 Vendepunktet, hvad den nuværende krigsfare angår, kom i 2014.
De fortsatte anstrengelser for at indlemme Ukraine i EU’s
fælles  marked,  gennem  den  Ukrainsk-Europæiske
Associeringsaftale,  blev  afvist  som  værende  umulig  at
acceptere af Ukraines regering under Viktor Janukovitj sent i
2013, da det blev klart, at Ukraine de facto ville blive
associeret med NATO og give europæiske varer ubegrænset adgang
til det russiske marked. Janukovitjs drejning væk fra EU førte
til »Euromaidan«-protesterne af dem, som støttede et tættere
fællesskab mellem Ukraine og EU, hvilket i januar eskalerede
til dødelige sammenstød, eftersom disse demonstrationer blevet
taget  over  af  pro-nazistiske  grupperinger,  herunder  dem
associeret  med  personen  Stepan  Bandera,  den  berygtede
ukrainske nazist, som arbejde tæt sammen med Hitler i løbet af
2.  Verdenskrig.  I  februar  måned  eskalerede  volden,  og
Janukovitj blevet drevet ud af sit embede, og den nye regering
begyndte  at  vedtage  stærke  tiltag  mod  det  russisk-talende
mindretal i Ukraine, særligt på Krim og Donetsk- og Lugansk-
regionerne i Østukraine. Alt dette blev gjort med den fulde
støtte  fra  London  og  Washington,  hvor  USA’s



udenrigsministeriums embedskvinde, Victoria Nuland, spillede
en  vigtig  rolle.  EIR  udgav  et  detaljeret
»informationspapir«  og  flere  dybdegående  rapporter  i  sin
udgave  fra  den  7.  februar.  Informationspapiret  kan  findes
via dette link.

 Den  16.  marts  2014  blev  et  referendum  afholdt  i  Krims
autonome Republik og Sevastopols lokale regering, som spurgte
befolkningerne om de ønskede at blive en del af Den russiske
Føderation eller bevare Krims status som en del af Ukraine. På
Krim  stemte  97%  for  at  blive  integreret  med  Den  russiske
Føderation, med en valgdeltagelse på 83%; i Sevastopol var der
også 97%, som stemte for at blive integreret med Den russiske
Føderation, med en valgdeltagelse på 89%.

 Der var hverken en »russisk invasion af Ukraine« eller en
tvungen forandring af nogle grænser.

 I løbet af denne periode protesterede Rusland hele tiden mod
NATO’s østudvidelse, men til ingen nytte. »På trods af vores
talrige protester og anmodninger, er den amerikanske maskine
sat i bevægelse, og transportbåndet ruller fremad«, sagde den
russiske præsident, Vladimir Putin, i sin dramatiske tale den
1. marts til Den føderale Forsamling, hvor han offentliggjorde
en ny generation af strategiske våben, som Rusland havde haft
under  udvikling,  hvoraf  mindst  to  af  disse,  det
hypersoniske  Avangard-våben  beregnet  til  brug  i
interkontinentale ballistiske missiler og Kinzhal-luftaffyrede
ballistiske missiler, er siden blevet en del af det russiske
militær.

—————————————————————————————

Her er den opdaterede version på engelsk. Der er ændringer i
versionen ovenfor, flere kapitler og tidslinjen.
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You  are  being  lied  to.  Russia  is  not  planning  to  invade
Ukraine. Putin is not a “bad actor” out to recreate the Soviet
Empire. Ukraine is not a fledgling democracy just minding its
own business.

As a summary review of the documented record shows, Ukraine is
being used by geopolitical forces in the West that answer to
the bankrupt speculative financial system, as the flashpoint
to trigger a strategic showdown with Russia, a showdown which
is already more dangerous than the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis,
and which could easily end up in a thermonuclear war which no
one would win, and none would survive.

Consider  the  facts  as  we  present  them  in  the  abbreviated
timeline  below.  Russia,  like  China,  has  been  increasingly
subjected to the threat of being destroyed by two distinct
kinds of “nuclear war” by the bellicose and bankrupt UK-U.S.
financial Establishment: (1) “first-use nuclear action,” as
stated most explicitly by the demented Sen. Roger Wicker (R-
MS);  and  (2)  the  “nuclear  option”  in  financial
warfare—measures  so  extreme  that  they  would  be  laying
financial siege to Russia to try to starve it into submission,
as is being done against Afghanistan.

Russia has now announced, for the whole world to hear, that
its red line is about to be crossed, after which it will be
forced  to  respond  with  “retaliatory  military-technical
measures.” That red line, it has made clear, is the further
advance of U.S. and NATO military forces up to the very border
with  Russia,  including  the  positioning  of  defensive  and
offensive nuclear-capable missile systems to within a scarce
five minutes’ flight time to Moscow.



Russia has presented two draft documents—one, a treaty with
the United States, the other, an agreement with NATO—which
together  would  provide  legally  binding  security  guarantees
that NATO’s eastward march will stop, that Ukraine and Georgia
in particular will not be invited to join NATO, and that
advanced  weapons  systems  will  not  be  placed  at  Russia’s
doorstep.

These are neither more nor less than the verbal guarantees the
Soviet Union was given in 1990 by the duplicitous Bush and
Thatcher governments, guarantees that have been systematically
violated ever since. They are neither more nor less than what
President  John  F.  Kennedy  demanded  of  Chairman  Nikita
Khrushchev during the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, which was
successfully defused by the deft back-channel negotiations of
JFK’s personal envoy, his brother and Attorney General, Robert
Kennedy,  out  of  sight  of  the  pro-war  military-industrial
complex.

It  is  urgently  necessary  that  the  United  States  and  NATO
promptly sign those proposed documents with Russia—and step
back from the edge of thermonuclear extinction.

What we chronicle below has been happening, step by step,
while most Americans have been asleep at the switch. It is
time to wake up, before we sleepwalk into thermonuclear World
War III.

The Military Component
The collapse of the socialist states of Eastern Europe and
then the Soviet Union in 1989-91 was a moment of great hope,
for an end of the Cold War and the potential for the parties
of the Cold War to cooperate in building a new world order
based on peace through development. That moment was lost when
the Anglo-American elite chose instead to declare itself “the
only superpower” in a unipolar world, looting Russia and the
former Soviet states, while seeking to either take Russia



over, or to crush it. 

Promises were made to the Soviet Union—and thus to Russia as
its recognized legal successor as a nuclear-weapons power—at
the outset of this period, all of which have been broken over
the past thirty years. Already in February of 1990 in Moscow,
then Secretary of State James Baker promised Soviet leader
Mikhail  Gorbachov  and  Foreign  Minister  Eduard  Shevardnadze
that, in the wake of German reunification which came about
later that year, if U.S. troops remained in Germany there
would be no expansion of NATO “one inch to the East.” (This
was confirmed in official U.S. files released in 2017.)

At that time, Soviet force structure in East Germany consisted
of  around  340,000  troops  and  extensive  military
infrastructure, weapons, and equipment. The terms of their
withdrawal (eventually completed in 1994) and whether or not,
under German reunification, NATO forces would replace them in
that formerly Soviet-occupied section of Germany, were on the
table. Other Eastern European countries, located to the east
of  East  Germany,  were  still  members  of  the  Warsaw  Treaty
Organization (Warsaw Pact), whose dissolution was not then
anticipated; that dissolution happened in July 1991, the month
before the Soviet Union itself broke up. 

But the U.S. Department of Defense was plotting the expansion
of NATO eastwards already by October of 1990. Although there
were  different  policies  being  debated  within  the  U.S.
political leadership, planning for expansion was proceeding
behind the scenes. 

On  the  surface,  Russian  relations  with  the  trans-Atlantic
powers remained non-adversarial for most of the 1990s. In the
economic sphere, however, the “takeover” proceeded apace, with
the adoption of London- and Wall Street-engineered economic
reforms that resulted in the large-scale deindustrialization
of Russia, and could have led to the annihilation of its
military might. There was some planned dismantling of nuclear



weapons in both East and West, with U.S. specialists providing
on-site assistance in the transfer of nuclear weapons from
Ukraine, Belarus and other now independent ex-Soviet areas
back to Russia, as well as in the disposal of some of Russia’s
own weapons.

On May 27, 1997, the NATO-Russia Founding Act1 was signed,
establishing the NATO-Russia Council and other consultation
mechanisms. Among other things, the document declared that
“NATO and Russia do not consider each other as adversaries.”
(Sec.  2,  Para.  2)  NATO  described  the  document  as  “the
expression  of  an  enduring  commitment,  undertaken  at  the
highest political level, to build, together, a lasting and
inclusive peace in the Euro-Atlantic area.” (Sec. 2, Para. 2) 

Nonetheless, a shift began to occur in the late 1990s, driven
by several events. One was that the imported economic reforms,
promoting enormous financial speculation and the looting of
Russian resources, led to a blow-out in August 1998 of the
Russian government bond market (nearly triggering a meltdown
of the global financial system because of bad bets placed on
Russian securities by Wall Street and other hedge funds, as
ex-Director  of  the  International  Monetary  Fund  Michel
Camdessus  later  acknowledged).

In the wake of that collapse, Russia’s London- and Chicago-
trained  liberal  “young  reformers”  were  replaced  by  a
government under the leadership of former Foreign Minister
Yevgeny  Primakov  and  military-industrial  planner  Yuri
Maslyukov,  who  acted  swiftly  to  stem  the  collapse  of  the
remainder of Russia’s industry.

A second factor in Russia’s troubles at that time was the
escalation of terrorist separatist movements in Russia’s North
Caucasus  region,  which  Russian  intelligence  services  had
solidly identified as being backed and egged on not only by
Wahhabite Islamic fundamentalists from Saudi Arabia, but also
by U.S. and UK intelligence agencies directly. In summer 1999,



these networks attempted to split the entire North Caucasus
out of Russia.

Also in the late 1990s, NATO boosted its involvement in the
Bosnian War and other Balkan Peninsula conflicts among the
former components of Yugoslavia, which had broken up. This
meddling peaked with NATO’s bombing of Belgrade, the capital
of Serbia, in March-June 1999 without authorization of the
United Nations Security Council. This action shocked Moscow
with  the  realization  that  NATO  was  prepared  to  act
unilaterally, as it wished, without international consensus. 

In July 1997, at a NATO Summit in Madrid, Poland, Hungary and
the  Czech  Republic  were  invited  to  join  NATO,  which  they
formally did in 1999. This was the first of five rounds of
NATO expansion. In 2004, all three Baltic countries (formerly
republics  within  the  Soviet  Union  proper),  and  Bulgaria,
Romania,  Slovakia,  and  Slovenia  were  admitted.  Four  more
Balkan  countries  joined  in  the  years  following,  bringing
NATO’s membership up to its current level of 30 countries. 

Vladimir Putin, in his Dec. 21, 2021 address to an expanded
meeting of the Defense Ministry Board, expressed Moscow’s view
of the importance of the NATO-Russia Founding Act and its
subsequent betrayal by NATO:

Take the recent past, in the late 1980s and early 1990s, when
we  were  told  that  our  concerns  about  NATO’s  potential
expansion eastwards were absolutely groundless. And then we
saw five waves of the bloc’s eastward expansion. Do you
remember how it happened? All of you are adults. It happened
at a time when Russia’s relations with the United States and
main member states of NATO were cloudless, if not completely
allied.

I have already said this in public and will remind you of
this again: American specialists were permanently present at
the nuclear arms facilities of the Russian Federation. They

http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/67402


went to their office there every day, had desks and an
American flag. Wasn’t this enough? What else is required?
U.S. advisors worked in the Russian government—career CIA
officers, [who] gave their advice. What else did they want?
What was the point of supporting separatism in the North
Caucasus, with the help of even ISIS—well, if not ISIS, there
were  other  terrorist  groups.  They  obviously  supported
terrorists. What for? What was the point of expanding NATO
and withdrawing from the ABM Treaty?

As Putin noted, the United States, under the George W. Bush
Administration, began to dismantle the system of strategic
arms control assembled during the Cold War, beginning in 2002
with the U.S. withdrawal from the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile
(ABM) Treaty, just a few months after Putin had extended an
offer  of  strategic  cooperation  with  the  United  States
following  the  9/11  attacks.

The U.S. administration quickly began planning for a global
ballistic missile defense system (BMDS) in Europe and Asia,
which in Europe led to the first sailing of an American guided
missile  destroyer  equipped  with  the  Aegis  anti-missile
missiles (the USS Arleigh Burke) into the Black Sea in the
spring of 2012. In 2016 would come the inauguration of an
“Aegis Ashore” installation—the same system, but land-based—in
Romania, and the start of construction of a similar site in
Poland.

At a conference in Moscow in May of 2012, then Deputy Chief of
the  Russian  General  Staff  Gen.  Valery  Gerasimov  provided
extensive documentation, with video animations, of the fact
that the BMDS was not aimed primarily at Iran, but did, in its
intended  later  phases,  represent  a  threat  to  Russia’s
strategic deterrent. Putin and other Russian officials have
also  emphasized  the  possibility  of  the  defensive  (anti-
missile)  systems  being  quickly  reconfigured  as  missile
launchers for direct attack.



An  increasingly  sharper  Russian  response  to  the  U.S./NATO
pursuit of these programs and to the rejection of Russia’s
offers of cooperation was also evident in the contrast between
two  speeches  President  Putin  gave  in  Germany:  before
the  Bundestag  (Parliament)  on  September  25,  2001,  and  at
the Munich Security Conference in 2007.

 Putin spoke to the Bundestag, in German, just two weeks after
the 9/11 terrorist attack on the U.S. in 2001. He had called
President Bush within hours of that attack—he was the first
foreign leader to call—offering full Russian support for the
U.S. in the moment of crisis. He told the Germans: “The Cold
War is over,” and posed a vision of global collaboration in
building a new paradigm based on collaboration of the nations
of the world. 

Then  on  February  10,  2007,  Putin  delivered  a
landmark speech at the annual Munich Security Conference. The
Western media and some people who were present, including the
war-monger  U.S.  Senator  John  McCain,  denounced  it  as
belligerent,  and  it  became  a  point  of  departure  for  the
subsequent demonization of Putin. But it was not an aggressive
speech. Putin simply made clear that Russia was not going to
be trampled underfoot, as a subjugated nation in a unipolar
imperial world.

Almost  all  international  media  ignored  how  he  opened  the
speech, with a carefully chosen quotation from Franklin Delano
Roosevelt’s Fireside Chat of September 3,1939, two days after
the Nazi invasion of Poland that had marked the outbreak of
World War II. FDR said, and Putin quoted, “When peace has been
broken anywhere, the peace of all countries everywhere is in
danger.”  This  speech  was  the  signal  that,  speaking  in
strategic  terms,  Russia  was  “back.”

In July 2007, Putin attempted to avert the crossing of a line
that  Moscow  defined  as  a  fundamental  threat  to  Russian
security,  namely  the  installation  of  the  American  BMDS
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directly at Russia’s borders. Visiting President George W.
Bush  in  Kennebunkport,  Maine,  he  proposed  joint  Russian-
American development and deployment of anti-missile systems,
including  an  offer  to  the  U.S.  administration  to  use  the
Russian early-warning radar in Gabala, Azerbaijan as part of a
mutual  Russian-American  missile  defense  system  for  Europe,
instead  of  the  American  BMDS  planned  for  installation  in
Poland  and  the  Czech  Republic  (the  latter  was  changed  to
Romania). Putin also offered to give the U.S. access to a
radar facility in southern Russia, and to place coordination
of the process with the NATO-Russia Council.

Sergei Ivanov, then a deputy prime minister, said that the
Russian  proposals  signified  a  fundamental  change  in
international relations, and could mean an end to talk about a
new Cold War:

If our proposals are accepted, Russia will no longer need to
place new weapons, including missiles, in the European part
of the country, including Kaliningrad.

Negotiations between Russian and American officials over the
Russian  proposal  were  conducted  throughout  2008,  before
petering  out.  Key  to  their  failure  was  the  vehemence  of
Washington’s refusal to abandon construction of the BMDS. In
the words of then Acting Assistant Secretary of State for
Political Military Affairs Stephen Mull:

What we do not accept is that Gabala is a substitute for the
plans that we’re already pursuing with our Czech and Polish
allies. We believe that those installations are necessary for
the security of our interests in Europe.

Clearly,  the  target  was  not  Iran,  but  Russia,  and  the
opportunity  for  a  new  paradigm  was  lost.  

At  the  April  2008  NATO  summit  in  Bucharest,  Georgia  and



Ukraine were promised future NATO membership, although they
were not offered formal Membership Action Plans (MAP). Their
bids, nonetheless, were welcomed by many and they were left
with hopes of MAPs in the future, maybe the near future—enough
so that the Georgians declared:

The decision to accept that we are going forward to an
adhesion to NATO was taken and we consider this is a historic
success.

In  August  2008,  while  President  Dmitri  Medvedev  was  on
vacation and then Prime Minister Putin was at the opening of
the Olympic Games in Beijing, Mikheil Saakashvili’s Georgia
attacked  Russian  peacekeepers  in  the  breakaway  Georgian
province of South Ossetia, leading to a short but ferocious
war, which Georgia lost. The fact that Saakashvili acted on
the assumption he would have full NATO backing, although it
proved wrong in the event, was not lost on Moscow and has
influenced subsequent Russian thinking about what would happen
with Georgia or Ukraine becoming full NATO members.

Ukraine
In December 2008, in the wake of Georgia’s military showdown
with  Russia,  Carl  Bildt  and  Radek  Sikorski,  the  foreign
ministers of Sweden and Poland, respectively, initiated the
European  Union’s  “Eastern  Partnership.”  It  targeted  six
countries  that  were  formerly  republics  within  the  Soviet
Union:  three  in  the  Caucasus  region  (Armenia,  Azerbaijan,
Georgia) and three in East Central Europe (Belarus, Moldova,
Ukraine). They were not to be invited to full EU membership,
but were nevertheless drawn into a vise through so-called EU
Association Agreements (EUAA), each one centered on a Deep and
Comprehensive Free Trade Agreement (DCFTA).

The prime target of the effort was Ukraine. Under the EUAA
negotiated  with  Ukraine,  but  not  immediately  signed,  the



country’s industrial economy would be dismantled, trade with
Russia savaged (with Russia ending its free-trade regime with
Ukraine to prevent its own markets from being flooded via
Ukraine), and EU-based market players would grab Ukraine’s
agricultural and raw materials exports. 

Furthermore,  the  EUAA  mandated  “convergence”  on  security
issues, with integration into European defense systems. Under
such an arrangement, the long-term treaty agreements on the
Russian Navy’s use of its crucial Black Sea ports on the
Crimean Peninsula—a Russian area since the 18th Century, but
administratively assigned to Ukraine within the USSR in the
early  1950s—would  be  terminated,  ultimately  giving  NATO
forward-basing on Russia’s immediate border.

Turning Ukraine against Russia had been a long-term goal of
Cold War Anglo-American strategic planners, as it was earlier
of  Austro-Hungarian  imperial  intelligence  agencies  during
World War I. After World War II, up until the mid-1950s, the
U.S.A.  and  UK  supported  an  insurgency  against  the  Soviet
Union, a civil war that continued on the ground long after
peace had been signed in 1945.

The  insurgents  were  from  the  Organization  of  Ukrainian
Nationalists (OUN) and remnants of the Ukrainian Insurgent
Army (UPA). The OUN had been founded in 1929 from a template
similar to that which produced the Italian and other European
fascist movements. Its leader, Stepan Bandera, was an on-
again/off-again ally of the Nazis, and the OUN-UPA, under an
ethnic-purist  ideology,  committed  mass  slaughter  of  ethnic
Poles and Jews in western Ukraine towards the end of World War
II. In Europe after the War, Bandera was sponsored by British
MI6 (intelligence), while CIA founder Allen Dulles shepherded
Gen.  Mykola  Lebed,  another  OUN  leader,  into  the  U.S.A.,
despite strong opposition from U.S. Army Intelligence, based
on Lebed’s record of collaboration with the Nazis and war
crimes.



Next-generation  followers  of  Lebed,  whose  base  of
operations—the  Prolog  Research  Corporation  in  New  York
City—was funded by Dulles’s CIA for intelligence-gathering and
the distribution of nationalist and other literature inside
the  U.S.S.R.,  staffed  the  U.S.  Radio  Liberty  facility  in
Munich, Germany for broadcasting into Ukraine, up into the

1980s.2

When  the  U.S.S.R.  broke  up  in  August  1991,  key  Banderite
leaders dashed into Lviv, far western Ukraine—a mere 1,240 km
from  Munich,  12  hours  by  car—and  began  to  rebuild  their
movement. Lviv Region, which for many years had been part of
the  Austro-Hungarian  Empire,  not  the  Russian,  was  the
stronghold  of  the  OUN’s  heirs.

The Banderites’ influence got a boost after the 2004 Orange
Revolution in Kiev. Backed by the U.S. National Endowment for
Democracy  and  the  private  foundations  of  financier  George
Soros,  this  was  a  so-called  “color  revolution,”  which
overturned the results of a Presidential election and, in a
second vote, installed banker Victor Yushchenko as President.
He was voted out in 2010 because of popular opposition to his
brutal austerity policies (generated by IMF-dictated formulae
for privatization and deregulation), but not before overseeing
a revision of the official history of Ukraine’s relations with
Russia  in  favor  of  a  radical,  anti-Russian  nationalism
(whereas, historically, there had been a strong tendency among
Ukrainian patriots and advocates of independence to prefer a
long-term alliance with Russia).

The  Lviv-based  Banderites,  meanwhile,  recruited  and
strengthened  their  movement,  and  held  paramilitary  summer
camps  for  young  people  in  the  Ukrainian  countryside  and
elsewhere  in  Eastern  Europe.  At  times,  the  instructors
included off-duty military officers from NATO countries. In
2008, Yushchenko first applied for NATO to grant Ukraine a
Membership Action Plan.



The turning point for Ukraine’s status as a potential trigger
in the current war danger came in 2014. Ongoing efforts to get
Ukraine to finalize its EUAA were rejected as untenable by the
Viktor Yanukovych government in November 2013, when it became
clear  that  free-trade  provisions  giving  European  goods
unlimited access to the Russian market through Ukraine would
bring retaliatory measures by Ukraine’s biggest trade partner,
Russia, to counter this assault on Russia’s own producers, and
thus  would  backfire  against  the  Ukrainian  economy.  When
Yanukovych on November 21 announced postponement of the EU
deal, long-laid Banderite plans to turn Ukraine into a tool
for isolating and demonizing Russia were activated. 

Protesters  against  Yanukovych’s  EUAA  postponement  decision
immediately  began  to  assemble  in  Kiev’s  Maidan  (central
square). Large numbers of ordinary people turned out, waving
EU flags, because of the destruction of the Ukrainian economy
under “shock” deregulation in the 1990s and the IMF-dictated
policies of privatization and austerity throughout the Orange
Revolution years. Many had desperately believed, as Ukrainian
economist Natalia Vitrenko once put it, that the EUAA would
bring them “wages like in Germany and benefits packages like
in  France.”  A  disproportionately  high  number  of  the
demonstrators hailed from far western Ukraine, and pre-planned
violence by the Banderite paramilitary group Right Sector was
then used for systematic escalation of the Maidan.

Bloodshed and victims, all blamed on the regime, were then
used  to  keep  Maidan  fervor  and  outrage  going  through  to

February 2014.3 Neo-Nazi and other fascist symbols defaced
building walls and placards in the Maidan, but they did not
deter public U.S. support of this process. Sen. John McCain
addressed the mob in December 2013, while Assistant Secretary
of State Victoria Nuland passed out cupcakes and negotiated
with the U.S. Ambassador to Ukraine Geoffrey Pyatt regarding
whom to place in office once Yanukovych was ousted. A Nuland-
Pyatt  phone  discussion  of  this  was  caught  on  tape  and



circulated  worldwide.  

On February 18, 2014, Maidan leaders announced a “peaceful
march” on the Supreme Rada (parliament), which turned into an
attack and touched off three days of street fighting. Peaking
on February 20—a day of sniper fire from high buildings that
killed both demonstrators and police—these clashes killed more
than  100.  Scrupulous  research  by  Ukraine-born  Prof.  Ivan
Katchanovski  at  the  University  of  Ottawa,  using  video
recordings and other direct evidence of these events, has
convincingly shown that the majority of the sniper fire came
from the Maidan’s paramilitary positions, not the government’s

Berkut special police forces.4 

On February 21, 2014, a trio of Maidan leaders, including
Arseniy  Yatsenyuk,  the  man  hand-picked  by  Nuland  to  be
Ukraine’s  next  prime  minister,  signed  an  agreement  with
President  Yanukovych,  committing  both  sides  to  a  peaceful
transition  of  power:  constitutional  reform  by  September,
presidential elections late in the year, and the turning in of
weapons. The foreign ministers of France, Germany and Russia
helped negotiate it, with a representative from Moscow as an
observer. When this document was taken to the Maidan, a young
Banderite militant seized the onstage microphone to lead its
rejection by the mob, and threatened Yanukovych’s life if he
didn’t step down by morning. Yanukovych left Kiev that night.
The Rada unconstitutionally installed an acting president. 

Among the new government’s first measures was for the Rada to
strip Russian and other “minority” languages of their status
as  regional  official  languages.  (As  of  the  2001  census,
Russian  was  spoken  throughout  the  country  and  considered
“native” by one-third of the population.) This, with other
measures announced from Kiev, fanned major opposition to the
coup,  centered  in  eastern  Ukraine—the  Donetsk  and  Luhansk
regions (the Donbas) and Crimea. Civil conflict erupted in
both areas, with local groups seizing government buildings. 



In  Crimea,  the  insurgency  against  the  coup-installed  Kiev
regime prevailed. A referendum held March 16, 2014 in the
Autonomous Republic of Crimea and the city of Sevastopol (a
separate jurisdiction on the peninsula), asked voters whether
they wanted to join the Russian Federation or retain Crimea’s
status as a part of Ukraine. In Crimea, 97% of the 83% of
eligible voters who turned out, voted for integration into the
Russian Federation; in Sevastopol, the result was likewise 97%
for integration, while the turnout was even higher, at 89%.

There was no “Russian military invasion of Ukraine.” On March
1 President Putin sought and received authorization from the
Federal Assembly (the legislature) to deploy Russian forces on
Ukrainian territory, citing threats to the lives of Russian
citizens and Russian-ethnic residents of Crimea; these were
troops from the Russian Black Sea Fleet facilities in and
around Sevastopol, already stationed in Crimea. 

The fate of two Donbas self-declared republics in Donetsk and
Luhansk Oblasts (Regions), was not settled so quickly. Support
from  within  Russia  for  these  insurgents  was  unofficial,
including the involvement of Russian military veterans on a
volunteer  basis.  The  Donbas  conflict  turned  into  heavy
fighting in 2014-15, continuing at a lower level until now;
more than 13,000 people have been killed in the past seven
years.  Defeats  of  Kiev’s  forces  by  the  Donbas  militia,
including  their  gaining  full  control  of  the  Donetsk
International  Airport  in  January  2015,  set  the  stage  for
Kiev’s agreement to a ceasefire.

After  one  false  start—the  so-called  Minsk  Protocol  in
September 2014—an interim state of affairs in the Donbas was
agreed to in the February 2015 “Minsk II” accord between the
regime in Kiev, then under President Peter Poroshenko, and
representatives of the self-declared Donbas republics, which
was  negotiated  by  Kiev,  France,  Germany  and  Russia  with
support from the Organization for Security and Co-operation in
Europe  (OSCE).  It  provided  for  a  ceasefire,  pullback  of

https://peacemaker.un.org/UA-ceasefire-2014


weapons, prisoner exchanges, and humanitarian relief, as well
as a political settlement within Ukraine. This envisaged a
special  status  for  the  Donbas,  with  extensive  regional
autonomy  including  the  “right  of  linguistic  self-
determination.” Re-establishment of Ukraine’s “full control”
over  its  border  with  Russia  in  the  Donbas  was  to  occur
following provisional granting of the special status and after
local elections. The special status was to be enshrined in the
Ukrainian Constitution by the end of 2015. 

The UN Security Council endorsed Minsk II on February 17,
2015.  It  remains  unimplemented,  because  Kiev  almost
immediately refused to conduct the elections or fully legalize
the special status, until first being given control over the
Donbas-Russia  border.  Today,  President  Volodymyr  Zelensky’s
government in Kiev refuses even to meet with Donbas leaders
for negotiations, and continues to claim that the Donbas is
under Russian “occupation,” and therefore Kiev should talk
only with Russia, not the Donbas leaders. Sporadic fighting
has continued, with a new escalation of shelling across the
“line of contact” between the Donbas entities and the rest of
Ukraine.

A New U.S. War Posture
The  Trump  Administration  accelerated  the  take-down  of  the
entire architecture of international arms-control agreements
by withdrawing the U.S. from the Intermediate-Range Nuclear
Forces (INF) Treaty, signed by President Ronald Reagan and
Mikhail  Gorbachov  in  1987,  and  the  Open  Skies  Treaty,
negotiated by NATO and the Warsaw Pact nations in 1992. This
left the New START Treaty (Measures for the Further Reduction
and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, signed by the U.S.
and  the  Russian  Federation  in  2010)  as  the  last  of  the
existing  arms  control  agreements—the  one  covering  heavy
intercontinental  missiles.  Upon  taking  office  this  year,
President Joe Biden extended the New START Treaty for five



years, a decision welcomed by Moscow. 

On January 19, 2018, the U.S. Department of Defense released
its  new  National  Defense  Strategy.  “Great  power
competition—not terrorism—is now the primary focus of U.S.
national security,” said the then Secretary of Defense James
Mattis in a speech describing the document:

We face growing threats from revisionist powers as different
as China and Russia, nations that seek to create a world
consistent  with  their  authoritarian  models—pursuing  veto
authority  over  other  nations’  economic,  diplomatic,  and
security decisions.

Hours later, Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov said, in
response to the release of the new Pentagon strategy:

We regret that, instead of conducting a normal dialogue,
instead of relying on international law, the United States
seeks  to  prove  its  leadership  through  confrontational
concepts and strategies.

All throughout this time period, Moscow has protested these
confrontational  actions,  but  to  no  avail.  “Despite  our
numerous protests and pleas, the American machine has been set
into motion, the conveyer belt is moving forward,” Russian
President  Vladimir  Putin  said  in  his  dramatic  March  1,
2018 address to the Federal Assembly, in which he publicly
announced the new generation of strategic weapons that Russia
had under development, at least two of which, the Avangard
hypersonic  glide  vehicle  for  ICBMs  and  the  Kinzhal
aeroballistic  missile,  have  since  been  introduced  into
service.

http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/65418


The Economic Component
Beginning in March 2014, right after the February 2014 coup in
Kiev,  the  United  States  imposed  financial  and  economic
sanctions on Russia, purportedly over Crimea and the Donbas
republics. These sanctions have included five Acts of Congess,
six Presidential Executive Orders, ten “Directives pursuant to
Executive  Orders”  and  two  additional  Presidential
“Determinations.” This, according to the Treasury Department’s
sanctions list. There have of course been other sanctions,
property  seizures,  diplomatic  expulsions  for  other  alleged
reasons, as well as other forms of economic warfare. All of
the Ukraine/Crimea-related sanctions remain in effect; none
have been lifted. The last major new round of sanctions was
imposed  in  2018  (the  CAATSA  Act),  coinciding  with  new
sanctions  over  the  Sergei  Skripal  poisoning  case.

According to various estimates, the resultant cost to Russia’s
economy of all of these sanctions (in GDP accounting) has been
in  the  range  of  $250-400  billion,  with  comparable  losses
imposed on European economies.

In addition, in 2016 and 2017, President Putin accused the
Barack Obama Administration of having conspired with Saudi
Arabia  to  lower  the  price  of  oil  and  thereby  damage  the
Russian  economy.  During  the  Trump  Administration,  that
appeared not to continue, as Russia and Saudi Arabia made two
significant production-pricing agreements on oil, the second
in 2019 with Trump Administration participation of some kind. 

In 2021, the crisis came to a head.

2021 Timeline
February 2: The U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings published an
article by Adm. Charles A. Richard, Commander of the U.S.
Strategic  Command,  in  which  he  claimed  that  the  risk  of



nuclear war with Russia or China was increasing and called for
action. 

There is a real possibility that a regional crisis with
Russia  or  China  could  escalate  quickly  to  a  conflict
involving nuclear weapons, if they perceived a conventional
loss would threaten the regime or state. Consequently, the
U.S.  military  must  shift  its  principal  assumption  from
“nuclear employment is not possible” to “nuclear employment
is a very real possibility,” and act to meet and deter that
reality.

March 15: The U.S. Army-led DEFENDER-Europe 21 exercise began
and ran through the month of June, involving 28,000 troops
from 27 different countries. The exercise included “nearly
simultaneous operations across more than 30 training areas” in
a dozen countries, reported Army Times. 

March 16: The UK Government of Prime Minister Boris Johnson
released  its  Integrated  Review  of  security,  defense,
development,  and  foreign  policy.  The  report,  among  other
things, announced that the UK nuclear warhead stockpile would
be increased from 180 to 260 warheads. This was decided “in
recognition of the evolving security environment, including
the  developing  range  of  technological  and  doctrinal
threats….”  

April  1:  U.S.  Secretary  of  Defense  Lloyd  Austin  called
Ukrainian  Defense  Minister  Andriy  Taran  “to  discuss  the
regional  security  situation,”  the  Pentagon  reported,
condemning the supposed “escalations of Russian aggressive and
provocative actions in eastern Ukraine.” Austin assured Taran:

Washington  will  not  give  up  on  Ukraine  in  case  Russia
escalates aggression. [And] in the event of an escalation of
Russian aggression, the United States will not leave Ukraine
to  its  own  devices,  and  neither  will  it  allow  Russia’s
aggressive aspirations toward Ukraine to be realized.



April  13:  Russian  Defense  Minister  Sergei  Shoigu  visited
Northern Fleet headquarters in Severomorsk, where he said that
the United States and its NATO allies were building up naval
and land forces in the Arctic, increasing the intensity of
combat  training,  and  expanding  and  modernizing  military
infrastructure.

This activity is typical not only for the Arctic region. Over
the past three years, the North Atlantic bloc has increased
its military activity near the Russian borders.

Shoigu then commented on the DEFENDER-Europe 21 exercise:

Now  American  troops  are  being  transferred  from  the
continental part of North America across the Atlantic to
Europe. There is a movement of troops in Europe to the
Russian borders. The main forces are concentrated in the
Black Sea region and the Baltic region…. In total, 40,000
military personnel and 15,000 units of weapons and military
equipment, including strategic aviation, will be concentrated
near our territory…. In response to the Alliance’s military
activities  threatening  Russia,  we  have  taken  appropriate
measures.

Within three weeks, two Russian armies and three formations
of the airborne troops were successfully transferred to the
western borders of the Russian Federation performing combat
training tasks.

The troops have shown full readiness and ability to perform
tasks to ensure the military security of the country.

April 15: The Biden White House issued an Executive Order (EO
14024)  proclaiming  that  Russia’s  various  so-called  malign
actions “constitute an unusual and extraordinary threat to the
national security, foreign policy, and economy of the United



States.”

That EO contained a series of new sanctions against Russia,
including expelling ten diplomats, blacklisting six Russian
technology companies, sanctioning 32 entities and individuals,
and—most importantly—prohibiting U.S. financial institutions
from participating in the primary market for ruble or non-
ruble denominated bonds issued after June 14, 2021, by the
Russian government and its financial institutions.

The explicitly stated purpose of the measures was to trigger
voluminous capital flight and a “negative feedback loop” that
would  wreak  havoc  on  the  Russian  economy.  A  background
briefing  by  an  unnamed  senior  administration  official
elaborated:

There are elements of this new EO that give us additional
authorities  that  we  are  not  exercising  today  …  We  are
prepared, going forward, to impose substantial and lasting
costs if this [Russian] behavior continues or escalates …
We’re also delivering a clear signal that the President has
maximum flexibility to expand the sovereign debt prohibitions
if Russia’s maligned [sic] activities continue or escalate.

The latter was widely understood as a threat that further
sanctions could follow barring participation in the far more
important secondary bond market, and even escalate to the so-

called “nuclear option” of expelling Russia from SWIFT.5

June 14: The EO announced on April 15, 2021 officially went
into effect—two days before the June 16, 2021 summit between
presidents Biden and Putin. 

June 23: The Russian Defense Ministry announced that a Russian
warship fired warning shots at the Royal Navy destroyer HMS
Defender, which it said had violated Russia’s maritime border
around  Crimea  in  the  Black  Sea.  HMS  Defender  had  entered
waters  in  the  vicinity  of  Crimea’s  Cape  Fiolent  that  are



within  Russian  sovereign  territory,  and  it  had  ignored
warnings  to  depart  the  area.  Not  mentioned  in  the  press
coverage but visible on flight tracking websites was an U.S.
Air Force RC-135V electronic intelligence aircraft, which was
rounding the west coast of Crimea at the time of the Russian
naval encounter with the Defender.

The BBC, which had one of its own reporters on board the
British warship, confirmed that the HMS Defender deliberately
entered  waters  claimed  by  Russia  in  order  to  provoke  a
response from Russian forces:

This  would  be  a  deliberate  move  to  make  a  point  to
Russia. HMS Defender was going to sail within the 19 km (12
mile) limit of Crimea’s territorial waters.

June 23: Russian Defense Minister Sergei Shoigu again warned
of the strategic danger facing Europe in an address to the
Moscow Conference on International Security:

As a whole, the situation in Europe is explosive and requires
specific  steps  to  de-escalate  it.  The  Russian  side  has
proposed a number of measures. For example, it put forward a
proposal to move the areas of drills away from the contact
line. 

Shoigu also pointed to Russia’s proposal for a moratorium on
the deployment of intermediate- and shorter-range missiles in
Europe, calling them “a special danger” for Europe because
their deployment in Europe “will return to the situation, when
the Europeans were hostage to the confrontation between the
U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A.”

Speaking at the same conference, Gen. Valeriy Gerasimov, the
chief of the Russian General Staff, pointed to NATO as a
destabilizing factor:

NATO’s  naval  activity  near  our  borders  has  grown



considerably. Warships outfitted with long-range precision
weapons  are  operating  in  the  Black  and  Baltic  Seas
constantly, while reconnaissance, patrol and attack aircraft
and  also  unmanned  aerial  vehicles  are  performing  their
flights. The operations by the warships of the United States
and  its  allies  are  clearly  of  a  provocative  nature….
Preconditions  are  being  created  for  the  emergence  of
incidents, which does not contribute to reducing military
tensions.

September 20: NATO kicked off Exercise Rapid Trident 21 at the
Yavoriv training range in western Ukraine, with 6,000 troops
from 15 countries, including 300 from the U.S. The drills are
“an important step towards Ukraine’s European integration,”
said Brigadier General Vladyslav Klochkov, co-director of the
exercises. 

October 6: NATO ordered the expulsion of eight diplomats from
the Russian mission at NATO headquarters in Brussels, alleging
that  they  were  “undeclared  Russian  intelligence  officers.”
Moscow retaliated Oct 18 by announcing that Russia’s mission
to NATO would shut down and the NATO information office in
Moscow  would  be  closed  and  its  staff  stripped  of  their
accreditation.

“If anyone ever believed in the sincerity of those statements
[from NATO], there are none left today. Their true price is
clear for everyone,” said Russian Deputy Minister of Foreign
Affairs Alexander Grushko, in response to the NATO action.

October 19: U.S. Secretary of Defense Lloyd Austin landed in
Kiev  and,  speaking  at  a  press  conference  at  the  Defense
Ministry, promised the regime’s leaders that the U.S. will
back it in its conflict with Russia:

Let me underscore what President Biden said during President
Zelensky’s  recent  visit  to  Washington.  U.S.  support  for
Ukraine’s  sovereignty  and  territorial  integrity  is



unwavering. So, we again call on Russia to end its occupation
of Crimea … to stop perpetuating the war in eastern Ukraine …
to end its destabilizing activities in the Black Sea and
along Ukraine’s borders … and to halt its persistent cyber-
attacks  and  other  malign  activities  against  the  United
States, and our Allies and partners.

He noted that the U.S. has spent $2.5 billion in support of
Ukraine’s military forces “so that they can preserve their
country’s territorial integrity and secure its borders and
territorial waters.”

“I think our posture in the region continues to present a
credible threat against Russia and it enables NATO forces to
operate more effectively should deterrence fail,” Austin said
the following day in Romania. “And I think this is borne out
of  our  commitment  to  sustaining  a  rotational  U.S.  force
presence.”

October 21: The NATO defense ministers, on the first day of
their meeting in Brussels, endorsed “a new overarching plan to
defend our Alliance.…” The new plan includes: “significant
improvements to our air and missile defenses, strengthening
our  conventional  capabilities  with  fifth  generation  jets,
adapting our exercises and intelligence, and improving the
readiness and effectiveness of our nuclear deterrent.” NATO
Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg said that the alliance has
been increasing its presence on the Black Sea, “because the
Black Sea is of strategic importance for NATO.” 

October 21: Putin warned in a speech to the Valdai Discussion
Club in Sochi that Ukraine doesn’t even have to be formally
brought into the NATO alliance to pose a strategic threat to
Russia:

Formal membership in NATO ultimately may not happen, but the
military development of the territory is already underway.
And this really poses a threat to the Russian Federation …



Tomorrow, rockets could appear near Kharkov, what are we
going to do about it? It’s not us placing our missiles there,
it’s them shoving theirs under our nose.

Putin cited NATO’s promise not to move its infrastructure
eastwards after the reunification of Germany, a promise which
it did not keep:

Everyone from all sides said that after the unification, in
no circumstances would NATO infrastructure move toward the
East. Russia should have been able to at least rely on that.
That’s what they said, there were public statements. But in
practice? They lied … and then they expanded it once, and
then they expanded it again.

October 30: The Washington Post, citing unnamed officials,
reported that the Russians were engaged in another buildup of
troops along the border with Ukraine. The article’s authors
said the troop movements have reignited concerns that arose in
April.

“The point is: It is not a drill. It doesn’t appear to be a
training exercise. Something is happening. What is it?” said
Michael  Kofman,  Program  Director  of  the  Russia  Studies
Program at the Virginia-based nonprofit analysis group CNA. 

November 1: Politico published satellite imagery purporting to
show  a  Russian  troop  buildup  near  the  Ukrainian  border,
including armored units, tanks, and self-propelled artillery,
along with ground troops massing near the Russian town of
Yelnya close to the border with Belarus. Elements of the 1st
Guards Tank Army were spotted in the area. The army “has been
designed to conduct operations at every level of combat from
counterinsurgency  to  mechanized  warfare,”  Jane’s  analysis
reported. 

Even  the  Ukrainian  Defense  Ministry  denied  the  reported

https://www.politico.com/news/2021/11/01/satellite-russia-ukraine-military-518337


Russian military buildup, stating officially: “As of November
1, 2021, an additional transfer of Russian units, weapons and
military equipment to the state border of Ukraine was not
recorded.”

November 2: The Russian Security Council announced that CIA
Director William Burns was in Moscow for two days of talks
with Nikolai Patrushev, Secretary of the Security Council.
According to leaks reported by CNN on November Nov. 5, Biden
sent Burns to Moscow to tell the Russians to stop their troop
buildup near Ukraine’s border, which the U.S. was monitoring
closely. 

November 8: For the first time, a Resolution passed by both
Houses of Congress voiced the demand for “crushing sanctions”
on Russia’s economy, purportedly to stop the Nord Stream 2
pipeline, because, in the words of Sen. James Risch, “Russia
is creating and weaponizing this energy crisis.” Sen. Ron
Johnson said the U.S should “use crushing sanctions to stop
the  pipeline.”  Sen.  Tom  Cotton  added:  “The  Nord  Stream  2
pipeline will expand Russian influence and threaten energy
security  throughout  Europe.  Since  the  Biden  administration
won’t hold Putin accountable, Congress must take action to
ensure our NATO allies aren’t hostage to Russian energy.”

November  11:  Kremlin  spokesman  Dmitry  Peskov  warned  that
Russia is prepared to act against any NATO provocations:

If necessary, we will take measures to ensure our security if
there  are  provocative  actions  by  our  opponents  near  our
borders. I’m referring to NATO and NATO forces that are
taking rather active and assertive actions in close proximity
to our borders, be it in the air, on water, or on land.

November 16: British Defense Secretary Ben Wallace met in Kiev
with  Ukrainian  President  Zelensky,  and  signed  a  joint
statement  with  Ukraine  Defense  Minister  Oleksii  Reznikov.
Zelensky “thanked Ben Wallace for the unwavering support of



the UK for the independence and territorial integrity of our
country  within  its  internationally  recognized  borders,”
according to a statement issued by his office. Zelensky “also
praised  the  signing  of  the  Ukrainian-British  Bilateral
Framework  Agreement  on  official  credit  support  for  the
development of the Ukrainian fleet’s capabilities:

The United Kingdom has become our key partner in building the
Ukrainian  fleet.  I  expect  that  future  security  projects
planned under this agreement will be effectively implemented.

November 18: During an address to a meeting of the Russian
Foreign Policy Board, President Putin protested the repeated
flights of U.S. bombers close to Russia’s borders:

Indeed,  we  constantly  express  our  concerns  about  these
matters  and  talk  about  red  lines,  but  of  course,  we
understand that our partners are peculiar in the sense that
they have a very—how to put it mildly—superficial approach to
our warnings about red lines.

Putin repeated that Russian concerns about NATO’s eastward
expansion “have been totally ignored.”

November  19:  U.S.  Director  of  National  Intelligence  Avril
Haines landed in Brussels to brief NATO ambassadors on U.S.
intelligence on the situation and the possibility of a Russian
military intervention in Ukraine. 

NATO’s Stoltenberg suggested that if the new German government
(which was still the subject of coalition negotiations) were
to pull out of the NATO nuclear sharing arrangement, the B61
nuclear  bombs  currently  stored  in  Germany  could  be  moved
eastwards:

Of course, it’s up to Germany to decide whether the nuclear
arms  will  be  deployed  in  this  country,  but  there’s  an
alternative to this; the nuclear arms may easily end up in



other European countries, including these to the east of
Germany. 

That is, even closer to Russia’s border.

November 20: Ukrainian military intelligence chief Brig. Gen.
Kyrylo Budanov told Military Times, on the sidelines of the
Halifax  International  Security  Conference,  that  Russia  has
more  than  92,000  troops  massed  near  Russia’s  border  with
Ukraine and is preparing for an attack by the end of January
or beginning of February 2022.

November  21:  Bloomberg  published  a  report  citing  unnamed
sources saying that the U.S. had shared intelligence including
maps with European allies that shows a buildup of 100,000
Russian troops and artillery to prepare for a rapid, large-
scale push into Ukraine from multiple locations, should Putin
decide to invade.

November 30: Radio Free Europe reported that U.S. Republicans
had blocked voting on the National Defense Authorization Act
(NDAA)  until  Nord  Stream  2  sanctions  were  added  to  it,
objecting that the Russia-to-Germany Baltic Sea pipeline will
deny  billions  in  annual  revenue  to  “ally”  Ukraine.  (The
overland pipeline from Yamal in Siberia to Europe traverses
Ukraine, which collects transit fees.) 

December 5: Neo-con Democrat Michèle Flournoy, former Under
Secretary of Defense for Policy under President Barack Obama,
appeared on “Fox News Sunday” and declared that President
Biden, in his upcoming December 7 video-conference summit with
Putin,  was  going  to  threaten  “much  more  severe”
financial/economic  sanctions  on  Russia  than  anything
previously  done:

[What] the administration is actively considering with our
allies, is an escalating set of sanctions that go beyond
what’s  been  done  before.  I’m  sure  they  are  looking  at



sanctioning  the  banking  system,  sanctioning  the  energy
sector, possibly cutting off Russia from the SWIFT system,@5
which  enables  all  of  their  international  financial
transactions. So, they’re looking at much more serious means
… much greater level of pain than anything [that Russia has
faced to date]. 

December 6: The day before the Biden-Putin video conference,
an anonymous senior White House official briefed the press
that all NATO allies had agreed on a package of “financial
sanctions that would impose significant and severe economic
harm on the Russian economy” should Russia invade Ukraine:

We believe that there is a way forward here that will allow
us to send a clear message to Russia there will be genuine
and  meaningful  and  enduring  costs  to  choosing  to  go
forward—should they choose to go forward—with a military
escalation….  We  have  had  intensive  discussions  with  our
European partners about what we would do collectively in the
event of a major Russian military escalation in Ukraine, and
we believe that we have a path forward that would involve
substantial economic countermeasures by both the Europeans
and the United States, We have put together a pretty damn
aggressive package.

In its coverage, CNN raised the “nuclear option” directly:

Officials have also been weighing disconnecting Russia from
the SWIFT international payment system, upon which Russia
remains heavily reliant, according to two sources familiar
with the discussions. This is being considered a “nuclear”
option.  The  European  Parliament  passed  a  nonbinding
resolution in the spring calling for such a move should
Russia invade Ukraine, and the U.S. has been discussing it
with EU counterparts.



Later the same day, after Biden had personally spoken with
European leaders, the White House issued a statement which did
not mention financial sanctions or significant economic damage
to Russia. It said, “diplomacy is the only way forward to
resolve the conflict in Donbas through the implementation of
the Minsk Agreements.”

December 7: Presidents Biden and Putin held a video conference
summit, after which National Security Adviser Jake Sullivan
assured the media that Biden—

told President Putin directly that if Russia further invades
Ukraine, the United States and our European allies would
respond with strong economic measures, and would provide
additional defensive material to the Ukrainians, above and
beyond that which we are already providing, [and that the
United States] would fortify our NATO allies on the eastern
flank, with additional capabilities in response to such an
escalation.

Biden himself emphasized later that he was considering Putin’s
demand  for  security  guarantees,  which  later  resulted  in
Russia’s proposals (see below).

December  12:  The  new  German  Foreign  Minister,  Annalena
Baerbock, declared on a national television interview that the
Nord Stream 2 pipeline could not become operational because,
according to the German government coalition agreements, the
pipeline was not consistent with European energy law.

The previous government of Chancellor Angela Merkel had found
the opposite. Baerbock, a war-hawk Green Party leader, did not
explain the reversal. The Hill pointed out that the Greens
want Ukraine in NATO.

December 17: The Russian Foreign Ministry released two draft
treaties  specifying  guarantees  for  Russia’s  security,  one,
an  agreement  between  Russia  and  NATO,  and  the  other,

https://mid.ru/ru/foreign_policy/rso/nato/1790803/?lang=en


a  treaty  between  Russia  and  the  United  States.

Both  documents  call  for  recognizing  a  principle  of  “non-
interference  in  the  internal  affairs”  of  each  other,
acknowledge that a “direct military clash between them could
result in the use of nuclear weapons that would have far-
reaching consequences,” reaffirm “that a nuclear war cannot be
won and must never be fought,” and recognize “the need to make
every effort to prevent the risk of outbreak of such war among
States that possess nuclear weapons.”

The  operative  part  of  the  U.S.-Russia  treaty  calls  for
refraining  from  taking  actions  “that  could  undermine  core
security interests of the other Party.” Cognizant of the drive
for NATO-ization of Ukraine, Article 4 states:

The  United  States  of  America  shall  undertake  to  prevent
further eastward expansion of NATO and deny accession to the
Alliance to the States of the former U.S.S.R.

And,

The United States of America shall not establish military
bases in the territory of the States of the former U.S.S.R.
that are not members of NATO, use their infrastructure for
any  military  activities  or  develop  bilateral  military
cooperation with them.

It goes on to state that the Parties (the U.S. and Russia)
will not take military actions outside their own borders that
threaten each other’s national security, or fly bombers or
sail warships outside of their territorial waters in ways that
would  threaten  each  other.  On  the  U.S.’  expansion  of  its
nuclear weapons to include those stored in such locations of
Germany, the treaty states,

The Parties shall refrain from deploying nuclear weapons
outside their national territories and return such weapons

https://mid.ru/ru/foreign_policy/rso/nato/1790818/?lang=en


already deployed … to their national territories.

December 19: An anonymous senior White House official told CNN
and other media that there was “only about a four-week window”
to  compel  Russia  to  de-escalate  and  that  U.S.-planned
sanctions  “would  be  overwhelming,  immediate,  and  inflict
significant costs on the Russian economy and their financial
system.”

December 21: In an extensive report delivered to an expanded
meeting  of  the  Defense  Ministry  Board,  Russian  Defense
Minister Sergei Shoigu stated:

Tensions are growing on the western and eastern borders of
Russia.  The  United  States  is  intensifying  its  military
presence at Russian borders. 

The United States and NATO are purposefully increasing the
scale and intensity of military training activities near
Russia.  Increasingly,  they  involve  strategic  aviation,
carrying out simulated launches of nuclear missiles at our
facilities. The number of their flights near the Russian
borders has more than doubled.

NATO pays special attention to the issues of the transfer of
troops to the eastern flank of the alliance, including from
the continental part of the United States. The exercises are
practicing various options for using coalition groups against
Russia with the use of non-aligned states—Georgia, Moldova
and Ukraine. 

The presence of more than 120 employees of American PMCs
[private  military  companies]  in  Avdeevka  and  Priazovskoe
settlements in Donetsk region has been reliably established.
They equip firing positions in residential buildings and at
socially significant facilities, prepare Ukrainian special



operations  forces  and  radical  armed  groups  for  active
hostilities. To commit provocations, tanks with unidentified
chemical components were delivered to Avdeevka and Krasny
Liman cities.

Speaking at that same meeting of the Defense Ministry Board,
Russian President Putin himself sounded the alarm:

What they [the United States] are doing on the territory of
Ukraine now—or trying to do and going to do—this is not
thousands of kilometers away from our national border. This
is at the doorstep of our home. They must understand that we
simply have nowhere to retreat further…. Do they think we
don’t see these threats? Or do they think that we are so
weak-willed to simply look blankly at the threats posed to
Russia?

As I have already noted, in the event of the continuation of
the obviously aggressive line of our Western colleagues, we
will take adequate retaliatory military-technical measures,
and  react  toughly  to  unfriendly  steps.  And,  I  want  to
emphasize, we have every right to do so, we have every right
to  take  actions  designed  to  ensure  the  security  and
sovereignty of Russia…. We are extremely concerned about the
deployment of elements of the U.S. global missile defense
system near Russia.

NATO’s  udvidelse  mod  øst  i

https://schillerinstitut.dk/si/2022/01/natos-udvidelse-mod-oest/


billeder

»Aldrig atomkrig«-erklæringen
af  fem  stormagter  begynder
2022, LaRouches år
Den 3. januar (EIRNS) — Imens året 2022 åbnede, der markerer
økonomen og statsmanden Lyndon LaRouches 100-års fødselsdag,
rådførte  stats-  og  regeringscheferne  for  de  fem
atomvåbenstater, som også er de permanente medlemmer af FN’s
Sikkerhedsråd (P5), sig med hinanden, som Helga Zepp-LaRouche
har insisteret på, at de må gøre, og udstedte for første gang
en erklæring om, at »atomkrig ikke kan vindes og aldrig må
udkæmpes« (se hele erklæringen nedenunder). Ordene blev brugt
af præsidenterne Biden og Putin efter deres videokonference
den 7. december 2021; og denne erklæring vil nu være in mente,
når USA-Rusland-NATO-forhandlingerne om Ukraine-krisen finder
sted den 10.-13. januar.

Men den grundlæggende årsag til optimisme her er ikke så meget
ordene i denne erklæring, men at lederne af de fem magter
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handlede sammen mod global krig. Helga Zepp-LaRouche havde
offentligt opfordret dem til at gøre dette for præcis to år
siden – den 3. jan. 2020, i den farlige periode efter USA’s
mord  på  den  iranske  general  Qassem  Soleimani  –  og  har
opfordret dem til det mange gange siden. Den 15. januar 2020,
to  uger  efter  Helga  LaRouches  første  appel,  opfordrede
Ruslands præsident Putin til et P5-statsoverhoved-topmøde for
at behandle problemerne med fred, sikkerhed og terrorisme – og
han har også gentaget det forslag adskillige gange siden; og
hans talsmand understregede i dag, at det stadig er nødvendigt
efter denne »aldrig atomkrig«-erklæring.

Allerede i begyndelsen af marts 2020 havde Helga LaRouche
identificeret  COVID-pandemien  –  med  krav  om  et  moderne
sundhedssystem opbygget i alle lande – som den nye betingelse
for  et  sådant  stormagtstopmøde.  Dette  må  ske  som  en
nødforanstaltning i Afghanistan sammen med fødevarehjælp og
strømforsyningsgarantier for at redde millioner af liv. Det er
starten  på,  gennem  fysisk-økonomisk  udvikling,  det  rigtige
navn  for  fred;  og  det  peger  på  et  nyt  internationalt
kreditsystem, som Franklin Roosevelts Bretton Woods, i stedet
for det krakkende kasino, vi har nu. Det er disse missioner,
der er unikt tilgængelige gennem det Lyndon LaRouche kaldte
»fire-magtsaftalen« mellem USA, Rusland, Kina og Indien. Det
gør dagens »P5«-erklæring væsentlig ud over dets ordlyd.

Erklæringen blev offentliggjort samtidigt omkring kl. 11:00
amerikansk  østlig  tid  på  alle  fem
præsidenters/premierministres hjemmesider. »Vi bekræfter, at
en atomkrig ikke kan vindes og aldrig må udkæmpes,« siger
erklæringen. »Da brug af atomvåben ville have vidtrækkende
konsekvenser, bekræfter vi også, at atomvåben – så længe de
fortsætter med at eksistere – bør tjene defensive formål,
afskrække aggression og forhindre krig. Vi er overbevist om,
at yderligere spredning af sådanne våben må forhindres«. Dette
irettesætter de gale krigshøge som USA’s senator Roger Wicker,
der har rejst »muligheden« for et første atomangreb på Rusland



i forbindelse med Ukraine.

De fem underskrivere bekræfter også vigtigheden af at imødegå
atomare trusler, såvel som deres forpligtelser i forhold til
traktaten  om  ikke-spredning  af  atomvåben  (NPT)  og  dens
forpligtelse til »at føre forhandlinger i god tro om effektive
foranstaltninger  vedrørende  standsning  af  atomvåbenkapløbet
snarligt«.  De  »bekræfter,  at  ingen  af  vores  atomvåben  er
rettet mod hinanden eller mod nogen anden stat«.

De erklærede også: »Vi har til hensigt at fortsætte med at
søge bilaterale og multilaterale diplomatiske tilgange for at
undgå  militære  konfrontationer,  styrke  stabilitet  og
forudsigelighed, øge den gensidige forståelse og tillid og
forhindre et våbenkapløb, der ikke ville gavne nogen og bringe
alle i fare. Vi er fast besluttet på at føre en konstruktiv
dialog  med  gensidig  respekt  og  anerkendelse  af  hinandens
sikkerhedsinteresser og bekymringer«.

Det russiske udenrigsministeriums talskvinde, Maria Zakharova,
sagde:  »Vi  håber,  at  godkendelsen  af  en  sådan  politisk
erklæring  under  de  nuværende  vanskelige  forhold  for
international sikkerhed vil hjælpe med at reducere niveauet af
internationale  spændinger«.  Kreml-talsmand  Dmitry  Peskov
understregede, at Moskva stadig betragtede et topmøde mellem
verdens  store  atommagter  som  »nødvendigt«.  Kinas
viceudenrigsminister,  Ma  Zhaoxu,  blev  citeret  af  det
officielle nyhedsagentur, Xinhua, at løftet »vil hjælpe med at
øge  den  gensidige  tillid  og  erstatte  konkurrence  mellem
stormagter med koordinering og samarbejde«.

Men det er kun et skridt, som disse nationers ledere skal
holdes til. Det transatlantiske bank- og finanssystem er på
vej mod hyperinflation og krak. Det, verden absolut har brug
for, er en stormagtsforhandlingsproces, som i det mindste også
involverer Indien, for at iværksætte et nyt internationalt
kreditsystem, der er i stand til at finansiere reel økonomisk
udvikling,  »TVA-lignende«,  gennemgribende  udvikling  af



fattigere regioner (TVA var et statsligt udviklingsagentur i
USA  til  udvikling  af  Tennessee-dalen  under  depressionen  i
1930’erne  –red.),  avanceret  udvikling  af  atomkraft,
teknologiske fremskridt drevet frem af lynprogrammer inden for
rumvidenskab og fusionskraft. Vejlederen og planlæggeren af
denne proces, og verdens førende i kampen for den, var Lyndon
LaRouche. Dette begynder LaRouches år.
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Georgien bliver medlemmer.

The following is an edited transcription of an interview with
Russia expert Jens Jørgen Nielsen, by Michelle Rasmussen, Vice
President  of  the  Schiller  Institute  in  Demark,  conducted
December 30, 2021. Mr. Nielsen has degrees in the history of
ideas and communication. He is a former Moscow correspondent
for the major Danish daily Politiken in the late 1990s. He is
the author of several books about Russia and the Ukraine, and
a  leader  of  the  Russian-Danish  Dialogue  organization.  In
addition, he is an associate professor of communication and
cultural differences at the Niels Brock Business College in
Denmark.

Michelle Rasmussen: Hello, viewers. I am Michelle Rasmussen,
the Vice President of the Schiller Institute in Denmark. This
is an interview with Jens Jørgen Nielsen from Denmark.

The Schiller Institute released a [[memorandum]][[/]] December
24 titled “Are We Sleepwalking into Thermonuclear World War
III.” In the beginning, it states, “Ukraine is being used by
geopolitical forces in the West that answer to the bankrupt
speculative financial system, as the flashpoint to trigger a
strategic showdown with Russia, a showdown which is already
more dangerous than the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, and which
could easily end up in a thermonuclear war which no one would
win, and none would survive.”

Jens Jørgen, in the past days, Russian President Putin and
other high-level spokesmen have stated that Russia’s red lines
are about to be crossed, and they have called for treaty
negotiations to come back from the brink. What are these red
lines and how dangerous is the current situation?

%%Russian ‘Red Lines’

Jens Jørgen Nielsen: Thank you for inviting me. First, I would
like to say that I think that the question you have raised
here about red lines, and the question also about are we
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sleepwalking into a new war, is very relevant. Because, as an
historian, I know what happened in 1914, at the beginning of
the First World War—a kind of sleepwalking. No one really
wanted the war, actually, but it ended up with war, and tens
of  million  people  were  killed,  and  then  the  whole  world
disappeared at this time, and the world has never been the
same. So, I think it’s a very, very relevant question that you
are asking here.

You asked me specifically about Putin, and the red lines. I
heard that the Clintons, Bill and Hillary Clinton, and John
Kerry, and many other American politicians, claim that we
don’t have things like red lines anymore. We don’t have zones
of influence anymore, because we have a new world. We have a
new liberal world, and we do not have these kinds of things.
It belongs to another century and another age. But you could
ask the question, “What actually are the Americans doing in
Ukraine, if not defending their own red lines?”

Because I think it’s like, if you have a power, a superpower,
a big power like Russia, I think it’s very, very natural that
any superpower would have some kind of red lines. You can
imagine what would happen if China, Iran, and Russia had a
military alliance, going into Mexico, Canada, Cuba, maybe also
putting missiles up there. I don’t think anyone would doubt
what would happen. The United States would never accept it, of
course. So, the Russians would normally ask, “Why should we
accept that Americans are dealing with Ukraine and preparing,
maybe, to put up some military hardware in Ukraine? Why should
we? And I think it’s a very relevant question. Basically, the
Russians see it today as a question of power, because the
Russians, actually, have tried for, I would say, 30 years.
They have tried.

I was in Russia 30 years ago. I speak Russian. I’m quite sure
that the Russians, at that time, dreamt of being a part of the
Western community, and they had very, very high thoughts about
the Western countries, and Americans were extremely popular at



this time. Eighty percent of the Russian population in 1990
had a very positive view of the United States. Later on,
today,  and  even  for  several  years  already,  80%,  the  same
percentage, have a negative view of Americans. So, something
happened, not very positively, because 30 years ago, there
were some prospects of a new world.

There  really  were  some  ideas,  but  something  actually  was
screwed up in the 90s. I have some idea about that. Maybe we
can go in detail about it. But things were screwed up, and
normally, today, many people in the West, in universities,
politicians, etc. think that it’s all the fault of Putin. It’s
Putin’s fault. Whatever happened is Putin’s fault. Now, we are
in  a  situation  which  is  very  close  to  the  Cuban  Missile
Crisis, which you also mentioned. But I don’t think it is that
way. I think it takes two to tango. We know that, of course,
but I think many Western politicians have failed to see the
compliance of the western part in this, because there are many
things which play a role that we envisage in a situation like
that now.

The basic thing, if you look at it from a Russian point of
view, it’s the extension to the east of NATO. I think that’s a
real bad thing, because Russia was against it from the very
beginning. Even Boris Yeltsin, who was considered to be the
man of the West, the democratic Russia, he was very, very
opposed to this NATO alliance going to the East, up to the
borders of Russia.

And we can see it now, because recently, some new material has
been  released  in  America,  an  exchange  of  letters  between
Yeltsin and Clinton at this time. So, we know exactly that
Yeltsin, and Andrei Kozyrev, the Russian Minister of Foreign
Affairs at this time, were very much opposed to it. And then
Putin came along. Putin came along not to impose his will on
the  Russian  people.  He  came  along  because  there  was,  in
Russia, a will to oppose this NATO extension to the East. So,
I think things began at this point.



And later on, we had the Georgian crisis in 2008, and we had,
of course, the Ukraine crisis in 2014, and, also, with Crimea
and Donbass, etc.

And now we are very, very close to—I don’t think it’s very
likely we will have a war, but we are very close to it,
because  wars  often  begin  by  some  kind  of  mistake,  some
accident, someone accidentally pulls the trigger, or presses a
button  somewhere,  and  suddenly,  something  happens.  Exactly
what  happened  in  1914,  at  the  beginning  of  World  War  I.
Actually, there was one who was shot in Sarajevo. Everyone
knows about that, and things like that could happen. And for
us, living in Europe, it’s awful to think about having a war.

We can hate Putin. We can think whatever we like. But the
thought of a nuclear war is horrible for all of us, and that’s
why I think that politicians could come to their senses.

And I think also this demonization of Russia, and demonization
of Putin, is very bad, of course, for the Russians. But it’s
very bad for us here in the West, for us, in Europe, and also
in America. I don’t think it’s very good for our democracy. I
don’t think it’s very good. I don’t see very many healthy
perspectives in this. I don’t see any at all.

I see some other prospects, because we could cooperate in
another way. There are possibilities, of course, which are not
being used, or put into practice, which certainly could be.

So, yes, your question is very, very relevant and we can talk
at length about it. I’m very happy that you ask this question,
because if you ask these questions today in the Danish and
Western media at all—everyone thinks it’s enough just to say
that Putin is a scoundrel, Putin is a crook, and everything is
good. No, we have to get along. We have to find some ways to
cooperate, because otherwise it will be the demise of all of
us.

%%NATO Expansion Eastward



Michelle Rasmussen: Can you just go through a little bit more
of the history of the NATO expansion towards the East? And
what we’re speaking about in terms of the treaties that Russia
has proposed, first, to prevent Ukraine from becoming a formal
member of NATO, and second, to prevent the general expansion
of NATO, both in terms of soldiers and military equipment
towards the East. Can you speak about this, also in terms of
the broken promises from the Western side?

Jens Jørgen Nielsen: Yes. Actually, the story goes back to the
beginning of the nineties. I had a long talk with Mikhail
Gorbachev, the former leader of the Soviet Union, in 1989,
just when NATO started to bomb Serbia, and when they adopted
Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary into NATO. You should
bear in mind that Gorbachev is a very nice person. He’s a very
lively person, with good humor, and an experienced person.

But when we started to talk, I asked him about the NATO
expansion, which was going on exactly the day when we were
talking. He became very gloomy, very sad, because he said,

[[[begin quote indent]]]

Well, I talked to James Baker, Helmut Kohl from Germany, and
several other persons, and they all promised me not to move an
inch to the East, if Soviet Union would let Germany unite the
GDR (East Germany) and West Germany, to become one country,
and come to be a member of NATO, but not move an inch to the
East.

[[[end quote indent]]]

I  think,  also,  some  of  the  new  material  which  has  been
released—I have read some of it, some on WikiLeaks, and some
can  be  found.  It’s  declassified.  It’s  very  interesting.
There’s no doubt at all. There were some oral, spoken promises
to Mikhail Gorbachev. It was not written, because, as he said,
“I believed them. I can see I was naive.”



I think this is a key to Putin today, to understand why Putin
wants not only sweet words. He wants something based on a
treaty,  because,  basically,  he  doesn’t  really  believe  the
West. The level of trust between Russia and NATO countries is
very, very low today. And it’s a problem, of course, and I
don’t think we can overcome it in a few years. It takes time
to build trust, but the trust is not there for the time being.

But then, the nature of the NATO expansion has gone step, by
step,  by  step.  First,  it  was  the  three  countries—Poland,
Hungary, and the Czech Republic—and then, in 2004, six years
later,  came,  among  other  things—the  Baltic  republics,  and
Slovakia, Romania and Bulgaria. And the others came later
on—Albania, Croatia, etc. And then in 2008, there was a NATO
Summit  in  Bucharest,  where  George  Bush,  President  of  the
United  States,  promised  Georgia  and  Ukraine  membership  of
NATO. Putin was present. He was not President at this time. He
was  Prime  Minister  in  Russia,  because  the  President  was
[Dmitry] Medvedev, but he was very angry at this time. But
what could he do? But he said, at this point, very, very
clearly, “We will not accept it, because our red lines would
be crossed here. We have accepted the Baltic states. We have
retreated. We’ve gone back. We’ve been going back for several
years,” but still, it was not off the table.

It was all because Germany and France did not accept it,
because [Chancellor Angela] Merkel and [President François]
Hollande, at this time, did not accept Ukraine and Georgia
becoming a member of NATO. But the United States pressed for
it, and it is still on the agenda of the United States, that
Georgia and Ukraine should be a member of NATO.

So, there was a small war in August, the same year, a few
months after this NATO Summit, where, actually, it was Georgia
which  attacked  South  Ossetia,  which  used  to  be  a  self-
governing part of Georgia. The incumbent Georgian president,
Mikheil Saakashvili did not want to accept the autonomous
status of South Ossetia, so Georgia attacked South Ossetia.



Russian soldiers were deployed in South Ossetia, and 14 of
them were killed by the Georgian army. And you could say that
George W. Bush promised Georgian President Saakashvili that
the Americans would support the Georgians, in case Russia
should retaliate, which they did.

The Russian army was, of course, much bigger than the Georgian
army, and it smashed the Georgian army in five days, and
retreated. There was no help from the United States to the
Georgians. And, I think, that from a moral point of view, I
don’t think it’s a very wise policy, because you can’t say
“You just go on. We will help you”—and not help at all when it
gets serious. I think, from a moral point of view, it’s not
very fair.

%%A Coup in Ukraine

But, actually, it’s the same which seems to be happening now
in Ukraine, even though there was, what I would call a coup,
an orchestrated state coup, in 2014. I know there are very,
very different opinions about this, but my opinion is that
there  was  a  kind  of  coup  to  oust  the  sitting  incumbent
President, Viktor Yanukovych, and replace him with one who was
very, very keen on getting into NATO. Yanukovych was not very
keen on going into NATO, but he still had the majority of the
population. And it’s interesting. In Ukraine, there’s been a
lot of opinion polls conducted by Germans, Americans, French,
Europeans,  Russians  and  Ukrainians.  And  all  these  opinion
polls show that a majority of Ukrainian people did not want to
join NATO.

After that, of course, things moved very quickly, because
Crimea was a very, very sensitive question for Russia, for
many reasons. First, it was a contested area because it was,
from  the  very  beginning,  from  1991,  when  Ukraine  was
independent—there  was  no  unanimity  about  Crimea  and  it´s
status, because the majority of Crimea was Russian-speaking,
and is very culturally close to Russia, in terms of history.



It’s very close to Russia. It’s one of the most patriotic
parts  of  Russia,  actually.  So,  it’s  a  very  odd  part  of
Ukraine. It always was a very odd part of Ukraine.

The first thing the new government did in February 2014, was
to forbid the Russian language, as a language which had been
used in local administration, and things like that. It was one
of the stupidest things you could do in such a very tense
situation. Ukraine, basically, is a very cleft society. The
eastern southern part is very close to Russia. They speak
Russian and are very close to Russian culture. The western
part,  the  westernmost  part  around  Lviv,  is  very  close  to
Poland and Austria, and places like that. So, it’s a cleft
society, and in such a society you have some options. One
option is to embrace all the parts of society, different parts
of society. Or you can, also, one part could impose its will
on the other part, against its will. And that was actually
what happened.

So, there are several crises. There is the crisis in Ukraine,
with two approximately equally sized parts of Ukraine. But you
also have, on the other hand, the Russian-NATO question. So,
you had two crises, and they stumbled together, and they were
pressed  together  in  2014.  So,  you  had  a  very  explosive
situation which has not been solved to this day.

And for Ukraine, I say that as long as you have this conflict
between Russia and NATO, it’s impossible to solve, because
it’s one of the most corrupt societies, one of the poorest
societies  in  Europe  right  now.  A  lot  of  people  come  to
Denmark, where we are now, to Germany and also to Russia.
Millions of Ukrainians have gone abroad to work, because there
are  really  many,  many  social  problems,  economic  problems,
things like that.

And that’s why Putin—if we remember what Gorbachev told me
about  having  things  on  paper,  on  treaties,  which  are
signed—and that’s why Putin said, what he actually said to the



West, “I don’t really believe you, because when you can, you
cheat.” He didn’t put it that way, but that was actually what
he meant: “So now I tell you very, very, very, very clearly
what our points of view are. We have red lines, like you have
red lines. Don’t try to cross them.”

And I think many people in the West do not like it. I think
it’s very clear, because I think the red lines, if you compare
them historically, are very reasonable. If you compare them
with the United States and the Monroe Doctrine, which is still
in effect in the USA, they are very, very reasonable red
lines. I would say that many of the Ukrainians, are very close
to Russia. I have many Ukrainian friends. I sometimes forget
that they are Ukrainians, because their language, their first
language,  is  actually  Russian,  and  Ukrainian  is  close  to
Russian.

So, those countries being part of an anti-Russian military
pact, it’s simply madness. It cannot work. It will not work.
Such a country would never be a normal country for many, many
years, forever.

I think much of the blame could be put on the NATO expansion
and those politicians who have been pressing for that for
several years. First and foremost, Bill Clinton was the first
one, Madeline Albright, from 1993. At this time, they adopted
the policy of major extension to the East. And George W. Bush
also pressed for Ukraine and Georgia to become members of
NATO.

And for every step, there was, in Russia, people rallying
around the flag. You could put it that way, because you have
pressure. And the more we pressure with NATO, the more the
Russians  will  rally  around  the  flag,  and  the  more
authoritarian Russia will be. So, we are in this situation.
Things are now happening in Russia, which I can admit I do not
like, closing some offices, closing some media. I do not like
it at all. But in a time of confrontation, I think it’s quite



reasonable, understandable, even though I would not defend it.
But  it’s  understandable.  Because  the  United  States,  after
9/11, also adopted a lot of defensive measures, and a kind of
censorship, and things like that. It’s what happens when you
have such tense situations.

We should just also bear in mind that Russia and the United
States are the two countries which possess 90% of the world’s
nuclear armament. Alone, the mere thought of them using some
of this, is a doomsday perspective, because it will not be a
small, tiny war, like World War II, but it will dwarf World
War  II,  because  billions  will  die  in  this.  And  it’s  a
question, if humanity will survive. So, it’s a very, very
grave question.

I think we should ask if the right of Ukraine to have NATO
membership—which its own population does not really want— “Is
it really worth the risk of a nuclear war?” That’s how I would
put it.

I will not take all blame away from Russia. That’s not my
point here. My point is that this question is too important.
It’s very relevant. It’s very important that we establish a
kind of modus vivendi. It’s a problem for the West. I also
think it’s very important that we learn, in the West, how to
cope with people who are not like us. We tend to think that
people should become democrats like we are democrats, and only
then will we deal with them. If they are not democrats, like
we are democrats, we will do everything we can to make them
democrats.  We  will  support  people  who  want  to  make  a
revolution in their country, so they become like us. It’s a
very,  very  dangerous,  dangerous  way  of  thinking,  and  a
destructive way of thinking.

I think that we in the West should study, maybe, a little more
what is happening in other organizations not dominated by the
West. I’m thinking about the BRICS, as one organization. I’m
also thinking about the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, in



which  Asian  countries  are  cooperating,  and  they  are  not
changing each other. The Chinese are not demanding that we
should all be Confucians. And the Russians are not demanding
that all people in the world should be Orthodox Christians,
etc. I think it’s very, very important that we bear in mind
that we should cope with each other like we are, and not
demand changes. I think it’s a really dangerous and stupid
game to play. I think the European Union is also very active
in this game, which I think is very, very—Well, this way of
thinking, in my point of view, has no perspective, no positive
perspective at all.

%%Diplomacy to Avert Catastrophe

Michelle Rasmussen: Today, Presidents Biden and Putin will
speak on the phone, and important diplomatic meetings are
scheduled  for  the  middle  of  January.  What  is  going  to
determine if diplomacy can avoid a disaster, as during the
Cuban Missile Crisis? Helga Zepp-LaRouche has just called this
a “reverse missile crisis.” Or, if Russia will feel that they
have no alternative to having a military response, as they
have  openly  stated.  What  changes  on  the  Western  side  are
necessary? If you had President Biden alone in a room, or
other heads of state of NATO countries, what would you say to
them?

Jens Jørgen Nielsen: I would say, “Look, Joe, I understand
your  concerns.  I  understand  that  you  see  yourself  as  a
champion of freedom in the world, and things like that. I
understand the positive things about it. But, you see, the
game you now are playing with Russia is a very, very dangerous
game. And the Russians, are a very proud people; you cannot
force them. It’s not an option. I mean, you cannot, because it
has been American, and to some degree, also European Union
policy, to change Russia, to very much like to change, so that
they’ll have another president, and exchange Putin for another
president.”



But I can assure you, if I were to speak to Joe Biden, I’d
say, “Be sure that if you succeed, or if Putin dies tomorrow,
or somehow they’ll have a new President, I can assure you that
the new President will be just as tough as Putin, maybe even
tougher. Because in Russia, you have much tougher people. I
would say even most people in Russia who blame Putin, blame
him because he’s not tough enough on the West, because he was
soft on the West, too liberal toward the West, and many people
have blamed him for not taking the eastern southern part of
Ukraine yet—that he should have done it.

“So, I would say to Biden, “I think it would be wise for you,
right now, to support Putin, or to deal with Putin, engage
with Putin, and do some diplomacy, because the alternative is
a possibility of war, and you should not go down into history
as  the  American  president  who  secured  the  extinction  of
humanity. It would be a bad, very bad record for you. And
there  are  possibilities,  because  I  don’t  think  Putin  is
unreasonable. Russia has not been unreasonable. I think they
have  turned  back.  Because  in  1991,  it  was  the  Russians
themselves,  who  disbanded  the  Soviet  Union.  It  was  the
Russians,  Moscow,  which  disbanded  the  Warsaw  Pact.  The
Russians, who gave liberty to the Baltic countries, and all
other  Soviet  Republics.  And  with  hardly  any  shots,  and
returned half a million Soviet soldiers back to Russia. No
shot was fired at all. I think it’s extraordinary.

“If you compare what happened to the dismemberment of the
French and the British colonial empires after World War II,
the disbanding of the Warsaw Pact was very, very civilized, in
many ways. So, stop thinking about Russia as uncivilized,
stupid people, who don’t understand anything but mere power.
Russians are an educated people. They understand a lot of
arguments, and they are interested in cooperating. There will
be a lot of advantages for the United States, for the West,
and also the European Union, to establish a kind of more
productive,  more  pragmatic  relationship,  cooperation.  There



are a lot of things in terms of energy, climate, of course,
and terrorism, and many other things, where it’s a win-win
situation to cooperate with them.

“The only thing Russia is asking for is not to put your
military hardware in their backyard. I don’t think it should
be hard for us to accept, certainly not to understand why the
Russians think this way.”

And we in the West should think back to the history, where
armies from the West have attacked Russia. So, they have it in
their genes. I don’t think that there is any person in Russia
who has forgot, or is not aware of, the huge losses the Soviet
Union suffered from Nazi Germany in the 1940s during World War
II. And you had Napoleon also trying to—You have a lot of that
experience with armies from the West going into Russia. So,
it’s very, very large, very, very deep.

Michelle Rasmussen: Was it around 20 million people who died
during World War II?

Jens Jørgen Nielsen: In the Soviet Union. There were also
Ukrainians, and other nationalities, but it was around 18
million Russians, if you can count it, because it was the
Soviet Union, but twenty-seven million people in all. It’s a
huge part, because Russia has experience with war. So, the
Russians would certainly not like war. I think the Russians
have experience with war, that also the Europeans, to some
extent, have, that the United States does not have.

Because the attack I remember in recent times is the 9/11
attack, the twin towers in New York. Otherwise, the United
States does not have these experiences. It tends to think more
in ideological terms, where the Russians, certainly, but also
to  some  extent,  some  people  in  Europe,  think  more
pragmatically, more that we should, at any cost, avoid war,
because war creates more problems than it solves. So, have
some pragmatic cooperation. It will not be very much a love



affair. Of course not. But it will be on a very pragmatic—

%%The Basis for Cooperation

Michelle  Rasmussen:  Also,  in  terms  of  dealing  with  this
horrible humanitarian situation in Afghanistan and cooperating
on the pandemic.

Jens Jørgen Nielsen: Yes. Of course, there are possibilities.
Right now, it’s like we can’t even cooperate in terms of
vaccines, and there are so many things going on, from both
sides, actually, because we have very, very little contact
between—

I had some plans to have some cooperation between Danish and
Russian universities in terms of business development, things
like that, but it turned out there was not one crown, as our
currency  is  called.  You  could  have  projects  in  southern
America, Africa, all other countries. But not Russia, which is
stupid.

Michelle Rasmussen: You wrote two recent books about Russia.
One is called, On His Own Terms: Putin and the New Russia, and
the latest one, just from September, Russia Against the Grain.
Many people in the West portray Russia as the enemy, which is
solely responsible for the current situation, and Putin as a
dictator  who  is  threatening  his  neighbors  militarily  and
threatening the democracy of the free world. Over and above
what you have already said, is this true, or do you have a
different viewpoint?

Jens Jørgen Nielsen: Of course, I have a different point of
view. Russia for me, is not a perfect country, because such a
country does not exist, not even Denmark! Some suppose it is.
But  there’s  no  such  thing  as  a  perfect  society.  Because
societies are always developing from somewhere, to somewhere,
and Russia, likewise. Russia is a very, very big country. So,
you can definitely find things which are not very likable in
Russia. Definitely. That’s not my point here.



But I think that in the West, actually for centuries, we
have—if you look back, I have tried in my latest book, to find
out how Western philosophers, how church people, how they look
at Russia, from centuries back. And there has been kind of a
red  thread.  There’s  been  a  kind  of  continuation.  Because
Russia has very, very, very often been characterized as our
adversary, as a country against basic European values. Five
hundred years back, it was against the Roman Catholic Church,
and  in  the  17th  and  18th  Centuries  it  was  against  the
Enlightenment philosophers, and in the 20th century, it was
about communism—it’s also split people in the West, and it was
also considered to be a threat. But it is also considered to
be a threat today, even though Putin is not a communist. He is
not  a  communist.  He  is  a  conservative,  a  moderate
conservative,  I  would  say.

Even  during  the  time  of  Yeltsin,  he  was  also  considered
liberal and progressive, and he loved the West and followed
the West in all, almost all things they proposed.

But still, there’s something with Russia—which I think from a
philosophical point of view is very important to find out—that
we have some very deep-rooted prejudices about Russia, and I
think they play a role. When I speak to people who say,
“Russia is an awful country, and Putin is simply a very, very
evil person, is a dictator,” I say, “Have you been in Russia?
Do you know any Russians?” “No, not really.” “Ok. But what do
you base your points of view on?” “Well, what I read in the
newspapers, of course, what they tell me on the television.”

Well, I think that’s not good enough. I understand why the
Russians—I very often talk to Russian politicians, and other
people, and what they are sick and tired of, is this notion
that the West is better: “We are on a higher level. And if
Russians should be accepted by the West, they should become
like us. Or at least they should admit that they are on a
lower level, in relation to our very high level.”



And that is why, when they deal with China, or deal with
India, and when they deal with African countries, and even
Latin  American  countries,  they  don’t  meet  such  attitudes,
because they are on more equal terms. They’re different, yes,
but one does not consider each other to be on a higher level.

And that’s why I think that cooperation in BRICS, which we
talked about, and the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, I
think it’s quite successful. I don’t know about the future,
but  I  have  a  feeling  that  if  you  were  talking  about
Afghanistan, I think if Afghanistan could be integrated into
this  kind  of  organization,  one  way  or  another,  I  have  a
feeling it probably would be more successful than the 20 years
that the NATO countries have been there.

I think that cultural attitudes play a role when we’re talking
about politics, because a lot of the policy from the American,
European side, is actually very emotional. It’s very much
like, “We have some feelings—We fear Russia. We don’t like
it,” or “We think that it’s awful.” And “Our ideas, we know
how to run a society much better than the Russians, and the
Chinese, and the Indians, and the Muslims,” and things like
that. It’s a part of the problem. It’s a part of our problem
in  the  West.  It’s  a  part  of  our  way  of  thinking,  our
philosophy, which I think we should have a closer look at and
criticize.  But  it’s  difficult,  because  it’s  very  deeply
rooted.

When I discuss with people at universities and in the media,
and other places, I encounter this. That is why I wrote the
latest book, because it’s very much about our way of thinking
about Russia. The book is about Russia, of course, but it’s
also about us, our glasses, how we perceive Russia, how we
perceive not only Russia, but it also goes for China, because
it’s more or less the same. But there are many similarities
between how we look upon Russia, and how we look upon and
perceive China, and other countries.



I think this is a very, very important thing we have to deal
with. We have to do it, because otherwise, if we decide, if
America and Russia decide to use all the fireworks they have
of nuclear [armament] power, then it’s the end.

You can put it very sharply, to put it like that, and people
will not like it. But basically, we are facing these two
alternatives: Either we find ways to cooperate with people who
are  not  like  us,  and  will  not  be,  certainly  not  in  my
lifetime, like us, and accept them, that they are not like us,
and get on as best we can, and keep our differences, but
respect each other. I think that’s what we need from the
Western  countries.  I  think  it’s  the  basic  problem  today
dealing with other countries.

And the same goes, from what I have said, for China. I do not
know the Chinese language. I have been in China. I know a
little about China. Russia, I know very well. I speak Russian,
so I know how Russians are thinking about this, what their
feelings are about this. And I think it’s important to deal
with these questions.

%%‘A Way to Live Together’

Michelle Rasmussen: You also pointed out, that in 2001, after
the attack against the World Trade Center, Putin was the first
one to call George Bush, and he offered cooperation about
dealing with terrorism. You’ve written that he had a pro-
Western worldview, but that this was not reciprocated.

Jens  Jørgen  Nielsen:  Yes,  yes.  Afterwards,  Putin  was
criticized by the military, and also by politicians in the
beginning  of  his  first  term  in  2000,  2001,  2002,  he  was
criticized because he was too happy for America. He even said,
in an interview in the BBC, that he would like Russia to
become a member of NATO. It did not happen, because—there are
many reasons for that. But he was very, very keen—that’s also
why he felt very betrayed afterward. In 2007, at the Munich



Conference on Security in February in Germany, he said he was
very frustrated, and it was very clear that he felt betrayed
by the West. He thought that they had a common agenda. He
thought  that  Russia  should  become  a  member.  But  Russia
probably is too big.

If  you  consider  Russia  becoming  a  member  of  the  European
Union, the European Union would change thoroughly, but they
failed. Russia did not become a member. It’s understandable.
But then I think the European Union should have found, again,
a modus vivendi.

Michelle Rasmussen: A way of living together.

Jens Jørgen Nielsen: Yes, how to live together It was actually
a parallel development of the European Union and NATO, against
Russia. In 2009, the European Union invited Georgia, Ukraine,
Belarus,  Armenia,  Azerbaijan,  to  become  members  of  the
European Union, but not Russia. Even though they knew that
there was really a lot of trade between Ukraine, also Georgia,
and Russia. And it would interfere with that trade. But they
did not pay attention to Russia.

So, Russia was left out at this time. And so eventually, you
could say, understandably, very understandably, Russia turned
to China. And in China, with cooperation with China, they
became stronger. They became much more self-confident, and
they also cooperated with people who respected them much more.
I think that’s interesting, that the Chinese understood how to
deal with other people with respect, but the Europeans and
Americans did not.

%%Ukraine, Again

Michelle Rasmussen: Just before we go to our last questions. I
want to go back to Ukraine, because it’s so important. You
said  that  the  problem  did  not  start  with  the  so-called
annexation of Crimea, but with what you called a coup against
the sitting president. Can you just explain more about that?



Because in the West, everybody says, “Oh, the problem started
when Russia annexed Crimea.”

Jens Jørgen Nielsen: Well, if you take Ukraine, in 2010 there
was a presidential election, and the OSCE [Organization for
Security and Cooperation in Europe] monitored the election,
and said that it was very good, and the majority voted for
Viktor Yanukovych. Viktor Yanukovych did not want Ukraine to
become a member of NATO. He wanted to cooperate with the
European Union. But he also wanted to keep cooperating with
Russia. Basically, that’s what he was like. But it’s very
often claimed that he was corrupt. Yes, I don’t doubt it, but
name me one president who has not been corrupt. That’s not the
big difference, it’s not the big thing, I would say. But then
in 2012, there was also a parliamentary election in Ukraine,
and Yanukovych’s party also gained a majority with some other
parties. There was a coalition which supported Yanukovych’s
policy not to become a member of NATO.

And then there was a development where the European Union and
Ukraine were supposed to sign a treaty of cooperation. But he
found out that the treaty would be very costly for Ukraine,
because they would open the borders for European Union firms,
and the Ukrainian firms would not be able to compete with the
Western firms.

Secondly,  and  this  is  the  most  important  thing,  basic
industrial  export  from  Ukraine  was  to  Russia,  and  it  was
industrial  products  from  the  eastern  part,  from
Dniepropetrovsk  or  Dniepro  as  it  is  called  today,  from
Donetsk, from Luhansk and from Kryvyj Rih (Krivoj Rog), from
some other parts, basically in the eastern part, which is the
industrial part of Ukraine.

And they made some calculations that showed that, well, if you
join this agreement, Russia said, “We will have to put some
taxes on the export, because you will have some free import
from the European Union. We don’t have an agreement with the



European Union, so, of course, anything which comes from you,
there would be some taxes imposed on it.” And then Yanukovych
said, “Well, well, well, it doesn’t sound good,” and he wanted
Russia, the European Union and Ukraine to go together, and the
three form what we call a triangular agreement.

But  the  European  Union  was  very  much  opposed  to  it.  The
eastern part of Ukraine was economically a part of Russia.
Part  of  the  Russian  weapons  industry  was  actually  in  the
eastern  part  of  Ukraine,  and  there  were  Russian  speakers
there.  But  the  European  Union  said,  “No,  we  should  not
cooperate with Russia about this,” because Yanukovych wanted
to have cooperation between the European Union, Ukraine, and
Russia, which sounds very sensible to me. Of course, it should
be like that. It would be to the advantage of all three parts.
But the European Union had a very ideological approach to
this.  So,  they  were  very  much  against  Russia.  It  also
increased the Russian’s suspicion that the European Union was
only a stepping-stone to NATO membership.

And then what happened was that there was a conflict, there
were demonstrations every day on the Maidan Square in Kiev.
There were many thousands of people there, and there were also
shootings,  because  many  of  the  demonstrators  were  armed
people. They had stolen weapons from some barracks in the
West. And at this point, when 100 people had been killed, the
European  Union  foreign  ministers  from  France,  Germany  and
Poland met, and there was also a representative from Russia,
and  there  was  Yanukovych,  a  representative  from  his
government,  and  from  the  opposition.  And  they  made  an
agreement. Ok. You should have elections this year, in half a
year, and you should have some sharing of power. People from
the opposition should become members of the government, and
things like that.

All  of  a  sudden,  things  broke  down,  and  Yanukovych  left,
because you should remember, and very often in the West, they
tend to forget that the demonstrators were armed. And they



killed police also. They killed people from Yanukovych’s Party
of the Regions, and things like that. So, it’s always been
portrayed as innocent, peace-loving demonstrators. They were
not at all. And some of them had very dubious points of view,
with Nazi swastikas, and things like that. And Yanukovych
fled.

Then they came to power. They had no legitimate government,
because many of the members of parliament from these parts of
the regions which had supported Yanukovych, had fled to the
East. So, the parliament was not able to make any decisions.
Still, there was a new president, also a new government, which
was basically from the western part of Ukraine. And the first
thing they did, I told you, was to get rid of the Russian
language, and then they would talk about NATO membership. And
Victoria  Nuland  was  there  all  the  time,  the  vice  foreign
minister of the United States, was there all the time. There
were many people from the West also, so things broke down.

%%Crimea

Michelle Rasmussen: There have actually been accusations since
then, that there were provocateurs who were killing people on
both sides.

Jens Jørgen Nielsen: Yes. Yes, exactly. And what’s interesting
is that there’s been no investigation whatsoever about it,
because  a  new  government  did  not  want  to  conduct  an
investigation as to who killed them. So, it was orchestrated.
There’s no doubt in my mind it was an orchestrated coup. No
doubt about it.

That’s the basic context for the decision of Putin to accept
Crimea as a part of Russia. In the West, it is said that
Russia  simply  annexed  Crimea.  It’s  not  precisely  what
happened, because there was a local parliament, it was an
autonomous part of Ukraine, and they had their own parliament,
and they made the decision that they should have a referendum,



which they had in March. And then they applied to become a
member of the Russian Federation. It’s not a surprise, even
though the Ukrainian army did not go there, because there was
a Ukrainian army. There were 21,000 Ukrainian soldiers. 14,000
of these soldiers joined the Russian army.

And so, that tells a little about how things were not like a
normal annexation, where one country simply occupies part of
the other country. Because you have this cleft country, you
have this part, especially the southern part, which was very,
very pro-Russian, and it’s always been so. There’s a lot of
things in terms of international law you can say about it.

But I have no doubt that you can look upon it differently,
because if you look it at from the point of people who lived
in Crimea, they did not want—because almost 80-90% had voted
for the Party of the Regions, which was Yanukovych’s party, a
pro-Russian party, you could say, almost 87%, or something
like that.

They have voted for this Party. This Party had a center in a
central building in Kiev, which was attacked, burned, and
three people were killed. So, you could imagine that they
would not be very happy. They would not be very happy with the
new government, and the new development. Of course not. They
hated it. And what I think is very critical about the West is
that they simply accepted, they accepted these horrible things
in Ukraine, just to have the prize, just to have this prey, of
getting Ukraine into NATO.

And  Putin  was  aware  that  he  could  not  live,  not  even
physically, but certainly not politically, if Sevastopol, with
the harbor for the Russian fleet, became a NATO harbor. It was
impossible. I know people from the military say “No, no way.”
It’s  impossible.  Would  the  Chinese  take  San  Diego  in  the
United States? Of course not. It goes without saying that such
things don’t happen.



So, what is lacking in the West is just a little bit of
realism. How powers, how superpowers think, and about red
lines of superpowers. Because we have an idea in the West
about the new liberal world order. It sounds very nice when
you’re sitting in an office in Washington. It sounds very
beautiful and easy, but to go out and make this liberal world
order,  it’s  not  that  simple.  And  you  cannot  do  it  like,
certainly not do it like the way they did it in Ukraine.

Michelle Rasmussen: Regime change?

Jens Jørgen Nielsen: Yes, regime change.

%%The Importance of Cultural Exchanges

Michelle  Rasmussen:  I  have  two  other  questions.  The  last
questions. The Russian-Danish Dialogue organization that you
are  a  leader  of,  and  the  Schiller  Institute  in  Denmark,
together with the China Cultural Center in Copenhagen, were
co-sponsors  of  three  very  successful  Musical  Dialogue  of
Cultures Concerts, with musicians from Russia, China, and many
other countries. You are actually an associate professor in
cultural  differences.  How  do  you  see  that?  How  would  an
increase in cultural exchange improve the situation?

Jens Jørgen Nielsen: Well, it cannot but improve, because we
have very little, as I also told you. So, I’m actually also
very, very happy with this cooperation, because I think it’s
very enjoyable, these musical events, they are very, very
enjoyable and very interesting, also for many Danish people,
because when you have the language of music, it is better than
the language of weapons, if I can put it that way, of course.
But I also think that when we meet each other, when we listen
to each other’s music, and share culture in terms of films,
literature, paintings, whatever, I think it’s also, well, it’s
a natural thing, first of all, and it’s unnatural not to have
it.

We do not have it, because maybe some people want it that way,



if people want us to be in a kind of tense situation. They
would not like to have it, because I think without this kind
of, it’s just a small thing, of course, but without these
cultural exchanges, well, you will be very, very bad off. We
will have a world which is much, much worse, I think, and we
should  learn  to  enjoy  the  cultural  expressions  of  other
people.

We should learn to accept them, also, we should learn to also
cooperate and also find ways—. We are different. But, also, we
have a lot of things in common, and the things we have in
common  are  very  important  not  to  forget,  that  even  with
Russians, and even the Chinese, also all other peoples, we
have a lot in common, that is very important to bear in mind
that we should never forget. Basically, we have the basic
values we have in common, even though if you are Hindu, a
Confucian, a Russian Orthodox, we have a lot of things in
common.

And when you have such kind of encounters like in cultural
affairs,  in  music,  I  think  that  you  become  aware  of  it,
because suddenly it’s much easier to understand people, if you
listen to their music. Maybe you need to listen a few times,
but it becomes very, very interesting. You become curious
about instruments, ways of singing, and whatever it is. So, I
hope the corona situation will allow us, also, to make some
more concerts. I think it should be, because they’re also very
popular in Denmark.

Michelle  Rasmussen:  Yes.  As  Schiller  wrote,  it’s  through
beauty that we arrive at political freedom. We can also say
it’s through beauty that we can arrive at peace.

Jens Jørgen Nielsen: Yes, yes.

%%The Role of Schiller Institute

Michelle Rasmussen: The Schiller Institute and Helga Zepp-
LaRouche, its founder and international President, are leading



an international campaign to prevent World War III, for peace
through economic development, and a dialogue amongst cultures.
How do you see the role of the Schiller Institute?

Jens  Jørgen  Nielsen:  Well,  I  know  it.  We  have  been
cooperating. I think your basic calls, appeals for global
development, I think it’s very, very interesting, and I share
the  basic  point  of  view.  I  think  maybe  it’s  a  little
difficult. The devil is in the details, but basically, I think
what you are thinking about, when I talk about the Silk Road,
when  I  talk  about  these  Chinese  programs,  Belt  and  Road
programs, I see much more successful development that we have
seen,  say,  in  Africa  and  European  countries  developing,
because I have seen how many western-dominated development
programs have been distorting developments in Africa and other
parts of the world. They distort development.

I’m not uncritical to China, but, of course, I can see very
positive perspectives in the Belt and Road program. I can see
really, really good perspectives, because just look at the
railroads in China, for instance, at their fast trains. It’s
much bigger than anywhere else in the world. I think there are
some perspectives, really, which I think attract, first and
foremost, people in Asia.

But I think, eventually, also, people in Europe, because I
also think that this model is becoming more and more—it’s also
beginning  in  the  eastern  part.  Some  countries  of  Eastern
Europe  are  becoming  interested.  So,  I  think  it’s  very
interesting.  Your  points  of  your  points  of  view.  I  think
they’re very relevant, also because I think we are in a dead-
end alley in the West, what we are in right now, so people
anyway are looking for new perspectives.

And what you come up with, I think, is very, very interesting,
certainly. What it may be in the future is difficult to say
because things are difficult.



But the basic things that you think about, and what I have
heard about the Schiller Institute, also because I also think
that you stress the importance of tolerance. You stress the
importance of a multicultural society, that we should not
change each other. We should cooperate on the basis of mutual
interests, not changing each other. And as I have told you,
this is what I see as one of the real, real big problems in
the western mind, the western way of thinking, that we should
decide what should happen in the world as if we still think we
are colonial powers, like we have been for some one hundred
years. But these times are over. There are new times ahead,
and we should find new ways of thinking. We should find new
perspectives.

And I think it goes for the West, that we can’t go on living
like this. We can’t go on thinking like this, because it will
either be war, or it’ll be dead end alleys, and there’ll be
conflicts everywhere.

You can look at things as a person from the West. I think it’s
sad to look at Afghanistan, Iraq, Libya, and those countries,
Syria to some extent also, where the West has tried to make
some kind of regime change or decide what happens. They’re not
successful. I think it’s obvious for all. And we need some new
way of thinking. And what the Schiller Institute has come up
with is very, very interesting in this perspective, I think.

Michelle  Rasmussen:  Actually,  when  you  speak  about  not
changing other people, one of our biggest points is that we
actually have to challenge ourselves to change ourselves. To
really strive for developing our creative potential and to
make a contribution that will have, potentially, international
implications.

Jens Jørgen Nielsen: Yes. Definitely

Michelle  Rasmussen:  The  Schiller  Institute  is  on  full
mobilization during the next couple of weeks to try to get the



United States and NATO to negotiate seriously. And Helga Zepp-
LaRouche  has  called  on  the  U.S.  and  NATO  to  sign  these
treaties that Russia has proposed, and to pursue other avenues
of preventing nuclear war. So, we hope that you, our viewers,
will also do everything that you can, including circulating
this video.

Is there anything else you would like to say to our viewers
before we end, Jens Jørgen?

Jens Jørgen Nielsen: No. I think we have talked a lot now.
Only I think what you said about bringing the U.S. and Russia
to the negotiation table, it’s obvious. I think that it should
be, for any prudent, clear-thinking person in the West, it
should be obvious that this is the only right thing to do. So
of course, we support it 100%.

Michelle  Rasmussen:  Okay.  Thank  you  so  much,  Jens  Jørgen
Nielsen

Jens Jørgen Nielsen: I thank you.

Mobiliser  for  gensidigt
sikret  overlevelse  –  mod
nedtælling til 3. verdenskrig
Foto: Geneva

På engelsk:

Dec. 27 (EIRNS)–According to the latest available reports,
talks between Russia and the United States, and Russia and
NATO will begin before mid-January, on the texts of the two
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draft agreements on security guarantees presented by Russia to
the U.S. and NATO on Dec. 15. January 12 in Geneva is under
consideration  for  the  NATO-Russia  talks,  and  before  that,
possibly January 10, for the bilateral U.S.-Russia meeting.
This is critical diplomacy, which Russia has initiated. But
also critical to stopping the countdown to World War III is
the activation of citizens everywhere against the policy of
brinksmanship and encroachment against Russia and China.

A barrage of warnings has come from Russia in the past 36
hours. President Vladimir Putin told Rossiya-1 TV on Dec. 26,
that the talks dare not have a “destructive agenda” in which
the United States and NATO, “will indulge in endless talk
about the necessity of negotiations, but will do nothing but
pump  a  neighboring  country  with  state-of-the-art  weapons
systems and build up threats to Russia, and we will have to do
something with these threats.” 

Putin explicated the meaning of the “red line” which he has
set. He said, “I want everyone both in our country and abroad,
our partners to clearly understand: the matter is not in a
line we don’t want anyone to cross. The matter is that we have
nowhere to step back.” He stressed, “They have driven us to
such a line, excuse my language, that we have nowhere to
move.” He pointed to the risks of new missile systems deployed
at a distance of four to five minutes’ flight to Moscow.
“Well, where are you going to go now? They have simply driven
us to the state when we must say: stop!” Putin went on, that
this is the reason Russia’s initiative on security guarantees
was made public for all nations to see.

Kremlin spokesman Dmitry Peskov spoke sternly on Dec. 26,
saying that January “is when it will become clear whether the
Americans are ready to give a substantive response, or they
will  opt  for  protracting  the  process  and  for  seeking  to
initiate a policy of years-long talks.” We need “an urgent,
concrete solution.…”



Deputy  Foreign  Minister  Sergey  Ryabkov  said  today,  in  an
interview  published  today  in  the  Russian  {Mezhdunarodnaya
Zhizn} ({Foreign Policy}) journal, among other points, that,
“when we say that NATO facilities and all kinds of activities
which are provocative for Russia need to be rolled back to the
positions that existed in 1997, when the NATO-Russia Founding
Act was signed, we are not bluffing.”

Reviewing these remarks and other developments today, Schiller
Institute President Helga Zepp-LaRouche stressed that our job
is to make sure that a large portion of people in every
country possible, understands what is going on. We are in a
countdown of extreme danger, with no “wiggle room” left. We
are “close to a point of no return.”

The  Schiller  Institute  posted  a  rush  memorandum,  “Are  We
Sleepwalking into Thermonuclear World War III?” on Christmas
Eve,  for  circulation  during  the  holiday  period.  This  is
currently being updated as an even more comprehensive dossier
of  the  actual  chronology  of  what  created  the  dangerous
strategic showdown with Russia.

Zepp-LaRouche stressed the need to make known the extreme
danger, and also that there are solutions. The best anti-war
policy involves working together on common, urgent tasks, and
that means a modern health system in every nation. Look at the
Afghanistan emergency in that way. Afghanistan “is a branching
point.” Either there will be the necessary interventions to
save lives and save the nation, or it will be an “unmitigated
disaster … that marks a decay into barbarism.” We will lose
all of our humanity, knowing what is coming and not doing
anything about it. Acting on this, and on other humanitarian
crises, as well as on the war danger, is one and the same
task,  as  the  Committee  for  the  Coincidence  of  Opposites
addresses.

The situation is grave. The Russian leaders are speaking out
in unmistakable terms. If we co-mobilize with a growing number
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of people, we can bring about MAS—mutually assured survival.
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Zepp-LaRouche  opfordrer  NATO
og USA til at underskrive de
to strategiske traktater,
som Rusland har foreslået
Den 22. december (EIRNS) – I sin ugentlige webcast i dag
opfordrede  Schiller  Instituttets  stifter,  Helga  Zepp-
LaRouche, USA, NATO og Europas nationer til øjeblikkeligt at
underskrive  de  to  strategiske  traktater  præsenteret  af
Vladimir Putins russiske regering, som et presserende første
skridt  til  at  få  verden  væk  fra  sin  nuværende  bane  mod
atomkrig.

”Jeg tror ​​det er en absolut presserende nødvendighed for
NATO, USA og europæiske lande at blive enige om at underskrive
en sådan juridisk bindende aftale med Rusland”, sagde Zepp-
LaRouche.  “Det  Rusland  nu  kræver  i  skriftlige  juridiske
termer, er intet andet end det der blev lovet dem i 1990 af
USA og NATO”, løfter, som aldrig blev holdt. I stedet blev
NATO  ved  med  at  udvide  sig  østpå  op  til  selve  Ruslands
grænser; og defensive og offensive våbensystemer samt tropper,
har ledsaget denne udvidelse.

“Situationen er ekstremt bekymrende”, sagde hun, “fordi der er
mennesker,  der  er  fast  besluttet  på  denne  balancegang  på
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randen af krig , i håb om at Rusland og Kina vil trække sig.
Men jeg tror ikke, at det ligger i kortene. Politikken med at
omringe Rusland og Kina fortsætter, selv om Rusland har sagt,
at deres røde streger er nået… Der må være en erkendelse af,
at vi er på en frygtelig farlig vej, og folk må udtrykke deres
modstand mod denne politik, højt og klart, før det er for
sent.”

Zepp-LaRouche  opfordrede  sine  lyttere  til  at  bruge  denne
juleperiode  til  at  hjælpe  med  at  organisere  andre  til  at
udtale sig imod denne truende katastrofe og relaterede kriser
– såsom faren for at titusindvis af millioner af mennesker
sulter i Afghanistan som følge af Storbritanniens, USA’s og
NATO’s finanskrigsførelse – og at mobilisere til fordel for de
politiske alternativer, som Lyndon LaRouche længe slog til lyd
for.

The Brinkmanship of Trans-Atlantic Cannot Be Tolerated

Weekly Strategic Webcast with Helga Zepp-LaRouche,

Wednesday December 22, 2021

HARLEY SCHLANGER: Hello I’m Harley Schlanger. Welcome to our
weekly dialogue with Schiller Institute founder and Chairwoman
Helga Zepp-LaRouche. It’s Dec. 22, 2021.

And Helga, as we’ve been reporting over the recent weeks, the
drumbeat for war continues coming from trans-Atlantic powers.
The Russians are making proposals to try and address it. They
seem to be getting little or no response from the West. What’s
the latest that you have on this?

HELGA ZEPP-LAROUCHE: Well, it is extremely worrisome, because
it seems there are people committed to make a brinksmanship.
Obviously, they hope that Russia, and China for that matter,
will back down, but I don’t think that that’s in the cards. So
two weeks ago, we spoke about this unbelievable statement by



Sen. Roger Wicker, that he doesn’t want to take the first use
of nuclear weapons off the table.

Now, in the meantime, the whole thing has escalated. There was
a CNN report, with an unnamed U.S. high-ranking official, the
suspicion  was  that  it  was  National  Security  Adviser  Jake
Sullivan, who said we only have a window of four weeks left
before we have to get a breakthrough, and somehow referring to
a possible plan of Russia to invade Ukraine. Which Russia has
denied  many  times,  emphatically.  But  if  you  look  at  the
chronologically  of  the  last  several  weeks—it  started  much
earlier—but let’s take the visit of the Director of the Office
of National Intelligence of the United States Avril Haines to
Brussels, where she briefed the NATO ambassadors about so-
called hard evidence intelligence that Russia would plan and
invasion of Ukraine at the beginning of 2022.

As I said, it was denied by Russia. Then there are obviously
troops being gathered at the Russian side of the Ukrainian
border, which has been commented on many times by Russia, that
it’s their good right to do on their territory whatever they
want. According to Maria Zakharova, the spokeswoman of the
Foreign Ministry, there are at least 10,000 troops from NATO
in  Ukraine,  4,000  from  the  U.S.  and  6,000  from  other
countries; and in the middle of all of that—I mean, there was
the  discussion  between  Putin  and  Biden  on  Dec.  7  on
videoconference—which  again  looked  as  if  this  would  move
forward. But then, immediately, the people around Biden went
back to their bellicose statements, so one never knows exactly
what the U.S. policy is exactly.

And then Putin proposed two treaties, to the U.S. and to NATO.
Now, these are not proposals for negotiations but ready-made
treaties, one for the United States to sign, that they will
basically not insist that Ukraine be in NATO, and the other
one for NATO to sign, that NATO will not move any farther
eastward.  And  the  Russians,  Putin,  they  said  this  is  not
negotiable;  this  pertains  to  the  very  national  security



interests of Russia, and they insist that these treaties be
signed.

Now the reaction from the West, from [NATO Secretary General
Jens]  Stoltenberg,  from  Lambrecht,  the  new  German  defense
minister, various other people, they said, they will not let
Russia dictate what to do, and so forth, but there was no
serious response so far. And various Russian spokesmen, Deputy
Foreign Minister Sergey Ryabkov, Grushko, Lavrov, and various
other people, they all said that this is very serious. If
there is no response from the West, and if there is any more
move to either move weapons into Ukraine, or to expand NATO in
any way more eastward, there will be a military answer coming
from Russia. And the bottom line has been reached, the red
line has been reached.

So we are sort of in a countdown, where it’s very clear that
whoever  is  pulling  the  strings  in  NATO  in  the  end,  and
sometimes one is not quite clear if it’s Biden or not, or
rather  not,  they’re  obviously  set  that  this  policy  of
encirclement against Russia and China continue. And Russia has
said, the red line has been reached.

Now, this is very, very dangerous, because —

Oh yeah, then I think it was also Sullivan, said that if there
is any move from Russia in respect to Ukraine, that they will
punish the economy of Russia so terribly that it—anyway, so
there are all these threats in the air.

And there is now a very interesting statement by Leonidas
Chrysanthopoulos, a former Greek ambassador, who commented on
all of that, by basically saying the West should not be so
hypocritical (I’m now using my own words), but that the West
should recognize that all Russia is demanding, in written,
legal terms, is what was promised in 1990 to them by the
United States, by NATO, in the negotiations concerning the
German reunification. And this is actually a matter of record:



There are now documents which everybody can look up, that on
Feb.  9,  1990,  Secretary  of  State  James  Baker  promised
Gorbachev that NATO would not move “one inch eastward,” and
this was also the content of the famous speech by then German
Foreign  Minister  Hans-Dietrich  Genscher,  in  his  speech  in
Tutzing, where he basically said the same thing. Naturally,
everybody knows these promises, which unfortunately were not
made in written form, but just verbally, they were broken
almost immediately and altogether 14 countries of the former
Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact were integrated into NATO; and
recently, and many times earlier, Russia has made the point
that to have Ukraine and Georgia in NATO is unacceptable for
the very simple reason that if you look at the border between
Ukraine and Russia, it leaves only a few minutes, maybe as
little as 5 minutes for a missile system to reach Moscow,
which obviously is much too short a time to have an effective
defense.

So, Russia makes the point that its national security interest
is absolutely threatened by these moves by NATO. So we are on
a countdown. And we should just keep in mind, if it comes to
any war between Russia and Ukraine, which would involve any
kind  of—even  without  Western  involvement—and  this  would
escalate, Germany would immediately be the target. And if you
have such statements like that of Senator Wicker, that the
first use of nuclear weapons cannot be taken off the table,
people should be aware of the fact, that if it comes to this,
Germany ceases to exist!

So, this is one of the reasons why I have been saying NATO is
no longer a security pact which is in the self-interest of
Germany, because if in the case of any military conflict,
Germany ceases to exist, obviously, this is not a good defense
strategy.

So, I think, first of all people must make themselves familiar
with this danger. According to the reports, we are in a four-
week countdown, and I think it is absolute, urgent necessity



that NATO and the United States and European countries do
agree to sign such legally binding agreements with Russia,
even if Putin, in a just-conducted meeting with some of his
top military people said that even a legally binding, signed
document  does  not  give  full  security,  because  the  United
States has now a very long record that they pull out of
treaties without any problem, overnight. But there must be a
recognition that we are on a terribly dangerous road, and
people must voice their opposition to this policy, loud and
clear, before it is too late.

SCHLANGER: There have been some voices speaking out in the
West,  but  not  nearly  enough,  and  then,  instead,  they’re
drowned out by people like Sullivan, who said Russia must
deescalate, when the escalation is coming from the West. And
the U.S. has not even responded yet to this request for these
treaties to be negotiated.

Now, unless you have something more on that, I think we need
to move on to the situation in Afghanistan, where there have
been  some  developments  with  the  Organization  for  Islamic
Cooperation meeting over the weekend, a potential for possible
motion on unfreezing the funds. I think 46 congress members
have written a letter to Biden. What’s your sense? Is there
some momentum building on this, especially given the reports
of the danger to millions of people, including children, of
starvation and freezing this winter?

ZEPP-LAROUCHE:  Yes,  this  is  the  second,  absolutely
heartbreaking and extremely upsetting story. You know, the
West  talks  about  moral  values,  value-based  order,  human
rights,  democracy,  all  of  these  beautiful  words,  but  the
reality  is  quite  ugly.  Because  the  World  Food  Program
representatives,  I  think,  the  head  Beasley  and  Mary-Ellen
McGroarty in Afghanistan, visiting Kabul and Kandahar in the
last several days, and they come back and say that 98% of the
Afghanistan population is in dire poverty, more than 90% are
food insecure, without medical supplies: 24 million people are



in danger of dying this winter, 3 million children, babies are
dying already—and this is the 21st century and the whole world
should know about it, but if you look at the Western media,
after the Taliban took over in August, there was a short
period when Afghanistan was in the news, but since several
months you hardly hear anything about it.

Now,  there  was  a  very  important  conference  over  Friday,
Saturday, Sunday in Islamabad, Pakistan, of the Organization
of Islamic Cooperation (OIC); this is with 57 states, the
second  largest  international  organization  after  the  United
Nations, and they had a meeting which was addressed by the
Prime Minister of Pakistan, Imran Khan. I listened to his
speech and I was—not that everything was new what he said, but
he said it very distinctly. He said, when the Taliban took
over and the West withdrew, everybody knew that 75% of the
budget of Afghanistan came from international aid, and since
that aid was immediately cut—the donor countries cut the aid
right away, because the Taliban had taken over—everybody knew
that the entire budget of Afghanistan was all of a sudden
practically nonexistent. Then you had the freezing of the
funds by the U.S. Treasury, by European banks, so there was a
complete cash crisis: People could not import anything, they
could not pay salaries, the whole thing broke down, and this
has been going on for four months, with the result I just
mentioned before.

But this is not the Taliban: When you hear the Western media,
if  they  report  anything  at  all,  they  say,  “Oh  yeah,  the
economy  is  now  terrible,  because  of  the  Taliban.”  It
is not because of the Taliban! Because if you have, after 20
years of NATO war, NATO leaves, and the United States forces
leave in a sudden fashion, the country in which they conducted
war for 20 years: They leave the country, nothing has been
built, no economy, no infrastructure, nothing is functioning,
and then, they cut off the international lifeline, the donor
monies, which make up 75% of the Afghanistan budget, they cut



this  off,  they  freeze  the  central  bank’s  funds,  and  then
naturally a catastrophe erupts which nobody, not the Taliban
or anybody else, can handle, because you have sanctions, and
have a complete freeze of everything! And the West knows that!
And they don’t react!

I mean, this is unbelievable! If you look at the Afghanistan
situation, this is the end of any credibility of the West, and
just to think that because the Western media are not reporting
that, people should not think that it goes unnoticed. For
example, the 57 OIC nations noticed; all the neighbors of
Afghanistan noticed; all the third world noticed. So I think
if this is not reversed very, very quickly, this will be of a
lasting impact of a demise of the West. This is why I have
said that the fate of Afghanistan and the fate of humanity are
much more closely linked than most people are willing to think
through.

I find this absolutely horrendous.

What the OIC conference decided: they will set up a fund, I
don’t know exactly the amounts that will be available, but
they will set up an office in Kabul, and the OIC has offered
to coordinate international aid. So something is being done,
for  sure,  but  the  problem  is  so  gigantic  that  it  really
requires all the neighbors of Afghanistan to cooperate, and I
think that the United States and the European countries—I
mean, they were for 20 years in this country, and then they
walk away. This is from the standpoint of international law,
completely unacceptable. So Europe and the United States have
an absolute moral obligation to reverse that and cooperate
with the neighbors of Afghanistan and not only have immediate
humanitarian aid, to alleviate the hunger, the lack of medical
supplies, but then, participate in the economic buildup of the
country, which can only occur by integrating Afghanistan into
the  Belt  and  Road  Initiative  projects—you  know,  the  CPEC
corridor from Pakistan to Kabul to Uzbekistan; the building of
the Khyber Pass, and other well-defined projects which would



immediately start building up the economy.

So that is what needs to be done. There are 39 congressmen who
made an appeal to Biden to unfreeze the funds which are held
by the Treasury: I think this is important. Obviously, this
must immediately happen because the winter is already there.

SCHLANGER: And toward that end of accelerated humanitarian
aid,  you  made  the  proposal  which  you  call  “Operation  Ibn
Sina,”  that  is,  while  specific  to  Afghanistan,  actually
reflects the need for the whole world in the midst of the
COVID crisis, the economic breakdown, which is the necessity
for a world health system, as the front end of a massive
infrastructure  investment  program,  which  could  include  the
Belt and Road Initiative and so on. How does that look as a
prospect from your standpoint?

ZEPP-LAROUCHE: Operation Ibn Sina, because one has to start
with  Afghanistan,  and  Ibn  Sina  comes  from  a  place  nearby
Bukhara which is Uzbekistan, but his father was born in Balk,
which is Afghanistan, and people are very proud of him. He’s
probably the greatest doctor who ever lived, so there is no
better name to give this effort to build a modern health
system in Afghanistan, than to call it after Ibn Sina. And
there already has been great interest in this idea coming from
several places in the region.

But more largely, we have now a new wave of the COVID-19, the
Omicron variant, and, again, there is such an unwillingness by
the establishment of the Western system to recognize that we
have  been  on  the  wrong  track,  and  I  said  in  the  very
beginning, when it was clear this was a pandemic, in March
2020, I said we need a world health system or else this
pandemic will not go away. Since then we’ve had all these
mutations, and now we have Omicron, and there is no guarantee
there will not be new mutations. And it’s also clear that the
idea  that  the  rich  countries  are  producing  and  hoarding
vaccines, and leaving the developing countries without is not



helping  anybody,  because  if  you  leave  entire  continents
without vaccinations and without modern health equipment, then
this virus will mutate, as it has done so far, and it will
come back and may even make the existing vaccines obsolete.

So, either we go in earnest, and say that the fact that
billions  of  people  do  not  have  modern  hospitals  is
unacceptable,  don’t  have  clear  water,  don’t  have  enough
electricity, this is something which could be done; there is
no reason why we could not immediately start to build modern
infrastructure, like we have it in Germany—it may be rotting,
but  it’s  still  there  because  previous  generations  were  a
little bit smarter than the present crop of politicians—but
there is no reason in the world why not technically, why not
technologically, we could not start building hospitals: We
need about 30,000 new hospitals around the world. That would
be easy! We could even make these hospitals prefabricated, in
the United States, in Europe, and then ship the modules to the
respective countries. The Chinese proved in Wuhan that you can
build a modern hospital in two weeks. It could be done this
way.

We could start a crash training program for medical personnel.
I have called for the youth, the young people in the world to
be trained to help build such an effort, like it was done by
Franklin D. Roosevelt with the CCC program in the New Deal.
You can train young people on the job, give them a vision and
a mission in life.

And  I  think  this  is  really  something—you  know,  we  cannot
continue this way! The idea that every time something happens,
the  rich  countries  only  take  care  of  themselves,  and  the
developing countries are left in the dark, that has to stop
and we have to start to really think in terms of a new
paradigm if humanity is supposed to come out of this crisis.
And given the fact that we have now the Christmas period, the
holiday season, people have some days to think. And rather
than just going about your business as usual—I mean, this is a



breaking point of civilization: Either we really can shape up
as a human species, or it may not look so great for our
perspective.

SCHLANGER: I think your last point, that in the spirit of
Christmas, of generosity and love of mankind, peace and good
will toward men, this would be the time to move ahead with the
shift to the new paradigm.

Helga, thanks for joining us today, and I know you wish all
your viewers a merry Christmas, as do I, and we’ll see you
again next week.

ZEPP-LAROUCHE: Yes. I wish you a Merry Christmas, and the
first topic we discussed, I really want you to think about,
because what we face in Europe between Russia, Ukraine, and
Europe and NATO, is like a reverse Cuban Missile Crisis. In
the Cuban Missile Crisis, Kennedy pointed to the fact that an
island which is only 160 miles from the coast of Florida, the
idea that you could deploy nuclear missiles in such a close
vicinity,  obviously  could  not  be  tolerated.  But  nuclear
missiles in NATO, in the Baltic, missile defense system in
Poland, in Romania, and the idea to move lethal weapons into
Ukraine, from the standpoint of the Russians, this is exactly
like the Cuban Missile Crisis.

So, I really want you to use this Christmas period to really
work  with  the  Schiller  Institute,  and  help  us  to  stop
something which could really be fatal for all of humanity. And
at the same time, there are all the resources, there are so
many  beautiful  contributions  to  civilizations,  Beethoven’s
music, all the great poets, the great philosophers—read these
things over these days and rethink how we should go about it,
because we definitely need to change course urgently

 



Ligesom  for  60  år  siden
vokser  faren  for  atomkrig
støt
Den 20. december (EIRNS) – Farten på de voksende amerikansk--
russiske spændinger over Ukraine tog til over den sidste uge,
således at det som lignede et håb om stabilisering for to uger
siden,  da  præsidenterne  Biden  og  Putin  afholdt  en
videokonference, nu til stadighed ligner en nedtælling til
krig i Europa mellem de atomare stormagter.

En højtstående embedsmand fra Det hvide Hus – sandsynligvis
den nationale sikkerhedsrådgiver, Jake Sullivan – fortalte CNN
søndag den 19. december, at der kun er et »tidsvindue på fire
uger« til at forhindre Rusland i at invadere Ukraine. »Det som
vi har foretaget os er meget kalkuleret«, sagde embedsmanden.
»Men vi har blot cirka et tidsvindue på fire uger fra nu af«.
Embedsmanden sagde, at USA’s planlagte sanktioner »ville være
overvældende,  øjeblikkelige  og  have  betydelige  omkostninger
for den russiske økonomi og deres finanssystem«.

Den  næste  dag,  den  20.  december,  fortalte  den  russiske
viceudenrigsminister, Sergej Ryabkov, journalister, at Biden-
administrationen  ikke  havde  svaret  på  Rusland  foreslåede
traktater om sikkerhedsgarantier i løbet af forhandlingerne
den 15. december i Moskva mellem Ryabkov og den amerikanske
viceudenrigsminister for europæiske og eurasiske anliggender,
Karen  Donfried.  Forslagene  inkluderede  forsikringen  om,
at  Ukraine  ikke  ville  blive  et  medlem  af  NATO,  og  at
yderligere opstillinger af amerikanske og NATO-styrker, samt
missilsystemer tættere på Ruslands grænser, ville ophøre…
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Og både viceudenrigsminister Alexander Grushko og forhandler
af våbenkontrol, Konstantin Gavrilov, henviste ildevarslende
til  »Ruslands  militær-tekniske  og  militære  midler«  som
det  eneste  alternativ  til  forhandlinger  om  Ruslands
traktatforslag. Ukraines egen regering fortsatte, i form af
udenrigsminister Dmytro Kuleba, med at tale med Washington
Post den 19. december og kræve flere »militære midler« og
tropper  fra  USA  og  Storbritannien  og  krævede,  at  USA
offentligt gør det klart hvor »overvældende og øjeblikkelig«
den skade er, som det amerikanske finansministerium forbereder
sig på at påføre den russiske økonomi og finanssystem, og
at  gøre  dette  i  samarbejde  med  London,  hvad  enten  de
kontinentale, europæiske allierede er enige med dette eller
ej.

I oktober 1962 var det USA’s sydlige grænse, der var truet, på
nært hold, af sovjetiske soldater og missiler i Cuba, som
truede med et ødelæggende førsteslag. I dag er det NATO’s
uophørlige fremmarch, tættere og tættere på Ruslands grænser.
(Læs John F. Kennedys udtalelse på engelsk nedenfor.)

Ydermere krævede USA’s militærchefer en invasion af Cuba for
at ødelægge missilerne og andre styrker, og præsident Kennedy
holdte dem tilbage – med megen møge.

Hvis ikke Kennedy og Khrusjtjov havde fundet en forhandlet
løsning på Cuba-krisen, hvad ville da sandsynligvis være sket?
Hundrede millioner af mennesker verden over var rædselsslagne
over en umiddelbar atomkrig.

Hvordan  var  præsident  Kennedys  krav  anderledes  end  dem
fra  præsident  Vladimir  Putins  foreslåede  aftale  den  7.
december  til  præsident  Joe  Biden?  …Kennedy  og
Khrusjtjov ønskede begge en løsning, og ikke én, hvor den
anden  præsident  og  hans  nation  blev  ydmyget  eller
tilintetgjort  gennem  »overvældende,  øjeblikkelig«,
national  beskadigelse!
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Det er det, som nu må forhandles mellem præsident Biden og
Putin, ved at tilsidesætte krigshøgene – nogle af dem der er
så klinisk sindssyge, at de foreslår et atomart førsteslag mod
Rusland, som senator Roger Wicker gjorde det den 7. december.
Men en løsning må og kan opnås, hvis borgere nu rejser sig og
kræver  dette,  og  forbliver  optimistiske  om,  at  disse  to
nationer kan blokere den faretruende vej mod optrapning og
stormagtskrig.  Lad  dem  i  stedet  bruge  deres  energi  på  at
forsyne Afghanistan med mad, sundhedspleje og genopbygning.

For 60 år siden fortalte præsident John F. Kennedy nationen
følgende i en direkte, national TV-tale: “Within the past
week, unmistakable evidence has established the fact that a
series of offensive missile sites is now in preparation on
that imprisoned island. The purpose of these bases can be none
other than to provide a nuclear strike capability against the
Western  Hemisphere.”  The  President  concluded:  “But  this
secret, swift, and extraordinary buildup … in an area well
known to have a special and historical relationship to the
United States and the nations of the Western Hemisphere … this
sudden, clandestine decision to station strategic weapons for
the  first  time  outside  of  Soviet  soil–is  a  deliberately
provocative and unjustified change in the status quo which
cannot be accepted by this country….”

Putin og Xi tager tyren ved
hornene
Den 15. december (EIRNS) – Den russiske præsident, Vladimir
Putin, og den kinesiske præsident, Xi Jinping, afholdt det som
svarede  til  et  hastetopmøde  i  dag  i  en  videokonference.
Topmødet, offentliggjort for kun to dage siden, tog fat om to
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forskellige  slags  »atomkrige«,  som  de  to  lande  trues  med
gennem  det  krigsgale  og  bankerotte  britisk-amerikanske
finansetablissement:

 1) Opfordringen den 7. december fra senator Roger Wicker
(republikaner  fra  Mississippi)  om  at  overveje  militære
angreb  baseret  på  »førstebrugen  af  atomvåben«  (»first-use
nuclear  action«),  og  bruge  krisen  omkring  Ukraine  som
retfærdiggørelsen.  Wicker  er  den  næsthøjest  rangerende  -
republikaner i Senatets Komité for væbnet Tjeneste. På trods
af den storm af protester, fra venstre og højre side af det
politiske  spektrum,  som  hans  udtalelse  udløste,  har
senatoren  stadig  ikke  trukket  sin  hovedløse  provokation
tilbage. Samtidig fortsætter NATO sin østlige udvidelse, samt
at  væbne  Ukraine  og  andre  nationer  der  ligger  helt  op
til  Ruslands  grænse  –  en  udvidelse,  som  ifølge
Ruslands  advarsler,  krydser  en  rød  streg  og  vil  føre  til
et svar fra russisk side.

 2.  Gentagne  opfordringer  til  at  aktivere  den  »atomare  -
valgmulighed« i finansiel krigsførelse mod Rusland – at smide
dem  ud  af  det  globale  finansielle  betalingssystem,
SWIFT.  Dette  ville  svare  til  en  finansiel  belejring  af
Rusland for at forsøge at sulte dem til at underkaste sig, som
dette  i  øjeblikket  gøres  mod  Afghanistan.  Den  amerikanske
viceudenrigsminister,  Victoria  Nuland,  arkitekten  af  det
nazistiske  kup  i  Ukraine  i  2014,  opfordrede  blot  forrige
uge til denne »atomare valgmulighed«, og udenrigsminister Tony
Blinken  truede  offentligt  med  dette  lige  efter  topmødet
mellem Biden og Putin den 7. december. Lignende trusler blev
udtrykt af præsident Biden selv umiddelbart før sit møde med
Putin i juni 2021.

 Hvad  diskuterede  Putin  og  Xi  i  dag,  efter  pressens
kameraer  var  blevet  slukket?  De  gennemgik  naturligvis
krigsfaren og deres fælles forpligtelse i at hjælpe med at
styrke  hinandens  sikkerhed  i  lyset  af
truslerne  omkring  Ukraine  og  Taiwan.  Dertil  giver



den offentlige gennemgang, leveret af Kreml-rådgiveren, Yuri
Ushakov, yderligere indsigt: »Særlig opmærksomhed blev givet
af  de  to  ledere  på  nødvendigheden  af  at  intensivere
anstrengelserne  for  at  skabe  en  uafhængig,  finansiel
infrastruktur  for  at  muliggøre  handelsoperationer  mellem
Rusland og Kina. Det vil sige at skabe en infrastruktur, som
ikke kan påvirkes af tredje lande.«

 Betyder dette, at Rusland og Kina snart vil meddele, at de er
i færd med at træde ud af dollarsystemet og afkoble deres
økonomier fra Vesten? Sandsynligvis ikke. Betyder det, at de
har  forberedt  defensive  tiltag  for  at  kunne  håndtere  en
finansiel  »atomar  valgmulighed«,  igangsat  mod  dem?
Sandsynligvis.

 Helga Zepp-LaRouche kommenterede i dag, at hvis Rusland og
Kina tvinges til at vedtage storstilede modforanstaltninger
imod SWIFT-systemet, da kunne dette meget vel være dråben, der
fik hele det transatlantiske finanssystems bære til at flyde
over.  Heldigvis  eksisterer  potentialet  i  forbindelse  Kinas
Bælte- og Vejinitiativ til at overtage dettes rolle, og at
erstatte  nutidens  malthusianske  afindustrialiserings-  og
affolkningspolitik  med  et  nyt  system,  fokuseret  på
højteknologisk,  fysisk-økonomisk  vækst.

 Tag et skridt tilbage og overvej Putins nylige diplomatiske
initiativer  –  den  samme  Putin,  som  Lyndon  LaRouche  ofte
beskrev  som  et  »strategisk  geni«,  der  ikke  burde
undervurderes.  Putin  sørgede  for  at  flankere  sit  kritiske
topmøde den 7. december med præsident Biden: inden dette, med
et  topmøde  den  6.  december  i  New  Delhi  med  Indiens
premierminister  Modi,  og  efter  dette,  med
dagens  hastetopmøde  med  præsident  Xi.  Et  andet  emne,
diskuteret mellem Putin og Xi, ifølge Ushakov, var intentionen
om at afholde et topmøde mellem Rusland, Indien og Kina i den
nærmeste fremtid.

 Og USA? Præsident Biden, sammen med kredse, der måske kunne



beskrives som »realisterne« i Washington, virker tilbøjelige
til at søge en forhandlet løsning til krisen omkring Rusland
og  Ukraine.  Men  hans  politiske  paladsgarde  –  Blinken,
Sullivan,  Nuland,  m.fl.  –  er  ikke,  og  indtil
videre er de de dominerende skikkelser i Washington. Ej heller
er  ejerne  af  det  vestlige,  spekulative  finanssystem  i
forhandlingsstemning – det er ikke en mulighed for dem. Deres
system er i gang med at bryde sammen, og deres eneste håb er
at gennemtvinge en overgang til en fascistisk, malthusiansk
verdensorden.

 For  at  Amerika  skal  kunne  overleve  og  blomstre,  må
det  vedtage  retningen,  længe  foreslået  af  Lyndon
LaRouche, der etablerer en firemagts-alliance med magten til
at indlede et Nyt Paradigme i global udvikling – en alliance
blandt USA, Rusland, Kina og Indien, som handler på vegne af
hele menneskeheden.

Billede: www.kremlin.ru

Operation  Ibn  Sina:  Det
afgørende  våben  i
den nuværende »krig om idéer«
Den  14.  december  (EIRNS)  –  De  hurtige  forandringer  i  den
internationale,  strategiske  situation  kræver,  at  vi  retter
vores opmærksomhed på at besvare dette afgørende spørgsmål:
Hvordan  kan  idéer,  såsom  interventionen  fra  Komitéen  for
modsætningernes  Sammenfald  i  verdens  sundhedskrise,  samt
»Operation Ibn Sina«, et militært og strategisk, såvel som
filosofisk,  alternativ  til  den  dødbringende  geopolitik  i
Sydvestasien,  omdanne  den  nuværende,  tydeligvis  fejlslagne
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liste af »troværdige politiske valgmuligheder« for at sikre,
ikke  blot  fortsat  menneskelig  overlevelse,  men  sågar  en
økonomisk velstand uden sidestykke? Med andre ord, er det
sandt, at en idé, under visse betingelser, som repræsenterer
et dybere, uset, højere  »poetisk« princip, kan blive til en
virkningsfuld politik, måske budt velkommen af store dele,
eller sågar hele menneskeheden, således at ufuldkomne personer
og ledere »selv imens de benægter og afsværger, alligevel
formås til at tjene den magt, som sidder på tronen af deres
egne sjæle«?

 Tre udviklinger i de sidste 48 timer antyder muligheden for
en  stor,  dybdegående  og  vedvarende  forandring.  Disse
udviklinger viser også, at dem, der handler fra den kreative
fornufts  »højere  domæne«,  ikke  blot  er  klogere,  men  kan
udmanøvrere dem, der ikke gør dette.

 Ét: Det russiske afslag, støttet af nationerne, Indien og
Kina,  hver  med  »én  milliard  plus«  individer,  af  FN’s
sikkerhedsråds resolution, som erklærer, at »klimaforandringer
er  en  global  sikkerhedstrussel«.  Dette  går
imod det geopolitiske fremstød, der har været under opsejling
i årevis for at sætte sloganet »klimaforandringer« i stedet
for  »ressourceknaphed«  –  det  tidligere  argument,  der  kan
findes i dokumenter som »Det nationale Sikkerhedsstudie 200:
Konsekvenser af verdensomspændende befolkningsvækst for USA’s
sikkerhed og oversøiske Interesser« (»National Security Study
Memorandum 200: Implications of Worldwide Population Growth
for  U.S.  Security  and  Overseas  Interests«).  [I  studiet
stod  der,  at  befolkningsvækst  i  udviklingslande  var  en
trussel  mod  USA’s  nationale  sikkerhed,  fordi  disse  lande
dermed ville bruge deres egne, vigtigste naturressourcer, som
USA  havde  brug  for  –  red.]  Disse  tre
nationer,  som  repræsenterer  40%  af  verdens  befolkning,
forsvarede dem der var for svage, for nedtrådte eller opdelte
til at forsvare sig selv.

 Rusland og Kina i særdeleshed er klare over, at rapporten,



»Den  verdensomspændende  trusselsvurdering  udarbejdet  af  det
amerikanske  efterretningssamfund  fra  2019«,  blev  skrevet
efter  sabotagen  af  det  panel,  som  skulle  have
været ledt, efter Præsident Trumps anmodning, af fysikeren,
William  Happer,  som  fik  en  plads  i  Det  nationale
Sikkerhedsråd.  Panelet  havde  til  hensigt  at  undersøge  den
falske, (såkaldt) videnskabelige fortælling om ”forbindelsen”
mellem CO2-udledninger og global opvarmning. Trump afviste -
Trusselvurderingen fra 2017, som oprindeligt havde påstået det
samme, og han bragte Happer ind i administrationen i 2018. Men
før Happers komité overhovedet kunne nå at mødes, blev den
saboteret – sandsynligvis fra CIA’s side, ifølge én kilde
– og gennemgangen blev aldrig foretaget.

 Rapporten  fra  2019  konkluderede,  at  klimaforandringer  er
menneskeskabte og en betydelig trussel mod den nationale -
sikkerhed.  På  side  23  står  der:  »Global  miljømæssig  og
økologisk nedbrydning, såvel som klimaforandringer, vil højst
sandsynligt fremskynde konkurrencen om ressourcer, økonomisk
nød og social utilfredshed gennem 2019 og derudover… Aftagende
arktisk havis kunne forøge konkurrence – særligt med Rusland
og Kina – i adgangen til søruter og naturlige ressourcer«. På
side 24, en side senere, under titlen, »Regionale trusler:
Kina  og  Rusland«,  står  der:  »Kina  og  Rusland  vil  give
udfordringer for USA og deres allierede indenfor en bred vifte
af økonomi, politik, kontraspionage, militær og diplomati. Vi
forventer, at de vil samarbejde for at modvirke amerikanske
mål, og drage fordel af den stigende tvivl om den liberale,
demokratiske model i nogle områder.« Det er det, som rent
faktisk  blev  udmanøvreret  af  Rusland,  Kina  og,  på  en
anderledes måde, Indien, gennem deres ageren i FN i mandags.

 To: Det atlantiske Råd (Atlantic Council) udgav i mandags et
åbent  brev  til  Præsident  Biden  under  overskriften:
»Afghanistan er ved at bryde sammen. Her er hvad USA bør gøre
ved det«. Det var underskrevet af 13 amerikanske diplomater og
militært personel, inklusive Ryan Crocker, James Cunningham,



James  Dobbins,  David  Petraeus  og  andre.  Det  indeholder
følgende afsnit:

 »Udover  fødevarer  og  medicin,  har  Afghanistan  brug  for
en  stabil  valuta  og  et  fungerende  banksystem  for  at
undgå et omsiggribende sammenbrud af økonomien og regeringen. -
Sundhedshjælpere, lærere og andre uundværlige arbejdere har
brug for at blive betalt, hvis statens mest grundlæggende
funktioner  skal  bevares.  Almindelige  afghanere  fortjener
adgang til deres egne penge, nu indefrosset i banker, som er
bange for amerikanske og internationale sanktioner, samt det
mulige sammenbrud af det afghanske finanssystem.«

 Lyder  positivt,  ikke  sandt?  Dernæst:  »diskussioner  er
undervejs  i  Washington  og  andre  steder  for  at  udforske
forskellige måder for at stabilisere den afghanske valuta og
at undgå kollapset af banksystemet, uden at forsyne Taliban
med  ekstra  ressourcer,  som  kunne  bruges  til  ildesindede
formål. Gode idéer til hvordan dette kan gøres er til stede,
herunder  forslag  fra  forhenværende  ambassadører,  USAID-
direktører  og  embedsmænd  fra  Verdensbanken,  blandt
andre. Eftersom et hvilket som helst tiltag i denne retning
vil være kontroversielt, og intet kontrolsystem er perfekt, -
kræver det mod at handle«.

 Når som helst man hører sætningen »mod til at handle« fra
disse kredse, som »handler« overalt i verden, hele tiden, ofte
i dit navn og uden din tilladelse, vær påpasselig og fortsæt
med  forsigtighed.  Dem  der  har  læst  bogen:  »En  økonomisk
lejemorders  bekendelser«  (»Confessions  of  An  Economic  Hit-
Man«), af John Perkins, kan genkende tankegangen her. Der
er rent faktisk intet om nødvendigheden af at stabilisere den
afghanske nation her – men der er, på den anden side, en anden
vigtig, bevægende faktor. »Jo længere beslutninger udskydes,
desto sværere vil det blive at forhindre den overhængende
humanitære katastrofe i landet og døden for mange afghanere«
–  dødsfald,  hvis  skyld  vil  ligge  hos  USA,  NATO  og
dem der har afvist »Operation Ibn Sina«, eller noget som helst



reelt nødsamarbejde med nationerne i området. Operation Ibn
Sina  er  et  sådant  samarbejde,  foreslået  af  Helga  Zepp-
LaRouche, og involverer Pakistan, USA, Kina og Rusland, såvel
som Usbekistan og alle nationerne rundt om Afghanistan. Sådan
et samarbejde, særligt i lyset af Putin-Biden-diskussionerne
om spændingerne, der finder sted på grænsen mellem Ukraine og
Rusland, både den russiske og amerikanske militære erfaring i
Afghanistan  og  muligheden  for  et  samarbejde  mellem
»modsætningerne« i det gode formåls tjeneste, samt medlemmer
af  andre  religiøse  overbevisninger,  særligt  til  juletid,
burde forfølges så meget desto mere. Operation Ibn Sina, så
»usandsynlig«  som  den  måske  virker,  er  en  krigsvindende
strategi mod de reelle fjender – »fattigdom, sult, sygdom og
krigen selv«.

 Tre: Bevismateriale, nøje sammenstillet i Danmark og Norge,
med hensyn til coronavirussets omikron-variant, viser, at selv
dem der har fået to vaccinestik har en meget høj smitterate
[Danmarks myndigheder har igangsat en stor indsats for et
tredje vaccine-boosterstik, hvilket de håber vil være meget
effektivt, som et britisk studie viste – red.]. Dette rejser
det åbenlyse spørgsmål: Hvad hvis omikron var ligeså dødelig
som deltavirusset, hvilket den virker til ikke at være? Hvad
ville vi gøre ved det? Selv uden dette, hvad er der ved at ske
med  hospitalsvæsenerne  verden  over,  som  er  ved  at  blive
oversvømmet af omikrontilfælde – og muligvis, hvert eneste dag
det skulle være, en endnu mere dødbringende variant? Opråbet
fra Dr. Jocelyn Elders til en global dialog og konference for
at katalysere en verdensøkonomisk nødplatform, hvor upraktisk
det end måtte lyde, er »sejrens hvælving« hvorunder verdens
svageste  og  stærkeste,  rigeste  og  fattigste,  må  mødes,
hvis det skal lykkes at overleve.

 Lyndon LaRouche sagde følgende i december 1985: »I en sand
republik,  er  sande  borgere  personligt  ansvarlige  overfor
Skaberen,  for  virkeliggørelsen  af  denne  republik;
for virkeliggørelsen af det almene vel, da det påvirker alle



personer i denne republik; for virkeliggørelsen, således, af
hvert personligt liv i denne republik, samt virkeliggørelsen
af denne republiks rolle i verden; for menneskehedens almene
vel som helhed og hver eneste individuel personlighed, nutidig
og fremtidig, af menneskeheden som en helhed. Den individuelle
borger af en republik er personligt ansvarlig overfor Skaberen
i den grad, at det individ enten har evnen til at påvirke
tingenes gang, eller kan udvikle den nødvendige evne til at
påvirke tingenes gang.« Måske benægter og afsværger vi, men vi
kan  også  tjene  fornuftens  og  skønhedens  højere
magt, hvilket, hvis vi er heldige, »selv i vores trods«, vil
side og råde på tronen af vore egne sjæle.

Billede: Aga Khan Foundation: Sandra Calligaro

POLITISK ORIENTERING den 15.
december 2021:
Kun  samarbejde  kan  besejre
pandemien  og  forhindre
atomkrig
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Er nogle af eliterne ved at
komme til fornuft?
Den 10. december (EIRNS) – Måske er det tydeligste bevis på,
at  Præsident  Biden  rent  faktisk  forsøger  at  stoppe  3.
verdenskrig en overskrift i dag i Londons førende avis, Daily
Telegraph: »Joe Bidens tilbud om NATO-forhandlinger for at
undgå en russiske invasion af Ukraine er en stor sejr for
Vladimir Putin.«

Bidens meddelelse, efter topmødet med Putin den 7. december,
at  et  møde  snart  ville  finde  sted  mellem  USA,  Frankrig,
Tyskland, Italien og Storbritannien, sammen med Rusland, for
at diskutere Putins opfordring til lovbundne garantier om, at
NATO  hverken  ville  bevæge  sig  tættere  på  den  russiske
grænse  eller  opstille  store  våbensystemer  på  dets
grænse, har sendt kuldegysninger gennem de angloamerikanske,
imperiale institutioner. Den russiske Telegraph-korrespondent,
Roland  Oliphant,  havde  følgende  at  sige:  »Russiske
diplomater/embedsmænd/hvem som helst fortæller mig, at de har
ønsket  at  have  denne  samtale  bogstavelig  talt  i  årevis.
Jeg troede aldrig, at de ville få den, men nu sker det.«

Flere  russiske  embedsmænd  har  udtrykt  »forsigtig
optimisme«  om,  at  den  ekstremt  farlige  fremstormen  mod
militærkonfrontation kan vendes rundt. Som udtrykt af Senator
Vladimir Dzhabarov, viceformand for den Russiske Føderations 
Udenrigskomité: »Det der er betryggende er, at Biden i sidste
ende er en politiker fra den gamle skole… Vi håber, at den
kloge  Biden  vil  forhindre,  at  den  røde  linje  bliver
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overskredet.«

Fareniveauet  kan  ikke  overdrives.  Sergej  Ryabkov,  Ruslands
viceudenrigsminister,  fortalte  føderationsrådet  den  9.
december: »Uheldigvis oplever vi, at vores advarsler bliver
ignoreret, og NATO’s militære infrastruktur rykker så tæt på
os som muligt.« Spurgt om dette kunne nå samme niveau som
Cuba-krisen i 1962, sagde Ryabkov, at det fuldt ud var muligt,
»hvis  kammeraterne  på  den  anden  side  ikke  forstår  det  og
fortsætter  med  at  gøre  hvad  de  gør…  Det
ville  være  diplomatiets
komplette  fiasko,  en  udenrigspolitisk  fiasko,  men  der  er
stadig  tid  til  at  forsøge  at  nå  en  aftale  baseret  på
fornuft… Folk indser, at det ikke kan fortsætte længere i den
retning.«

I 1962 undgik Præsident John Kennedy og sin bror, Robert, den
daværende  justitsminister  og  præsidentens  tætteste
rådgiver,  med  nød  og  næppe  krig  mod  Sovjetunionen  gennem
klogt, og stille, diplomati, som gjorde en ende på et atomart
opgør, gennem kompromis. Oliver Stone, der har udgivet filmen
med titlen: »Gensyn med JFK, en dokumentar« (»JFK Revisited, A
Documentary«),  30  år  efter  sin  berømte  film,  »JFK«,  fra
1991, påpegede den 6. december, at »efter Kennedy blev dræbt
har  ingen  amerikansk  præsident,  ikke  én  –  tænk  over  det
– været i stand til at røre det militære kompleks, eller dette
efterretningskompleks«. Om »politikeren fra den gamle skole«,
Joe Biden, vil være i stand til at gentage Kennedys diplomati
i det nuværende atomare opgør – denne gang både med Rusland og
Kina – vil afhænge af niveauet af internationalt pres, dels
fra en oprørt amerikansk befolkning, som nu begynder at vågne
op på grund af det sammenbrud, der finder sted i næsten alle
dele af livets facetter i USA selv, samt fra et internationalt
samfund, der i stigende grad er blevet klar over, at USA er på
vej mod en krig, som kunne gøre en ende på civilisationen, som
vi kender den.

Indenfor de sidste to uger har en førende, amerikansk diplomat



og  en  forhenværende  ledende  CIA-medarbejder
ladet sig interviewe af EIR, og begge har sendt advarsler
gennem  denne  platform  om,  at  der  er  galninge  i
magtpositioner, som forsøger at få landet i krig mod Rusland,
Kina og Iran.

Ambassadør  Chas  Freeman,  der  spillede  en  vigtig  rolle
i påbegyndelsen af relationer med Kina i 1970’erne og i at
formulere de amerikanske relationer med både Kina og Taiwan på
det tidspunkt, fortalte EIR den 29. november, at Trump- og
Biden-administrationerne  er  trådt  over  den  »røde
linje«, hvilket kunne fremprovokere en krig mod Kina: »Hvad
det ømfindtlige spørgsmål om Taiwan i de amerikansk-kinesiske
relationer  angår,  accepterede  USA  grundlæggende  set
tre betingelser: ét, at vi ville afslutte relationerne med
Taipei;  to,  at  vi  ville  tilbagetrække  alt
militærpersonel  og  anlæg  på  øen;  og  tre,  at  vi
ville opgive vores forsvarsforpligtelser til øen. Vi er nu
trådt tilbage fra hver eneste af de forpligtelser.«

Graham Fuller, en specialist i Islam, som tjente 20 år i CIA,
herunder fire år i Hongkong, fortalte EIR den 9. december (et
interview der snart vil blive udgivet), at USA’s eliter er
blevet ude af stand til at acceptere, at nationen ikke længere
er den eneste, herskende magt i verden, og at Kina er opstået
som  »næsten  ligeværdig«  konkurrent  indenfor  næsten  hvert
eneste  område.  Hvis  USA  ikke  formår  at  »dæmpe  sin
retorik«,  advarede  han,  så  kunne  konsekvensen  blive  en
katastrofe.  Han  tilføjede,  at  det  at  kalde  Iran  for  en
»terrorstat«  er  grotesk,  mens  det  at  anklage  Kina  for
folkemord  mod  uighurerne  var  latterligt.

Både Chas Freeman og Graham Fuller tror ikke, at Præsident
Biden ønsker en krig, men ingen af dem har tiltro til, at han
kan overvinde afhængigheden af krig blandt USA’s eliter og det
militære  industrielle  kompleks.  Faren  er  stor,  og  i
sådanne historiske situationer er hvert individs potentielle
magt langt større, eftersom en bekymret og skræmt befolkning



leder efter sandheden bag løgnene, der kommer fra politikerne
og medierne. Det er på tide at lytte til Lyndon LaRouches vise
ord.

Picture: NATO Headquarters, Public picture

Psykopater  udgør  en  risiko
for  vor  eksistens!  Tyskland
må træde ud af Nato! Af Helga
Zepp-LaRouche
I  betragtning  af  den  politiske  orientering  hos  den  nye
regering i Berlin virker det næsten udsigtsløst at kræve en
øjeblikkelig tysk udtrædelse af Nato. Men hvis Olaf Scholz
mener det alvorligt med den embedsed han aflagde for to dage
siden ved sin tiltræden som forbundskansler, nemlig at han vil
dedikere sin “kraft til gavn for det tyske folks vel, virke
til gavn for det og beskytte det mod ulykker”, så bør han
øjeblikkeligt igangsætte denne udtræden. For i Nato og frem
for  alt  i  USA  og  Storbritannien  er  der  indflydelsesrige
kræfter, der af geopolitiske grunde leger med Tysklands og
derudover  også  med  hele  menneskehedens  eksistens.  Den
virkelige årsag til dette globale militære spil med musklerne
på flere fronter er af det nyliberale systems forestående
kollaps,  som  man  prøver  at  tilsløre  med  en  kompleks
konfettiregn af antirussiske og antikinesiske beretninger.

Gennem flere uger har man opbygget et scenarie i medierne om
en  påstået  forberedelse  fra  russisk  side  af  en  militær
invasion  i  Ukraine,  og  Avril  Haines,  chefen  for  USA’s
nationale sikkerhedstjeneste, har endda forsøgt at overbevise
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Nato-ambassadørerne  i  Bruxelles  om  det,  selv  om  det
udtrykkeligt er blevet tilbagevist af Rusland. Uger igennem
har man gennemført en række provokationer som for eksempel en
Nato-manøvre,  hvor  man  gennemspillede  et  atomangreb  på
Rusland, og hvor amerikanske fly nærmede sig 20 km til den
russiske  grænse,  såvel  som  droneangreb  i  Østukraine  og
provokerende “orienteringsflyvninger” i Sortehavet.

Rusland har beskyldt Nato for at have overtrådt flere “røde
linjer” i Ukraine og for ikke at have reageret på klagerne
derover. Og op til det af præsident Biden foreslåede virtuelle
topmøde mellem Biden og Putin på højdepunktet af spændingerne
forlangte Putin retsligt bindende aftaler om, at Nato ikke
skulle udvides nærmere mod den russiske grænse, hvilket Biden
afviste med, at man ikke accepterede nogle “røde linjer” fra
Ruslands  side,  medens  Nato’s  generalsekretær  Stoltenberg
betonede,  at  Rusland  ikke  havde  nogen  ret  til  at  opbygge
“indflydelsessfærer”.

Midt under de eskalerende spændinger truede vicechefen for det
amerikanske senats forsvarsudvalg, senator Roger Wicker fra
Mississippi, med et førstehåndsangreb med atomvåben: “Militære
aktioner vil sige, at vi overvælder det russiske militær med
ødelæggelse, at vi indsætter amerikanske tropper derovre. Vi
udelukker ikke et førstehåndsangreb med atomvåben.”

Tulsi  Gabbard,  tidligere  kongresmedlem  fra  Hawaii  og
pensioneret  løjtnant  i  den  amerikanske  hær,  kommenterede
Wickers tirade: “Enhver, der foreslår sådan noget eller bare
tager det som en mulighed, må være afsindig eller en sociopat
eller en sadist.” Dog er Wicker med sine forslag, der ikke
blot vil ødelægge det amerikanske folk og hele verden, men
også ukrainerne, hvis demokrati, det angiveligt er, der skal
beskyttes, ikke noget særtilfælde. Den samme retorik kommer
både  fra  demokrater  og  republikanere  i  Kongressen,  fra
administrationen og medierne, fra de samme neokonservative og
neoliberale kræfter, der trak landet ind i regimeskiftskrigene
i Irak, Libyen og Syrien.



Man kan kun give Tulsi Gabbard ret. Den der gennem de sidste
år har fulgt den stadigt eskalerende propaganda mod Rusland og
Kina fra hele det amerikanske politiske spektrums side, bliver
mindet om det udsagn, at den, som guderne vil ødelægge, ham
driver de først til vanvid.

Indholdet af den to timer lange samtale mellem Biden og Putin
er endnu ikke offentliggjort. Dog optog Biden kontakt med fire
Nato-partnere angående kravet om en retsligt bindende aftale
og lovede yderligere rådføringer med alle Nato-landene. Og
naturligvis kender alle Europas regeringer den sande historie
om  det  af  Victoria  Nuland  understøttede  kup  i  Ukraine  i
februar 2014, om Stephan Banderas nynazistiske gruppes rolle i
kuppet og løgnen om Putins påståede besættelse af Krim, som i
virkeligheden var en afstemning af Krims befolkning om, at de
i  betragtning  af  naziterroren  i  Kiev  foretrak  at  tilhøre
Rusland.  Måske  ville  det  være  på  tide,  at  de  europæiske
regeringer indrømmede sandheden om hændelserne i Ukraine, som
de  naturligvis  var  meddelagtige  i  gennem  deres
sammenslutninger, frem for at den tredje verdenskrig bryder ud
på grund af en falsk historie om Putins påståede aggression.

Men selv om den akutte krigsfare kan svækkes midlertidigt –
Biden taler om at udskyde Ukraines medlemskab af Nato ti år –
så vedvarer den akutte fare for en ny verdenskrig.

Det anden farecenter, hvor en krig kan opstå og udvikle sig,
er atomprogrammet i Iran og Trump-administrationens opsigelse
af JPCOA-aftalen. Selv om CIA-chefen William Burns netop har
bekræftet,  at  sikkerhedstjenesten  ikke  på  nogen  måde  er
bekendt med, at Iran skulle arbejde på et atomvåbenprogram, så
ser Israel også en fare i det civile atomprogram – som Iran
har fuld ret til at udvikle i følge folkeretten – sådan som
Israels forsvarsminister Benny Gantz understregede det under
sit  nylige  besøg  i  Pentagon,  hvor  den  amerikanske
forsvarsminister Austin bekræftede, at USA var fast besluttet
på at hindre Iran i at anskaffe sig atomvåben.



Men den farligste situation er uden tvivl konflikten mellem
USA  og  Kina  om  Taiwan.  Efter  at  verden  har  nærmet  sig
faretruende  mod  den  tredje  verdenskrig  på  grund  af
tilspidsningen  af  forholdene  i  Ukraine,  udtalte  en  række
amerikanske politiske eksperter – og dette er nyt – sig om den
amerikanske sædvane med at iscenesætte falske begrundelser for
militære operationer. Således henviste den tidligere diplomat
Peter Van Buren til eksplosionen af krigsskibet USS Maine i
Havanas havn i 1898 (hvilket var anledningen til den spansk-
amerikanske  krig,  og  ikke  var  noget  terrorangreb,  men  en
eksplosion i selve skibet), til begivenheden i Tonkin-bugten,
hvor USA fik et påskud til at påbegynde til længe planlagte
vietnamkrig, og naturligvis til Irak-krigen i 2003, hvor alle
de  indblandede  på  forhånd  var  klar  over,  at  påstanden  om
masseødelæggelsesvåben var en løgn, sådan som Nancy Pelosi
indrømmede det offentligt.

Angående Kina skriver Van Buren: “Den næste krig ser ud som om
den leder efter en årsag.” Eftersom Kina vægrer sig ved at
marchere ind i Taiwan og dermed give USA en grund til at
virkeliggøre sin krigsfeber, så er et oprustningskapløb inden
for overlydsvåben blot det mindste problem. “Men hvad hvis USA
allerede er fast besluttet på en virkelig krig og blot søger
efter  en  troværdig  årsag?”,  spørger  Van  Buren  og  udtaler
dermed  det,  der  for  længst  er  blevet  indlysende.  Kan  man
antage, at disse og flere andre begivenheder “under falsk
flag” er de vestlige regeringer og partier velkendte? Bortset
fra måske et par uerfarne partimedlemmer – afgjort! Derfor er
de  folk,  der  har  deltaget  i  præsident  Bidens  “Demokrati-
topmøde”,  som  snarere  burde  kaldes  et  hyklertopmøde,
nogenlunde  lige  så  troværdige  som  organisatorerne  af  de
berygtede  “tæppe-busture”,  hvor  godtroende  pensionister
påduttes plystæpper som “ægte persiske tæpper”.

For  ideen   om,  at  det  drejer  sig  en  alliance  af  “gode
kræfter”,  et  værdifællesskab,  der  går  ind  for
menneskerettigheder og frihed, mod de “onde”, der undertrykker



deres  befolkninger,  er  et  blikfang,  hvor  de  udstyrer  et
fordærvet produkt med kosmetiske indgreb og udbyder det til
salg.

 Senest  efter  at  den  amerikanske  administration  og  dens
“forbundsfæller”  har  efterladt  Afghanistan  i  en  absolut
katastrofal tilstand efter 20 års krig og har tilbageholdt
penge,  der  tilhører  afghanerne,  og  dermed  forstærket  den
værste humanitære katastrofe på planeten, hvor 24 millioner
mennesker trues af sulte- og kuldedød, bør ingen af disse
agtværdige demokrater mere tage ordet menneskerettigheder i
deres mund. Snarere bør man nævne de millioner af sårede, døde
og flygtninge, som de endeløse, på falsk grundlag opbyggede
krige har frembragt. Og hvad med Julian Assange, hvis eneste
forbrydelse var at have afdækket krigsforbrydelser? Han bliver
myrdet med juristiske midler i verdensoffentlighedens påsyn.

Man kunne forlænge denne liste med endnu mere: EU’s krigeriske
tilbagedrivelsespolitik  mod  flygtninge,  der  blot  er
flygtninge,  fordi  de  er  ofre  for  de  “endeløse  krige”.
Flygtningelejrene,  som  pave  Frans  har  sammenlignet  med
koncentrationslejrene,  følgerne  af  Klaus  Schwab-typernes
malthusianistiske  politik,  der  anser  forsøgene  på  at
overviende fattigdommen for den største trussel mod “klimaet”,
og derfor har kvalt enhver udvikling med deres betingelser
gennem årtier?

Sammenlignet  hermed  tager  de  “enevældige”  regeringers
succeshistorier sig ikke så dårligt ud. Kina har ikke blot
befriet 850 millioner mennesker af sin egen befolkning fra dyb
fattigdom  og  for  første  gang  gjort  det  muligt  for
udviklingslandene  at  overvinde  fattigdom  og  underudvikling.
USA har ud af en befolkning på knap 330 millioner mennesker
næsten 800.000 corona-døde, medens Kina med 1,4 milliarder
mennesker  har  under  5000  døde.  Måske  –  dette  kunne  de
europæiske tæppesælgere jo engang prøve at tænke over – er
menneskeliv mere værd for de “enevældige” regimer.



I Tyskland burde vi virkeligt tænke indgående over, at det at
forblive i en militærpagt, der i et krisetilfælde vil medføre
vor udslettelse, måske ikke er så god en ide alligevel. Der
eksisterer  virkeligt  et  alternativ  til
konfrontationspolitikken hos Nato, der siden 1991 faktisk er
forældet.  Der  må  oprettes  en  international
sikkerhedsarkitektur,  der  tager  hensyn  til  alle  staters
sikkerhed.

At skabe en mulighed ud af
katastrofen:Tilblivelsen  af
en  katalysator  for  et  nyt
paradigme
(2. december (EIRNS) – Rusland og Kina er flankeret mod vest
og øst af truslen for militærkonflikt gennem brændpunkterne,
Ukraine og Taiwan. Varslingerne om et angiveligt forestående
angreb på Ukraine fra Rusland, bruges af NATO’s ledere som
undskyldning til at presse på for at tropper og våben bliver
stationeret i Ukraine. Præsident Putin har gjort det klart, at
dette fuldstændigt ville overskride en rød linje for Rusland.
Og udtalelsen tidligere i denne uge fra den forhenværende
japanske premierminister, Shinze Abe, at Japan og USA ville
forsvare Taiwan militært i tilfælde af en invasion fra det
kinesiske fastland, blev mødt med yderst stærke fordømmelser
fra Folkerepublikken Kina.

I tirsdags forklarede Putin truslen, som hans land står over
for:  »Den  russiske  Føderation  har  også  visse  bange
anelser, hvad angår de storstilede militærøvelser, afholdt nær
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dets grænser, , herunder dem som ikke var planlagte, såsom de
nylige øvelser i Sortehavet, hvor strategiske bombefly, der er
kendt  for  at  bære  præcisions-  og  sågar  atomvåben,  fløj
indenfor 20 km fra vores grænse.« Med NATO’s udvidelse mod
Rusland i løbet af de sidste 20 år, inklusive placeringen
af  angivelige  missilforsvarssystemer  i  Polen  og  Rumænien
– udstyr som også er i stand til at affyre Tomahawk- og andre
missiler – advarede Putin, at der er en absolut rød linje fra
truslen af missiler fra Ukraine. »Jeg vil gentage det endnu
engang,  at  spørgsmålet  omhandler  den  mulige  opstilling  på
Ukraines territorium af missilsystemer med en flyvetid på 7-10
minutter  til  Moskva,  eller  5  minutter  i  tilfældet
af  hypersoniske  systemer…«

»Så, hvad skal vi gøre? Vi ville blive nødt til at skabe
lignende  systemer,  som  kan  bruges  mod  dem,  der  truer  os…
[V]i har afholdt succesfulde testninger, og tidligt næste år
vil  vi  gøre  et  nyt  sø-affyret,  hypersonisk  missil  med  en
tophastighed på 9 mach klar til brug. Flyvetiden for dem, der
udsteder ordrer, vil også være 5 minutter.«

»Hvorfor gør vi dette?« spurgte Putin. »Skabelsen af sådanne
trusler er en rød linje for os.«

Udenrigsminister  Sergej
Lavrov fortalte udenrigsministrenes OSCE-møde i Stockholm, at
NATO’s involvering i Ruslands umiddelbare nærområde (vigtigst
af alt Ukraine) ville »have de mest alvorlige konsekvenser og
vil tvinge [Moskva] til at svare igen«. Det væbnede konflikts
monster er vendt tilbage indenfor Europas grænser.

Kinas  viceudenrigsminister,  Hua  Chunying,  påmindede  Japan:
»Gennem dets koloniale herredømme over Taiwan for et halvt
århundrede  siden,  begik
Japan  talrige  forbrydelser,  for  hvilket
det bærer et alvorligt, historisk ansvar overfor det kinesiske
folk.  Ingen  bør  undervurdere  det  kinesiske  folks  stærke
viljestyrke, beslutsomhed og de evner de har for at garantere



nationens  suverænitet  og  territoriale  integritet.  Dem,
som  vover  at  forfølge  en  gammel  vej  med  militarisme  og
udfordre vores grundlag, vil være på kollisionskurs med det
kinesiske folk!«

Og det er ikke blot krig! Det ideologiske foretagende, som
søger at bruge truslen om en militær konfrontation for at
destabilisere  udvikling,  og  kontrollere  væksten  og
suveræniteten  af  nationer,  der  er  uafhængige
af den angloamerikanske slimede skimmelsvamp, er den samme
magt, der fremmer den åbenlyse malthusianske dagsorden bag Den
store Nulstilling. En pandemi løber amok i det meste af verden
uden vacciner til rådighed i tilstrækkelige mængder  til at
dække  behovet  og  efterspørgslen  i  de  mindre  udviklede
lande. Men i stedet for at løse dette problem, og udvikle en
dybdegående sundhedsinfrastruktur, fortælles verden at den må
mobilisere ti eller endog hundreder af billioner af dollars i
investeringer for at forhindre relativt små forandringer i
klimaet.  Dette  umenneskelige  paradigme  må
erstattes  omgående  med  et  nyt  paradigme  for  vækst  og
udvikling.

Selve  den  dødelige  corona-pandemi  skaber  en  mulighed.  Ved
at kaste lys over vores ekstreme mangel på beredskab, både
imod  nyfremkommende  virusser  og  i  form  af
sundhedsinfrastruktur samlet set, viser det behovet for et
moderne, avanceret sundhedsvæsen for alle mennesker, som en
motor for at skabe infrastrukturel, industriel og kulturel
udvikling, samt uddannelse, i sin helhed.

Deltag  med  Schiller  Instituttet  denne  lørdag  i  en
diskussion  om,  hvordan  den  fulde  udvikling  af
sundhedsinfrastruktur kan tjene som en motor for at feje den
umenneskelige  malthusianisme  og  geopolitik  til  side,  og
erstatte dem med en tilgang, der er i overensstemmelse med
hvert individs værdighed.

Billede: chess-Pixabay, FelixMittermeier
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Institute on Vimeo.

 

Schiller Instituttets Konference: En ny mørk tidsalder eller
fred gennem udvikling

 

14. november (EIRNS) – Schiller Instituttets internationale
konference, afholdt den 13.-14. november med titlen: »Alle
menneskehedens moralske ressourcer skal samles: Menneskeheden
må  være  den  udødelige  art!«,  begyndte  meget  passende  med
sopranen Lisa Bryces opførelse af Johannes Brahms’ lied, Von
ewiger  Liebe  (»Af  evig  kærlighed«).  Aldrig  før  har  der
været  et  øjeblik  i  historien,  hvor  selve
civilisationens  eksistens  har  været  så  truet,  hvor
kreativitetens  og  kærlighedens  magt,  de  kvaliteter
som  adskiller  mennesket  fra  dyret,  så  tydeligt  påkrævet
af  verdens  borgere  for  at  sikre,  at  menneskeheden
overlever  for  at  bevare  denne  særlige  art,  skabt  i  Guds
billede (»Imago viva Dei«).

Lyndon LaRouche sagde følgende i et videoklip fra en tale i
Tyskland,  givet  den  2.  juli  2011,  og  som  blev  vist  på
konferencen:  »Hvad  er  der  i  os,  som  ikke  findes  i  andre
levende arter vi kender til? Som måske, på en eller anden
måde,  mirakuløst,  kunne  udstikke  en  skæbne  for  vores
menneskerace,  som  vi  ikke  ser  i  nogen  anden  levende
art? Navnet på den specifikke kvalitet, som vi erkender i den
menneskelige art, der ikke eksisterer i nogen anden kendt,
levende  art?  Der  er  en  kreativ  kvalitet,  som  er
absolut unik for menneskeheden. Og hvis man ikke er kreativ,
og hvis man ikke forstår kreativitet, så har man ingen billet
til at overleve endnu! Fordi kreativitet vil ikke redde dig,
medmindre du gør brug af den. Alt du skal gøre er at vedtage
en  -politik  for  nulvækst,  en  politik  med  nul  teknologisk
vækst:  Jeg  kan  garantere  dig  for,  at  din  udryddelse  vil
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komme, leveret til tiden! Jeg ved ikke hvornår den tid er, men
det er snart, i den geologiske og galaktiske tids målestok.«

Helga  Zepp-LaRouche,  Schiller  Instituttets  stifter  og
præsident, begyndte sin tale med et »tankeeksperiment«, hvor
hun bemærkede: »Det ville faktisk være ganske enkelt at løse
næsten hvert eneste af de mange problemer vi konfronteres med
hver  dag,  hvis  størstedelen  af  de  europæiske  nationers
regeringer, og muligvis sågar den amerikanske administration,
ville sige: ’Okay, vi tog fejl. Vi bliver nødt til at forandre
vores tankegang. Vi begik en masse fejl’«. Hun henviste til
nogle  af  de  fejltagelser:  at  overgive  finanssystemet  til
spekulation,  at  forsømme  udvidelse  af  infrastruktur  og
landbrug,  at  føre  krig  for  krigens  skyld,  alt  imens  man
forvandlede Rusland og Kina til fjender frem for venner, at
privatisere sundhedsvæsenet, at fremme det grimme og perverse
som ”underholdning” og fremme falsk videnskab om klimaet.

Men,  fortsatte  hun,  sandsynligheden  for  sådan  en  ærlig
beskrivelse  af  vores  fejltagelser  er  ikke  særlig  stor,
»fordi Vestens etablissement indtil videre, til trods for den
ene politiske fejltagelse efter den anden, har vist nul evne
til  at  erkende  og  tilstå  deres  fejl  og  vedtage
de  passende  korrektioner.  Som  konsekvens  er  det  mere
sandsynligt, at hele det transatlantiske system er ved at
disintegrere.«

Men,  udtalte  Zepp-LaRouche,  »[v]i  i  Vesten  kunne  muligvis
også  genvinde  vores  integritet  og  moralske  værdighed,  som
vi har brug for, for at komme ud af denne krise. Lad os huske
alle de store tænkere og filosoffer fra vores traditioner
for  i  fællesskab  at  tilslutte  os  denne  indsats.«  Ved  at
deltage  sammen  med  Kina  i  det  største  infrastruktur-  og
udviklingsprojekt i historien, Bælte- og Vejinitiativet, sagde
hun, kan vi skabe et nyt paradigme for menneskeheden.

Hun afsluttede som følger: »Det er derfor en udfordring for
alle seriøse videnskabsfolk, rundt om i verden, at undersøge



hvorfor  Lyndon  LaRouche  var  så  fuldstændig  præcis  i
forudsigelsen  af  timingen  og  karakteren  af  den  nuværende,
verdensomspændende, finansielle, monetære og økonomiske sammen
brudskrise, samt hans fysisk økonomiske metode, hvis vi ønsker
at  udvikle  vores  planet  til  at  være  beboelig  for  alle
mennesker, også for dem der lever i fremtiden. I denne ånd,
lad os agere med den antagelse, at vi er den enestående,
kreative art i universet, at vi ikke blot er jordboere, men
potentielt set en udødelig art i universet. Mange tak.«

 

Første panel: »Kan en strategisk krise mellem stormagterne
undgås?«

En  anden  taler  på  det  først  panel  var  fr.  Chen
Xiaohan,  stedfortrædende  general-sekretær  for  Det  kinesiske
folks  forening  for  fred  og  Nedrustning,  tog  fat  på
spørgsmålet: »Relationer blandt de store nationer og global
udvikling«. Hun forklarede: »Hele verden er gået ind i en
periode med turbulens og forandring«, men fortsatte: »Den nye
situation  frembringer  nye  muligheder,  ligeså  vel
som udfordringer«. Imens hun opfordrede alle nationer, særligt
stormagterne, til at arbejde sammen for udviklingen af alle
nationer,  italesatte  hun  også  forskellige  synspunkter  om
»demokrati«,  i  Vesten  såvel  som  i  Kina.  Hun  sagde:  »Som
Præsident  Xi  har  understreget,  er  demokrati  ikke  en
udsmykning, eller en fremvisning, men for at løse problemer,
som  folk  bliver  nødt  til  at  løse.  Demokrati  er  alle
befolkningers rettighed, ikke et monopol af få lande. Om et
land  er  demokratisk  eller  ej,  burde  afgøres  af  dets  egen
befolkning, ikke gennem at pege fingre af få udenforstående;
burde  bedømmes  af  det  internationale  samfund,  ikke
af  et  selvhøjtideligt  fåtal…  Det  er  udemokratisk  at
bedømme verdens farverige politiske systemer med en enkelt
målestok  og  undersøge  menneskehedens  farverige  politiske
civilisationer  med  ensfarvede  øjne.«  Fr.  Chen  beskrev
befolkningens  deltagelse  på  alle  niveauer  i  lokale,



regionale og nationale politiske diskussioner og i udvælgelsen
af lederskabet.

Hun betonede det »Globale Udviklingsperspektiv«, foreslået af
Præsident Xi Jinping ved den Generelle Debat af det 76. møde i
FN’s generalforsamling, »som opfordrede til overholdelse af
begrebet om at vægte udvikling først og mennesker først«, og
»et  mere  lige  og  afbalanceret  globalt  partnerskab,  for
at give en ny impuls til udviklingslande for at fremskynde
udvikling«.

To førende repræsentanter fra Rusland adresserede den uhyrlige
spænding  mellem  USA  og  Rusland,  og  tilskyndede
til  nødtiltag  for  at  undgå  krig  gennem  samarbejde.
Ambassadør Anna Evstigneeva, den permanente, stedfortrædende
repræsentant  for  den  Russiske  Føderations  mission  ved
FN,  talte  om  situationen  i  Afghanistan,  hvor  den  hastige
tilbagetrækning af USA’s tropper efterlod alle, herunder også
Taliban,  ude  af  stand
til at håndtere de sammenstyrtede strukturer efter 20 års
krig.  Hvis  Afghanistan  tillades  at  »falde  ned  i
afgrunden«,  kunne  det  bringe  hele  regionen  med  sig.  Hun
foreslog,  at  den  »udvidede  trojka«,  som  består  af  et
samarbejde mellem USA, Rusland, Kina og Pakistan, må tage
skridtet til at frigøre pengene, som tilhører den afghanske
befolkning, gøre en ende på sanktionerne og samarbejde for
at genoprejse økonomien.

Dr.  Andrey  Kortunov,  administrerende  direktør  for
Det  russiske  råd  for  internationale  Anliggender
(RIAC),  stillede  spørgsmålet:  »Findes  der  en
vej  frem  til  et  forbedret  forhold  mellem  USA  og
Rusland?«  Imens  han  mådeholdent  talte  om  de  yderst
store provokationer fra USA’s og NATO’s styrker, som finder
sted langs Ruslands grænser, rejste Kortunov spørgsmålet om
Friedrich Schillers åndelige arv, som en poet og filosof, og
opfordrede os alle til at leve i vores århundrede, uden at
blive dets kreatur, samt Schillers advarsel om at give folk



hvad de har brug for, frem for det de ønsker. De små skridt
hen  mod  samarbejde  med  Biden-administrationen  –
indenfor  våbenkontrol,  i  forhindringen  af  spredning  af
masseødelæggelsesvåben og indenfor cyberangreb – er vigtige,
sagde han, men der har ikke været noget gennembrud, ingen
forandring  til  det  bedre.  Ingen  ny  begyndelse  er  mulig,
eftersom USA fortsætter med at anklage Rusland for mange ting,
som  ikke  har  noget  sandfærdigt  grundlag.  De
næste få måneder er kritiske, men han forudser ingen dramatisk
forandring  indtil  2024,  når  der  kunne  komme  et
»generationsskifte«  i  Det  hvide  Hus  og  i
Kongressen. Overlevelsen af denne krise kræver en erkendelse
af en »Global Fællesnævner«.

Oberst Richard H. Black (tidl.), tidligere senator i staten
Virginia  og  tidligere  Chef  for  Hærens  afdeling  for
Kriminalret,  Kontoret  for  Auditør  ved  Pentagon,  talte
angående  spørgsmålet:  »Amerikansk-kinesiske
relationer:  Potentialet  for  undgåelse  af  krig
og  Samarbejde«.  Han  gennemgik  genåbningen  af  Kina  efter
Præsident  Nixons  besøg  i  1972,  og  den  store  fordel  af
Kinas  opstigning  for  både  USA,  Kina  og  resten  verden,  og
advarede imod det voksende anti-Kina-hysteri. Provokationerne
omkring Taiwan truer med at underminere verdensfreden, sagde
han,  ligesom  dette  er  tilfældet  for  de  vilde  løgne  om
uighurerne,  hvor  al-Qaeda-relaterede  terrorister  blandt
uighurerne  blev  overvundet,  hovedsageligt  gennem  et  enormt
uddannelsesprogram  for  unge  uighurer  i
midlertidige interneringslejre, samt den økonomiske udvikling
af regionen.

Dr.  George  Koo,  formand  for  Burlingame-stiftelsen  og  en
ledende  fortaler  for  det  amerikansk-
kinesiske  samfund,  fortsatte  denne  tanke:  »Vores  verdens
fortsatte beståen afhænger af om USA og Kina kan enes«. Han
gennemgik de mange angreb på Kina, en efter en, og viste
hvordan de både er falske og selvhævdende, men også er meget



farlige.  FBI’s  angreb  på  kinesiske  videnskabsfolk,  som
arbejder  i  USA,  er  et  eksempel  på  at  skyde  os  selv  i
foden.  Han  hævdede,  at  Kina  helt  sikkert  vil  overgå  USA
økonomisk,  såvel  som  i  videnskab  og  teknologi,  meget
snart, men at USA’s egeninteresse, frem for at begrænse eller
sågar  at  konkurrere,  er  at  tilslutte  sig  Bælte-  og
Vejinitiativet.

Den  tidligere  NSA-analytiker,  Kirk
Wiebe,  gennemgik  arbejdet  han  foretog  sig  i  samarbejde
med Bill Binney, i at afsløre Russiagate-svindelnummeret, »at
historien om at Rusland hackede den Demokratiske nationale
Komité på ingen måde kunne bekræftes af bevismateriale«. Han
sagde, at hvis Julian Assange og Edward Snowden var blevet
tilladt at tale til den amerikanske befolkning, ville krigene
for regimeskifte ikke være blevet støttet af befolkningen.

 

Andet panel: Videnskaben om Fysiske Økonomi:

Dette  panel  begyndte  med  en  opførelse  af  en  del  af
Mendelssohns  oratorium,  Elias,  med  bassen  Kevin  Thompson,
akkompagneret  af  Dura  Jun.  Hovedtalen  blev  givet
af  EIR’s  økonomiske  medredaktør,  Paul
Gallagher,  som  belyste  den  tilsigtede  skabelse  af  den  nu
omsiggribende  hyperinflation  ved  hjælp  af  Lyndon
LaRouches  Typiske  Kollapsfunktion  (»trippelkurven«)  til
at  påvise  den  enorme  pengetrykning,  særligt  efter  2008,
efterfulgt af den famøse konference i Jackson Hole i 2019,
hvor  Mark  Carney  og  BlackRock-gruppen  bekendtgjorde
»regimeskiftet« i det vestlige finanssystem. Den forandring
blev formelt godkendt ved COP26 i Glasgow denne måned, hvor
den samme gruppe skabte et vestligt bankkartel for at overtage
kontrollen over suveræne regeringer for at være i stand til at
diktere kreditpolitikken indenfor energi, industri og landbrug
til fordel for en ny grøn boble, i håbet om at redde det
kollapsende  vestlige  banksystem  i  blot  lidt  længere  tid,



imens gælden bliver udslettet gennem en kæmpe devaluering af
dollaren. Gallagher påviste den inflation på 11%, som førte
til sammenbruddet i 2008, efterfulgt af nær ingen inflation
indtil 2019, og nu en pludselig stigning på 30% siden 2019,
med 125% fra juli til oktober. Denne fascistiske politik vil
slå  fejl,  ligesom  den  fra  nazisternes  finansminister,
Hjalmar  Schacht,  og  kun  indførelsen  af  Glass/Steagall-
loven  kan  forhindre  en  disintegration  af  det  vestlige
finanssystem.

Et  afsnit  om  Afghanistan  efterfulgte,  begyndende  med  Pino
Arlaachi,  der,  som  FN’s  ansvarlige  for
narkotikabekæmpelse  fra  2000-2001,  forhandlede  succesfuldt
med Taliban for at udslette næsten al valmueproduktion. USA’s
politik  i  dag,  sagde  han,  synes  at  være  at  udsulte
befolkningen  for  at  kunne  opnå  et  regimeskifte  –
en  forbrydelse  mod  menneskeheden  ifølge  international
lovgivning.

Amna  Malik,  præsidenten  for  Centret  for  pakistanske  og
internationale  Relationer  (COPAIR),  fordømte  den  humanitære
katastrofe,  som  udfolder  sig  i
Afghanistan  og  krævede  handling,  herunder  en
»donorkonference«  for  at  skaffe  de  nødvendige  finansielle
midler.  Hun  henviste  til  den  »udvidede  trojka«  med  USA,
Rusland,  Kina  og  Pakistan,  som  mødes  i  Islamabad  den  11.
november, og opfordrede dem til at vedtage fælles nødtiltag.

Dr. Shah Mehrabi, på nuværende tidspunkt en professor i USA,
men  også  et  medlem  i  guvernørernes
bestyrelse i Afghanistans centralbank (siden 2002) og formand
for  dets  tilsynskomité,  betonede,  at  situationen  i  sit
land  allerede  var  ved  at  falde  fra  hinanden  længe  inden
tilbagetrækningen  af  USA’s  styrker  den  15.  august  og
Talibans overtagelse. Den fuldkomne afskæring fra al bistand,
som havde båret 60% af økonomien i løbet af USA’s og NATO’s
besættelse,  tvinger  økonomien  hen  imod  »fuldt  stop«.  Han
opfordrede  til  et  omgående  samarbejde  med  Taliban



og bemærkede, at Taliban ikke havde gjort noget forsøg på
at overtage de pengemidler, som er blevet i centralbanken
–  rent  faktisk  har  de  indsamlet  50  millioner  dollars  fra
korruption  i  de  tidligere  regeringsmedlemmers  hjem  og
overdraget  dem  til  centralbanken,  hvilket  modbeviser  USA’s
påstand  om,  at  de  ikke  kan  stole  på  Taliban,  og  derfor
ikke frigiver det afghanske folks penge.

Iliad  Alexander  Terra,  stifter  og  præsident  af  Rådet  om
globale  Relationer,  sagde,  at  nogle  afghanere  er  så
desperate, at de sælger deres børn for at få mad. Han henviste
til det faktum, at Afghanistan har været i krig i de sidste 40
år, men at ødelæggelsen af den tidligere blomstrende region
går tilbage til »Det store Spil« (»The Great Game«) mellem det
Britiske  Imperium  og  det  Russiske  Imperium  i  det  19.
århundrede. Han opfordrede det internationale samfund og de
afghanske  borgere  i  udlandet  til  at  arbejde  sammen  med
Schiller Instituttet for at mobilisere de nødvendige kræfter
for at redde landet.

Dennis Small, EIR’s redaktør for Sydamerika, præsenterede den
enorme  vækst  i  narkotikaproduktion  og  -misbrug  under  »A/S
Narkotika«,  bankkartellet,  som  har  kontrolleret  den
internationale  narkotikahandel  i  løbet  af  det  sidste
årti. Marihuana er det stof, hvoraf der er den største mængde
og  pengeindtjening  i  dag  på  grund  af  legaliseringen  i  de
fleste amerikanske stater. Både Afghanistan og Haiti står nu
på randen til et komplet sammenbrud på grund af A/S Narkotikas
magt, hvor banker, som ikke blot »tillader« dette, men driver
det og forhindrer den hårdt krævede assistance nødvendig for
at stoppe det. Han viste, at en økonomisk udviklingspolitik,
der  skaber  arbejdspladser  til  ungdommen,  er  det
eneste som kan gøre det muligt at slå ned på de bander som
kontrollerer Haiti, samt andre nationer verden over.

Mange andre talere talte om Haitis krise, kampen mod fattigdom
og kampen for at oprette et moderne sundhedssystem i hvert
land. Udskrivningen af alle præsentationerne og diskussionen



vil være tilgængelig i den EIR-udgave, som udkommer den 26.
november. Hele videoen af panelet kan ses her:

https://vimeo.com/644513050?embedded=true&source=vimeo_logo&ow
ner=88023605

 

Tredje panel: »Der er ingen grænser for vækst i Universet«

Panelet åbnede med en opførelse af Beethovens sang, »Abendlied
unter’m  gestirnten  Himmel«  (»Aftensang
under  Stjernehimlen«),  af  John  Sigerson,  akkompagneret  af
Margaret Greenspan.

Hovedtalen  fra  en  leder  af  LaRouche-Organisationen,  Jason
Ross, påviste hvordan den vanvittige »Grønne New Deal« og
anti-udviklings-politikken  ikke  kommer  fra  den  tankeløse
»venstrefløj«  og  hjernevaskede  børn,  som  råber  op  på
gaderne,  men  fra  det  højeste  niveau  i  oligarkiet,
der  overgiver  den  økonomiske  politik  til  det  globale
bankkartel  for  at  gennemtvinge  dets  malthusianske
ødelæggelse  af  menneskeracen.  Han  forklarede,  at
LaRouche længe har sammenlignet dette grønne folkemord med
historien om Prometheus, som blev tortureret af de olympiske
guder  for  sin  »forbrydelse«  –  at  give  ildens  magt  til
menneskeheden.

Dr.  Augstinus  Berkhout,  emeritus  professor  i  geofysik  ved
Delfts  teknologiske  Universitet  og  et  medlem  af  Hollands
kongelige  akademi  for  kunst  og  Videnskab,  præsenterede
sit  stærke  »Budskab  til  de  unge  mennesker  ved  COP26«.
[https://clintel.org/message-to-the-young-people-present-at-co
p26/]  Han  henviste  til  de  »stinkende  rige«
oligarker, der samledes i Glasgow, og som fortalte de unge,
at deres fædre og oldefædre havde forårsaget en katastrofe ved
at  opdage  nye  principper  indenfor  videnskaben,  som  havde
forøget  befolkningsantallet  og  samtidig  skabt  en  højere
levestandard, og løj om at det ødelagde planeten og ødelagde

https://vimeo.com/644513050?embedded=true&source=vimeo_logo&owner=88023605
https://vimeo.com/644513050?embedded=true&source=vimeo_logo&owner=88023605
https://clintel.org/message-to-the-young-people-present-at-cop26/
https://clintel.org/message-to-the-young-people-present-at-cop26/


deres  fremtid.  Han  præsenterede  syv  punkter  under
overskriften:  »Kære  unge,  vær  venlig  at  vågne
op«, herunder fakta om, at CO2 er et stort gode for planeten
og  for  menneskeheden,  imens
det  nærmest  ikke  har  nogen  indflydelse  på  klimaet,  og  at
klimaet og miljøet er to forskellige fænomener. Han påpegede,
at videnskaben selv er i en krise, som et resultat af dette
bedrageri, der udbredes i vores skoler og i medierne.

Prof. Sergey Pulinets fra Rumforskningsinstituttet i Moskva og
Det  russiske  Videnskabsakademi,  talte  om  »Forudsigelser  af
jordskælv  ved  videnskabens  Grænseområder«,  og  omtalte  både
gennembruddene  i  rumbaserede  teknikker  for  forudsigelse  af
jordskælv,  samt  grunden  til  at  »etablissementets«
seismologer insisterer på, at forudsigelse af jordskælv er
umuligt.

Prof. Carl Otto Weiss, direktør og professor (tidl.) for Det
tyske  hovedinstitut  for  Meteorologi  i  Braunschweig  i
Tyskland, afslørede de gentagne »forudsigelser« om, at verden
ville  blive  tilintetgjort  på  et  sådant  eller  hint
tidspunkt, som aldrig fandt sted. Han gennemgik menneskehedens
historie  fra  stenalderen  til  bronzealderen,
jernalderen,  jæger-  og  samlerparadigmet  til  dampmaskinen
til forbrændingsmotoren til kernekraft og før eller senere
fusionskraft,  og  viste  hvordan  hver  opdagelse  af  en  ny
teknologi omdefinerede de ressourcer, som var værdifulde for
menneskeheden  –  dvs.,  at  der  ikke  findes  sådan  noget  som
»begrænsede ressourcer«.

Dr.  Kelvin  Kemm,  en  atomfysiker  og  tidligere  formand  for
Det  sydafrikanske  selskab  for  Atomenergi,  præsenterede  et
»Post  Mortem  for  COP26:  Afslut  øko-
kolonialismen gennem Klimasandhed«. Han sagde, at energi er
hver økonomis leveblod, og at den gentagede bemærkning, at
»videnskabsmænd siger at CO2 forårsager global opvarmning«,
ikke kommer fra videnskabsfolk, men fra medierne og bankerne
og  politikkerne,  som  ønsker  at  man  tror  på  løgnen.  Han



bemærkede,  at  drivhusgasserne,  der  opvarmede  planeten,  har
gjort livet på Jorden muligt, men at CO2 grundlæggende set
ikke har noget med det at gøre. Faktisk er det åbenlyst, fra
et videnskabeligt standpunkt, at varmere klimaer, forårsaget
gennem  variationer  i  solcyklusserne,  samt  galaktiske
variationer, tenderer til at forårsage CO2-forøgninger, ikke
omvendt.

Mike Thompson, er meteorolog, som nu er statssenator i Kansas
og formand for Senatets komité for Virksomheder, sagde: »Hold
op med at gøre videnskaben til et våben«. Han sagde, at Al
Gore i 1997 indbød meteorologer til Det Hvide Hus, ham selv
inkluderet, for at udbrede sin løgn om CO2. De fleste af dem
slugte det, men det gjorde han ikke, og han har undersøgt
og  bekendtgjort  sandheden  om  Milankovitch-cyklusserne  og
klimaet lige siden.

Prof.  Franco  Battaglia,  professor  for  fysisk  kemi  ved
Universitet  i  Modena  i  Italien  og  et  medlem
af  Iværksætterkomitéen  for  underskriftsindsamlingen  om
menneskeskabt  global  opvarmning  i  juni  2019,  viste,  at
nobelprisvinderen,  som  ”beviste”  at  global  opvarmning  er
forårsaget  af  menneskehedens  handlinger,  havde
brugt beviseligt falske computermodeller. Dette blev bevist
ved  at  teste  modellerne  for  deres  evne  til  at
”forudse”  tidligere  klimaforandringer,  såsom  den  varme
periode under Romerriget eller Den lille Istid, og modellerne
slog fuldstændig fejl. Affald ind, affald ud. Se hele panelet
her:  https://vimeo.com/645740574?embedded=true&source=vimeo_lo
go&owner=88023605

 

Fjerde panel: »Skønheden ved en sand, menneskelig kultur«

Det fjerde panel begyndte med en opførelse af spiritualen,
»He’s got the whole world in his Hands«, arrangeret af Moses
Hogan, sunget af alten Linda Childs, og akkompagneret af Dura

https://vimeo.com/645740574?embedded=true&source=vimeo_logo&owner=88023605
https://vimeo.com/645740574?embedded=true&source=vimeo_logo&owner=88023605


Jun. Dette blev efterfulgt af en opførelse af den sidste sats,
Agnus Dei, fra Beethovens storslåede Missa Solemnis, opført af
Schiller  Instituttets  kor  fra  New  York  City.  Messen
blev opført i løbet af pandemi-nedlukningen, så hver sanger
optog  deres  del  alene,  og  disse  blev  sammensat
til én samlet opførelse. Den sidste del, Dona nobis Pacem –
giv os fred – var et passende, sidste musikalsk bidrag til
denne historiske konference.

Jacques  Cheminade,  præsidenten  for  det  LaRouche-
allierede Solidarité et Progrés i Frankrig, åbnede panelet
med  en  påvisning  af  den  vestlige  kulturs  forfald,  ved  at
fremvise  computerspil  og  fjernsynets  forherligelse  af
hensynsløs dræben, ekstrem vold og seksuelle perversiteter, og
henviste til Game of Thrones (lovprist af Dronning Elisabeth)
og  det  sydkoreanske  computerspil,  Squid.  Han  drog
en forbindelse mellem dette og H.G. Wells’ rolle i at fremme
universel fascisme efter 1. verdenskrig, som skabte kulturel
pessimisme.  Cheminade  modstillede  dette  med  den  kulturelle
optimisme, som er i samklang med menneskets sande natur.

Prof. Zaher Wahab, en professor emeritus for uddannelse og
tidligere  rådgiver  til  den  afghanske  minister
for videregående uddannelse, tog den universelle krise op, som
hans  adopterede  nation,  USA,  konfronteres  med,  samt
ødelæggelsen  af  hans  hjemland,  Afghanistan.  Efter  at  have
ankommet til USA for at tage sin videregående uddannelse for
50 år siden, udtrykte han sin rædsel og afsky af hvordan
landet er faldet fra hinanden, og den »højst irrationelle og
anti-videnskabelige«  ideologi,  som  nu  overskygger
nationen,  herunder  sågar  truslen  om  en  atomkrig.

Tre lærere, fra USA, Kina og Tyskland, italesatte spørgsmålet
om  forfaldet  af  Vestens  uddannelsessystem,  og  modstillede
dette  til  uddannelsessystemet  i  Kina.  Denise  Rainey,  en
pensioneret lærer og rektor i Rochester i New York, som har
tilbragt tid i Kina i et udvekslingsprogram om uddannelse, gav
en  lidenskabelig  beskrivelse  af  optimismen,



entusiasmen  og  disciplinen  i  uddannelsen  i  Kina,  herunder
familiens  nære  deltagelse  i  deres  børns  skolegang,  set  i
modsætning  til  den  demoraliserede,  fordummede
uddannelsessituation  i  USA.

Xu Wang, dekan for Boaos Institut for kultur og Kreativitet i
Kina, talte om »Den æstetiske uddannelse i Kina«, og beskrev
et  projekt  for  6-10-årige  elever,  som  havde  til
opgave at konstruere skoler ud fra deres egen forståelse af,
hvad uddannelsens rolle er. Nogle byggede fysiske strukturer
og  andre  computerskabte  strukturer,  og  konkurrencen
involverede hundredvis af elever, som arbejdede i hold, med
utrolige resultater til følge .

Prof. Ole Doering, PhD, en tysk sinolog og filosof, som er
lærer,  både  i  Tyskland  og  i  Kina,  beskrev  de  oplyste  og
entusiastiske elever i Kina, og gennemgik deres filosofiske
tradition  helt  tilbage  til  Konfucius,  Mencius  og  det  12.
århundredes  geni,  Zhu  Xi,  som  udlagde  det  universelle
eksaminationssystem, der indeholdt filosofi, videnskab, poesi
og  musik,  og  var  de  kvalificerende  krav  for  politisk
lederskab.  Han  sammenlignede  idéerne  fra  Konfucius  og
Schiller,  som  værende  de  rødder,  som  vi  må
gendanne for at undslippe nutidens forfald indenfor kultur og
uddannelse.

Diane  Sare,  som  ledte  panelet,  tog  også  spørgsmålet  om
den moralske transformation op, som fandt sted under boykotten
af busserne i Montgomery i 1955, og hvordan dette forandrede
borgerne og ungdommen gennem deres deltagelse i handlinger
baseret på moralske sandheder. Hun foreslog et »ungdomskorps«
for  nutidens  ungdomsgeneration,  der  kan  bidrage  med
den nødforsyning, som sundhedssektoren har brug for i USA og
rundt  om  i  verden,  som  værende  en  opløftende,  moralsk
oplevelse for at ændre retningen væk kulturelt forfald.

Helga Zepp-LaRouche afsluttede konferencen med en appel til
amerikanere  om  at  lære  noget  om  andre  store  kulturer,  og



henviste til Lyndon LaRouches mange artikler i 1960’erne, som
advarede  om  at  »rock-narkotika-sex«-modkulturen  ville
ødelægge  befolkningens  kognitive  evner.  Som  vi  ser  i
dag, har det liberale opråb, »alt er tilladt«, opnået præcist
dette. Vi må skabe en renæssance, der bygger på det bedste fra
hver kultur i menneskehedens historie, som beskæftiger sig med
menneskets  forhold  til  universet,  naturloven  og  det
skønne. Hun opfordrede til støtte for sit begreb om »Ibn-Sina-
projektet« i Afghanistan og for menneskeheden til at opløfte
alle kulturer til det kreatives og skønnes niveau.

Washington:  Fredsdiplomati
eller krigsmobilisering
10. oktober (EIRNS) – Det ville være muligt at berette om en
række diplomatiske tiltag undervejs i Biden-administrationen
og  konkludere,  at  et  amerikansk  skifte,  hen  mod
fredsforhandlinger og udvikling, finder sted. Men det ville
være lige så muligt at berette om en lignende række væsentlige
tiltag, som tages af Biden-administrationen, der ville føre
til den modsatte konklusion – at forberedelser til krig er
undervejs og tæt på et punkt, hvor der ikke er nogen vej
tilbage.

Man behøver blot at huske på, at beslutningen om at afslutte
den frugtesløse og blodige ”endeløse krig” i Afghanistan – et
skridt i retningen af fornuft – blev efterfulgt af et britisk
imperialt træk for at forene USA, Storbritannien og Australien
i en militærpagt, et skridt mod et ”asiatisk NATO” for at
forberede  en  krig  mod  Kina.  Den  5.  oktober  udgav  USA’s
flådeminister, Carlos del Toro, en ”strategisk vejledning”,
som udråbte Kina til at være den største, enkeltstående fare
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for  USA.  Det  ”centrale,  ledende  koncept,  den  højeste
prioritet”, siger han, er at ”udvide vores fordele indenfor
krigsbekæmpelse  i  forhold  til  Kina”  ved  ”at  udvide  vores
globale  magtpositur”  for  at  omringe  og  true  både  Kina  og
Rusland.

Kinas svar på denne provokation – særligt til Wall Street
Journals påstand om at USA har militært personel på Taiwans
fastland, som træner taiwansk militær – er ligeså alvorligt,
som dette tydeliggøres i Global Times’ leder, at hvis dette er
sandt, vil det blive betragtet som en ”invasion” af Kinas
suveræne territorium, og at USA’s styrker ville være de første
til at blive udslettet, hvis det kommer til krig.

Og i forhold til Rusland er modsætningerne indenfor USA’s
politik ligeså absurde, hvor Biden-administrationen forfægter
nødvendigheden af at forbedre det diplomatiske samarbejde med
Moskva, umiddelbart efterfulgt af NATO’s bortvisning af 8 ud
af  18  russiske  repræsentanter  til  NATO.  Kremls  talsmand,
Dmitry Peskov, konkluderede: ”NATO er ikke et instrument for
samarbejde, ikke et instrument for interaktion; det er en
blok, som overordnet set er af antirussisk natur”, og gør det
umuligt at genoptage en dialog.

Og  dog  genoprettede  administrationen  i  dag  dialogen  med
Taliban  i  Doha,  herunder  en  repræsentant  fra  Det
internationale Udviklingsagentur, som skaber håb for, at USA
vil  gøre  en  ende  på  sanktionerne  og  tilbageholdelsen  af
afghanske  betalingsmidler,  hvilke  er  ansvarlige  for  den
tilnærmelsesvise sultedød, der truer millioner af uskyldige.
Administrationen afholdt også en runde af forhandlinger om
handel med Kina her til morgen, som blev beskrevet af begge
parter som ”ærlige, pragmatiske og konstruktive”.

Bag  de  modstridende  tiltag  i  udenrigspolitikken  findes  en
voksende anerkendelse af, at den globale økonomi nu går ind i
en generel sammenbrudsfase. Dette er ikke blot et spørgsmål
om, at spekulanter gør hvad de altid gør, når de sættes fri



fra regulering – det er nærmere systemet selv, som falder fra
hinanden.  Forsyningskæder  brydes,  hvilket  fører  til
nedlukningen  af  fabrikker  og  tomme  hyller,  imens
energiproduktion, baseret på effektive, fossile brændstoffer
og  kernekraft,  erstattes  med  ineffektive  og  utilregnelige
energikilder, mere passende for det 17. århundrede, da der var
mindre end en milliard mennesker på Jorden. Det er i sandhed
en malthusiansk affolkningspolitik, der er intentionen.

Reaktioner kommer ind fra rundt om i verden på EIR Daily Alert
Services afsløring af ordene fra Klaus Schwab, chefen for den
internationale bankkonklave kendt som Verdens økonomiske Forum
(World Economic Forum), som står i centrum for ”Den store
Nulstilling” (Great Reset) og ”Den grønne new Deal”. Schwab
skriver i sin bog, Stakeholder Capitalism, at udviklingen i
Afrika og andre steder må stoppes med det samme, eftersom ”den
samme kraft, som hjælper folk med at undslippe fattigdom og få
et  ordentligt  liv,  er  den  samme  som  ødelægger
leveomstændighederne  på  vores  planet”.  Imens  der  er  et
voksende tilbageslag mod denne ondskab, som kunne – og må –
forårsage  at  de  folkemorderiske  intentioner  på  COP26
klimatopmødet  i  Glasgow  i  næste  måned  slår  fejl,  må  de
tusinder af videnskabsfolk, som ved at CO2 ikke har nogen
målbar indvirkning på klimaet, ikke desto mindre blive hørt,
og dette malthusianske svindelnummer – fascisme med et grønt
ansigt – stoppes omgående.

Det faktum, at arkitekterne bag dette morderiske angreb på
menneskeheden i stigende grad er bange for at blive afsløret,
blev  yderligere  demonstreret  denne  uge,  da  de  instruerede
deres ”tankepoliti” hos Google og YouTube i at forbyde alle
reklamer,  som  udfordrer  det  falske  dogme  for
klimaforandringer. Ligesom i den blodige franske revolution,
da den store franske videnskabsmand, Antione Lavorier, blev
halshugget, under opråbet: ”revolutionen har ikke brug for
videnskab”,  så  udelukkes  og  latterliggøres  de  førende
videnskabsfolk,  der  siger  sandhed  om  CO2  i  dag  som



”klimabenægtere”. Der er en kampagne for at gøre ”økomord” til
en forbrydelse, ligestillet med drab imod andre mennesker.

Modgiften  til  denne  globale  krise  er  præsenteret  i  den
brochure, som nu cirkuleres af LaRouche-Organisationen: ”Det
kommende økonomiske mirakel i USA på Den nye Silkevej”. Dette
er det nødvendige og optimistiske program, som behøves for at
iværksætte det store potentiale af amerikansk videnskab og
teknologi for at genopbygge sig selv og opbygge de nationer,
der blev ødelagt af de angloamerikanske ”endeløse krige”, og
de  mange  andre  der  er  blevet  fastholdt  i  tilbageståenhed
gennem de sidste 70 års kolonialistiske og neokolonialistiske
politik.

Putin  giver  en  økonomisk
lektion  imod  galskaben  bag
grøn energi
7. oktober (EIRNS) – For én generation siden præsenterede
økonomen  og  statsmanden,  Lyndon  LaRouche,  en  graf  af  en
økonomisk  ”kollapsfunktion”  –  processen  bag  et
hyperinflationært  sammenbrud  –  på  en  konference  i  Rom  i
Italien, som belyser naturen af det, som vi ser i dag. Under
navnet  ”En  typisk  Kollapsfunktion”,  eller  ”Trippelkurven”,
viser  den,  at  hvis  den  reelle  produktion  falder,  imens
størrelsen  af  finansielle  værdipapirer  forøges,  og
pengemængden ligeså forøges for at udligne forskellen, så nås
et punkt hvor chok og sammenbrud uundgåeligt begynder. Han
udgav dette i 1994. Han advarede også gentagne gange i de
efterfølgende år om ikke at forsøge at forstå processen med
forenklede  terminologier,  såsom  en  simpel  prisinflation,
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markedstilpasning, udbud og efterspørgsel eller en anden enkel
årsag. I marts 2000, for eksempel, imens prisstigningen ved
amerikanske tankstationer stod på, advarede han: ”Dette er
ganske enkelt, hovedsageligt – det er ikke noget ’marked dit
og marked dat’ – det er en hyperinflationær proces, som har
taget fart”, og bag det befinder sig en større dynamik.

Sammenbruddets kædereaktioner undervejs i dag er dramatiske, i
betragtning  af  de  kombinerede  effekter  af  årtiers  lange
afstrukturering  indenfor  produktionen,  med  hele
industrisektorer og landbrug udliciteret til steder med billig
arbejdskraft og koncentreret på risikable måder; dertil er der
forfaldne  transportsystemer  efter  flere  års  manglende
infrastrukturopbygning  i  den  transatlantiske  sektor.  Tilføj
hertil  den  omfangsrige  deregulering,  spotmarkeder  og
spekulation.  Man  skaber  mangler  og  prisstigninger  på  el,
brændsel og andre fornødenheder. Ingen kan betale – ingen
husholdning, forretning, regeringsembede, osv.

Betragt fødevareforsyningen. Verdens fødevarepriser er steget
med  32,8%  (i  forhold  til  september  2020)  ifølge  indekset
udgivet af FN’s Fødevare- og Landbrugsorganisation (for den
globale fødevarehandel). I USA skyder priserne på jord til
afgrøder  og  (dertilhørende)  inputs  i  vejret.  Priser  på
landbrugsjord  til  salg  i  Iowa,  for  eksempel,  sætter  nye
rekorder hver måned efter at være steget 10% siden september
2020. I august måned var der den højeste pris nogensinde på
55.104 dollars per hektar; denne uge blev der så sat en ny
rekord på 64.742 dollars per hektar. Prisen på kunstgødning
steg for 5 ud af 8 hovedtyper med 5% fra august til september;
kalium sprang 13% opad. Ingen nye, unge landmænd kan komme i
gang, og garvede landmænd står over for at måtte dreje nøglen
om.

Lyndon LaRouche, udover sin begrebsmæssige diagnose af krisen,
bidrog med løsninger og metoden, hvormed vi kan finde vejen ud
af krisen. Hans ”Fire fundamentale Love” fra 2014 indeholder
handlingsprincipperne.  Dette  syn  vil  blive  fremlagt  på



Schiller  Instituttets  internationale  konference  (online)  i
november (weekenden og tidspunkterne fastlægges i øjeblikket,
således  at  disse  kan  kommunikeres  videst  muligt  med  den
største deltagelse; en invitation er på vej).

Hvad der samtidig er centralt er behovet for fuldstændig at
forkaste det grønne svindelnummer, som skylder skylden for
kriserne  i  dag  på  den  utilstrækkelige  ageren  på
”klimanødsituationen”  og  ”nødsituationen  indenfor
biodiversitetens udryddelse”. Det grønne budskab er: kom af
med mennesker og deres aktiviteter.

Klaus  Schwab,  præsidenten  for  Det  verdensøkonomiske  Forum,
skriver  dette  i  sin  seneste  bog  og  refererer  særligt  til
Afrika. (Stakeholder Capitalism: A Global Economy That Works
for Progress, People, and Planet; Wiley, januar 2021.) Efter
at  have  givet  specifikke  eksempler  på  opbygning  af
infrastruktur i Etiopien (jernbaner, landbrug og dæmninger)
skriver  han,  at  dette  bliver  nødt  til  at  stoppe.  Denne
afrikanske udvikling ”afslører det centrale problem i kampen
mod klimaforandringerne. Den samme kraft, som hjælper folk med
at undslippe fattigdom og få et ordentligt liv, er den samme
som  ødelægger  leveomstændighederne  på  vores  planet  for
fremtidige  generationer.  Udledningerne,  som  fører  til
klimaforandringer, er ikke blot et resultat af en selvisk
generation af industrialister eller vestlige babyboomere. De
er konsekvensen af ønsket om at skabe en bedre fremtid for en
selv”. Hans alternativ? Han og sin gruppe af milliardærer,
royale  parasitter  og  megakarteller  m.m.  foreslår:
”Parthaverens  kapitalistiske  målestok”,  hvormed  de  har  til
hensigt  at  diktere  om  en  virksomhed  (fabrik,  husholdning,
landbrug, jernbane, skole) kan tillades at eksistere eller ej.

Schiller  Instituttets  præsident,  Helga  Zepp-LaRouche,
kommenterede på disse synspunkter og økonomiske kriser i sit
ugentlige interforum den 6. oktober: ”Dette er fascisme, intet
mindre end hvad nazisterne var… Den nuværende grønne politik
er galskab. Det er fascisme med et grønt ansigt. Det vil føre



til katastrofale resultater, hvis ikke det vendes rundt”.

I går rev Præsident Vladimir Putin alt det grønne sniksnak og
de geopolitiske løgne fra USA og Europa fra hinanden ved sin
telekonference om energi med lederne for Ruslands firmaer og
ministerier.  Kreml  offentliggjorde  hurtigt  et  udskrift,
inklusive mange udvekslinger med deltagerne. Putin påpegede
alle  dumhederne  i  de  transatlantiske  spotmarkeder  –
deregulering,  spekulation  og  den  grønne  overgang  til
upålidelig vind- og solenergi. Han sagde: ”Vores europæiske
partneres tilgang [er skyld i energikrisen]. Denne tilgang har
bekræftet at de, rent ud sagt, har begået fejl. Vi talte med
den  tidligere  EU-kommission;  alle  dennes  aktiviteter
tilsigtede at indskrænke de såkaldte, langsigtede kontrakter
og på en overgang til handel på gasbørsen…

Det viser sig – og i dag er dette fuldstændig åbenlyst – at
denne politik har slået fejl, slået fejl af den grund at den
ikke medregnede gasmarkedets særegenskaber, som er afhængige
af et stort antal usikkerhedsfaktorer. Forbrugere, inklusive,
for  eksempel,  kunstgødningsproducenter,  mister  alle
toneangivende priser. Alt dette fører til fejl og, som jeg
sagde, ubalancer.”

I  slutningen  af  Putins  energikonference  tilføjede  Boris
Kovalchuk,  administrerende  direktør  for  RAO  Group,  et
elektricitetsfirma indenfor eksport og import, en gang sort
humor:

”Hr.  Præsident,  i  Tyskland  producerer  regeringsagenturer
videoklip,  der  fortæller  folk  hvordan  man  kan  tilbringe
vinteren uden strøm og varme, hvordan man kan putte stearinlys
under en blomsterkrukke for at varme rummet op, og hvordan man
kan gøre vinduer vindtætte med gaffatape eller plastikfolie.
For blot et par år siden ville dette have været umuligt at
forstille sig – det er som om stenalderen er vendt tilbage”.
Kreml-udskriften kan findes her:



http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/66866

En sejrrig weekend
Den 13. september (EIRNS) – Sandheden om den 11. september
begynder endelig at komme frem, efter at blot den første del
af  FBI’s  efterforskningsdokumenter,  hemmeligholdt  i  20
år,  blev  udgivet  af  Præsident  Biden.  Takket  være  det
utrættelige arbejde af 11. September-familierne og overlevende
forenet for retfærdighed imod Terrorisme, i samarbejde med
denne  bevægelse  over  mange  år,  er  sandheden
om de saudiarabiske embedsmænds samarbejde med flykaprerne den
11.  september  og  andre  al-Qaeda-terrorister  i  USA
blevet fastslået uden tvivl for enhver tænkende borger. Og
ikke kun hvilke som helst saudiarabiske embedsmænd, men dem
som også var tætte på Det Hvide Hus under Cheney og ”W” Bush
og H.W. Bushs CIA.

Udtalte Lyndon LaRouche ikke på radioen den morgen, den 11.
september,  imellem  at  det  første  og  det  andet  fly  ramte
tårnene,  at  Osama  bin  Laden  ikke  var  en
uafhængig styrke og ikke styrede disse angreb fra Afghanistan,
men  at  USA’s  sikkerhedskontrol  og  luftforsvar  var
blevet lukket ned med amerikanske agenturers medvirken? Hvem
var bin Laden andet end en ung saudiarabisk radikal trænet i
Pakistan af britisk efterretningstjeneste, MI6, og sendt ind i
Afghanistan af Pakistans efterretningstjeneste, Inter-Services
Intelligence,  for  at  hjælpe  George  H.W.  Bushs  CIA  med
at  styrte  den  eneste  kompetente  regering,  som  Afghanistan
havde haft i 50 år? Hvem ville tro på, at ”bin Ladens al-
Qaeda”  udførte  massemordet  i  New  York  og  Washington?  Men
amerikanerne blev beordret til at tro på dette og at gå i krig
for  dette  og  at  blive  overvåget  for  dette  i  20
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år.  Men  denne  forrige  lørdag  aften,  20  år  efter  den  11.
september,  blev  sandheden  endelig  bekræftet
uden  yderligere  tilsløring.  LaRouche  havde  ret.  Han  havde
allerede ret ni måneder inden den 11. september, da han den 3.
januar  erklærede,  at  Cheney  og  Bush  ville  have  brug  for
”ekstraordinær  statsstyring”  for  at  håndtere  et  kommende
finanskrak og ville havde brug for et større terrorangreb for
at kunne indføre dette.

Nu er endnu et kommende finanskrak igen årsagen til forsøg
på at skabe konflikter og krige. Finanssygdommen – uendelig
spekulation – kræver omgående LaRouches løsning med ”De fire
Love”.

Tony Blairs, Dick Cheneys og ”W” Bushs endeløse krige må alle
slutte  nu.  Kongressen  må  nu  ophæve,  ikke
blot Autoriseringen til brug af Militærmagt, men den berygtede
Patriot Act.

Og Afghanistan kan blive stedet for et samarbejde mellem USA,
Kina og Rusland for at hjælpe med at genopbygge en ødelagt
nation; dér kan en atomar konfrontation få en ende.

Søndag  morgen,  den  12.  september,  sendte  Helga  Zepp-
LaRouche  en  hilsen  til  en  rørende  ”Mindehøjtidelighed  for
ofrene  for  terrorisme  ved  Tåremonumentet”  i  Bayonne,  New
Jersey. Til stede var reddere og folkevalgte politikere fra
New York City og Bayonne, samt russiske embedsmænd fra FN og
New  Yorks  konsulat,  som  mindedes  at  det  var  Vladimir
Putin, der var det første statsoverhoved, som besøgte USA
efter  den  11.  september,  tilbød  USA  fuldt  samarbejde  mod
terrorisme  og  derefter  arrangerede  skabelsen  og
gaven, monumentet ”Sorgens Tåre”. Ruslands ambassadør sendte
en hilsen til forsamlingen, skulptøren af Sorgens Tåre og
præsident  af  Det  russiske  Kunstakademi,  Zurab
Tsereteli, talte, og borgmesteren og brandmænd og politifolk
fra Bayonne og New York talte lidenskabeligt om båndet mellem
USA og Rusland.



Helga  Zepp-LaRouche  formidlede  sit  budskab  til  denne
forsamling:

”Den første prioritet må være at redde folks liv i de lande,
som var mål for de ’endeløse krige’, og det internationale
samfund opfordres til at deltage i at bringe reel økonomisk
udvikling til hele regionen, begyndende med skabelsen af et
moderne sundhedsvæsen i hvert eneste land, hvilket, i en tid
med  denne  pandemi  og  faren  for  fremtidige  pandemier,  er
betingelsen  for  at  overvinde  denne  forbandelse
over menneskeheden. Dette kræver rent drikkevand, som er knapt
i Afghanistan – en nation ramt af tørker – og det kræver
elektricitet, som Afghanistan kun producerer 600 MW af i hele
landet, svarende til et mellemstort til stort kraftværk i
USA; 18 millioner mennesker er i fødevareusikkerhed og fire
millioner trues med hungersnød den kommende vinter.

Præsident  Biden  kritiseres  nu  for  tilbagetrækningen  af
tropperne, men han gjorde det rigtige, og hans løfte om at
’afslutte  de  endeløse  kriges  æra’  må  også  medføre  enden
på  indefrysningen  af  Afghanistans  finansielle  midler;  det
må  medføre  afslutningen  på  Caesar-sanktionerne  mod  Syrien;
og  afslutningen  på  alle  sanktioner  imens  pandemien  står
på. Det er tid til at række hinanden hånden, især, igen, USA
og  Rusland,  da  der  var  flere  perioder  i  begge  nationers
historie, hvor et sådant samarbejde eksisterede til fordel for
hele menneskeheden.

Lad os derfor bruge sammenfaldet mellem afslutningen på 20
år med krige og 20-årsdagen for den 11. september til en
højtidelig forpligtelse til at betragte terrorisme, sult og
underudvikling  som  menneskehedens  fjender,  og  ikke
hinanden.  Lad  os  udskifte  geopolitikkens  æra  med  en  æra
for  opnåelsen  af  menneskehedens  fælles  mål.  Det  er
ikke et forgæves håb, at menneskeheden, som den eneste art der
gennem  sin  eksistens  har  bevist,  at  kreativitet  er  den
kvalitet som kan overgå alle tilsyneladende grænser, snart vil
efterlade konflikt, aggression og krig bag sig, og at vi helt



og fuldt bliver mennesker. Lad os inspireres af menneskets
ædle ideal, som dette udtryktes i komponisternes, poeternes,
kunstmalernes,  arkitekternes  og  skulptørernes  store
kunst, ligesom skaberen af dette mindemonument, Sorgens tåre,
hvorom vi forsamles i dag.

Disse  sidste  20  år  er  forhåbentlig  det  sidste
kapitel  af  menneskehedens  ungdom,  efterfulgt  af  dens
voksenalder  –  hvor  menneskers  og  nationers  forhold  til
hinanden baseres på næstens kreative potentiale, og dermed gør
dem til de bedste personer som de kan blive. At lære at tænke
på den måde kræver en ophøjet åndstilstand i os alle for
at kunne tænke ovenfra, fra denne menneskehedens højere enhed,
der viser vejen til fremtiden, hvor alle nationer og alle
mennesker vil skabe fred på Jorden og kolonisere stjernerne
sammen.”

Afghanistan og et samarbejde
for  udvikling  former
diskussionen ved 
Det østlige økonomiske Forum
i Vladivostok
4.  september  (EIRNS)  –  Med  den  presserende  opgave  at
organisere en løsning på Afghanistan-krisen i tankerne hos de
fleste  deltagere,  sluttede  det  årlige,  Østlige  økonomiske
Forum  i  Vladivostok  (EEF)  i  dag,  efter  tre
dage  med  præsentationer  og  diskussioner,  der  hovedsageligt
handlede om at bringe fred og stabilitet til regionen. Ironisk
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nok  var  det  Talibans  talsmand,  Zabihullah  Mujahid,  der
udtrykte den nødvendige tilgang klarest i et interview med
dagbladet La República:

”Kina er vores vigtigste partner og repræsenterer for os en
grundlæggende og ekstraordinær mulighed, fordi de er beredte
på  at  investere  i  og  genopbygge  vores  land.  Vi  har  stor
respekt for projektet Ét Bælte, Én Vej, som vil tjene til at
genoplive  den  gamle  Silkevej.  Derudover  er  vi  rige  på
kobberminer, som, takket være kineserne, kan blive aktive igen
og moderniseret. Kina repræsenterer vores pas til hele verdens
markeder.”

Den  russiske  præsident,  Vladimir  Putin,  som  var  vært  ved
EEF,  spillede  en  førende  rolle  i  at  lede  diskussionen  i
Vladivostok. Angående Afghanistan, sagde Putin, ifølge TASS,
følgende:  ”Realiteten  er,  at  Taliban-bevægelsen  (forbudt  i
Rusland – TASS) nu kontrollerer næsten hele Afghanistan. Så,
vi må lade virkeligheden vise os vejen”. Han sagde, at landets
opløsning er den hovedsaglige trussel for Moskva: ”Rusland er
ikke interesseret i et disintegreret Afghanistan. Hvis dette
sker, ville der ikke være nogen at snakke med”. Han tilføjede,
at  den  afghanske  situation  ”er  en  katastrofe,  fordi
amerikanerne, som er et meget pragmatisk folk, brugte mere end
1,5  billioner  dollars  på  denne  kampagne,  og  hvad  er
resultatet? Og hvis vi betragter antallet af folk, efterladt i
Afghanistan, som plejede at arbejde for den fælles vestlige
verden, USA og deres allierede, så vil det være klart, at det
også er en humanitær katastrofe… Hvad Afghanistan angår, siger
de: ’Vi tog derhen og begik en masse fejltagelser’. Men denne
proces fortsætter i mange andre lande. Hvad er sanktioner? De
er en fortsættelse af den samme politik, som tilsigter at
gennemtvinge  deres  standarder”.  Putin  tilføjede,  at  han
håbede på, at de vestlige lande ”vil erkende at det at handle
som tidligere er en fejlagtig politik”.

Schiller  Instituttets  stifter,  Helga  Zepp-LaRouche,
understregede ligeså, i udtalelser fra i dag, at Afghanistan-



krisen  har  fremhævet  det  faktum,  at  hele  det  neoliberale
paradigme  er  dødt,  og  at  det  må  erstattes  af  en  ny
orden for fred gennem udvikling. Hvis tiden med vedvarende
krige i sandhed skal komme til en ende, som Præsident Biden
har  lovet,  så  skal  alle  sanktioner  –  som  blot  er  et
redskab  for  regimeskift  mod  nationer  –  omgående  ophæves,
herunder  de  dræbende  Caesar-sanktioner,  som  rammer  Syrien.
Europa og USA må i stedet deltage, med Kina og andre Bælte- og
Vejnationer,  i  den  presserende  opgave  at  genopbygge
Afghanistan,  begyndende  med  de
kritiske  sundhedsforanstaltninger  og
fødevareforsyninger  nødvendige  for  at  undgå  en  truende
hungersnød i landet.

Billede: Mikhail Tereshchenko, Eastern Economic Forum, TASS
host photo

Afghanistan  kommentar:
Korthuset  falder  af  Jens
Jørgen Nielsen,
Rusland  ekspert,  forfatter,
lektor
20. august 2021 — (Facebook post) 20 års militær indsats i
Afghanistan, trillioner af Dollars, 43 danske soldaters liv og
mange tusinder dræbte, flygtningestrømme m.m. Det er bare lidt
af det, som egentlig skulle være kronen på værket, nemlig en
bæredygtig afghansk stat med en moderne hær. På uger har det
vist sig at være en illusion. Det hele væltede, som var det et
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korthus.  Situationen  minder  påfaldende  om  situationen  i
Vietnam i 1975.

Diskussionen i medierne har handlet om, hvordan man får reddet
mennesker ud af Kabul og om, hvorvidt Taliban er blevet mere
moderat og moderne. Fint og relevant. Men vi skal vel have en
debat om de store linjer, om hvordan vi i Vesten overhovedet
agerer unden for vores kulturkreds. Vi mangler i den grad svar
på de store spørgsmål. Hvorfor faldt den afghanske hær totalt
fra  hinanden,  den  bestod  af  ca.  300.000  soldater  med  alt
moderne militært udstyr? Hvorfor har de afghanske soldater
eller befolkningen ikke lyst til at kæmpe for den afghanske
stat?  Og  hvorfor  flygtede  præsidenten,  Ashran  Ghani?  Og
hvorfor støtter en stor del af befolkningen tilsyneladende
Taliban?

Jeg har ikke de endegyldige svar. Men vi kan da se lidt
langsigtet på tingene. Situationen kan da minde situationen
for 30 år siden, da de sovjetiske styrker forlod Afghanistan i
1989.  Jeg  mødte  tilfældigvis  nogle  sovjetiske  soldater  i
Tadsjikistan, de var på vej hjem fra Afghanistan. De havde
ingen illusioner. Men dengang holdt Kabul regeringen i det
mindste  stand  mod  islamisterne  i  over  2  år,  før  Mohammad
Najibullah blev fjernet i 1992 og senere hængt. Men efter at
de vestlige styrker begyndte at trække sig tilbage, har vi
reelt ikke set nogen modstand fra den afghanske hærs side.
Skyldes det, at de ikke ser nogen grund til at kæmpe for en
regering  der  fleste  anser  for  at  være  korrupt?  Hvis  ja,
hvorfor har vi så støttet disse regeringer. Præsident Ashraf
Ghani flygtede – rygter siger med mange penge. Rygter siger
også, at de løbende regeringer har været voldsomt korrupte. I
medierne  har  vi  hørt  mere  om  korruption  i  Rusland  end  i
Afghanistan. En forklaring kunne også være, at mange afghanere
modtog penge for at være soldater, men reelt ikke deltog.
Eller at soldaterne ikke fik penge eller meget få. Hvorfor har
efterretningsvæsenerne  og  forskellige  institutter  og
tænketanke  ikke  kunne  levere  konkret  viden  om  det?



Hvorfor  har  Taliban  tilsyneladende  ret  stor  opbakning  i
landet? Ikke i Kabul naturligvis, hvor der bor mange moderne
og pro-vestlige afghanere. Men omkring 80 % af de 38 millioner
indbyggere i landet er fattige bønder, som ser anderledes på
det. Da Sovjetunionen invaderede Afghanistan i 1979, begyndte
USA straks at støtte mujahedin bevægelsen, den kom fra hele
Mellemøsten, ikke mindst fra Saudi Arabien og andre arabiske
lande plus Pakistan o.a. De fik mange våben fra USA, og en af
lederne var Osama bin Laden. Mujahedin´erne begyndte senere at
kæmpe indbyrdes. Taliban var en ren afghansk, især pashtun
bevægelse, som begyndte at skabe en vis form for orden i
landet.  Meget  tyder  på,  at  bønderne  satte  pris  på,  at
udenlandske styrker blev jaget ud. Nej, jeg mener ikke, at
Taliban var søde, men vi skal vide hvorfor en del afghanere
støtter dem. Taliban sad ved magten indtil terrorangrebet i
2001 med islamistiske regler for kvinder om tildækning m.m.
Men det var mange af bønderne formentlig ligeglade med. Så kom
NATO landene med den hidtil største militæroperation. Opgaven
var  til  at  begynde  med  at  finde  Osama  bin  Laden,  som
angiveligt  skulle  befinde  sig  i  Afghanistan.  Taliban
accepterede  Osama  bin  Laden,  men  havde  ikke  noget  med
terrorangrebet  at  gøre.  NATO-landene  skulle  fange  og
uskadeliggøre  Osama  bin  Laden.

Men hvad skulle vores opgave ellers bestå i – i Afghanistan? I
2011 fandt amerikanerne Osama bin Laden, og dræbte ham. Vel at
mærke  i  Pakistan.  Hvad  skulle  vi  så?  Skulle  vi  indføre
demokrati, sikre kvinders rettigheder, skulle vi yde humanitær
bistand? Eller ville amerikanerne sikre, at der ikke kom en
pro-russisk  eller  en  pro-kinesisk  leder  til  magten  i
Afghanistan? Eller var Danmark i Afghanistan, fordi vi ville
vise solidaritet med USA, og fordi det var vigtigt for os, at
være afholdt i Washington? Hvis vi skulle opbygge et normalt
demokratisk  samfund,  hvor  var  så  projekterne,  vejene,
infrastrukturen,  hospitalerne?  Og  hvor  var  analytikerne,
efterretningsvæsenerne,  som  kunne  give  en  nøgtern  ikke-
ideologisk vurdering af situationen i stedet for komiske Ali



beretninger? Og hvorfor har det amerikanske efterretningsvæsen
i øvrigt ikke delt sin viden om Talibans hurtige fremmarch med
sine allierede?

Rækken af spørgsmål er lang. Jeg er ikke sikker på, at vi får
svar på dem alle. Men det er blevet tid for refleksion over
dels, hvorfor det gik galt og dels, hvordan vi skal ændre
vores adfærd fremadrettet. For det første kunne man godt få
den tanke, at det ville være en god idé for Danmark og andre
NATO allierede at foretage egne vurderinger og ikke blindt tro
på  alt,  hvad  USA  kommer  med.  Danmark  og  andre  NATO-lande
kommer til at fremstå som underdanige vasalstater.

For det andet kunne det være, at en gang for alle skulle lægge
1990´ernes  fremherskende  ideologi  på  hylden.  Efter
Sovjetunionens fald blev det en udbredt opfattelse i vestlige
politiske  kredse,  at  den  vestlige  liberale  ideologi  og
tolkning var den eneste rigtige og universelle tilgang. Alle
verdens lande skulle følge den angelsaksiske model og blive
demokrater på samme måde. I og med, at Sovjetunionen var væk
som ideologisk og militær stormagt var vejen banet for en
verden i USA's billede. Grundlæggende var det en arrogant
opfattelse, som ignorer forskelle i kultur og historie. Hvad
værre er, når man gennemfører dette projekt at eksportere
demokrati med militær, går det som regel fundamentalt galt, ja
disse aktioner fremmer i virkeligheden det de vil forhindre.
Det  er  vanskeligt  at  komme  til  andre  konklusioner  efter
Talibans lyn-sejr. Den vestlige ideologi gør os blind for
virkeligheden i et land som Afghanistan. Mange af dem, NATO-
alliancen støttede i Afghanistan, var i virkeligheden dybt
korrupte narkosmuglere, som udnyttede bønderne. Ja selv den
amerikanske hær har formentlig været en del af narko-business.
Det flød med penge til latterlige formål, og mange vestlige
firmaer og også militærfolk har haft snablen nede i disse
kasser. Hvordan kan det være anderledes, når der vælter penge
ind over et fattigt land? Enkeltstående isolerede pigeskoler
som prestigeprojekter gør ikke nogen forskel, hvis samfundet



ellers er korrupt, og der mangler strukturer, som kan støtte
op om det.

Jeg har venner, som har været udstationeret, ligesom jeg har
undervist soldater, der skulle udstationeret i Afghanistan.
Jeg er imponeret over deres beredvillighed til at kæmpe for
det gode, selv med livet som indsats. I mange tilfælde har de
opsøgt  dialog  med  lokale  og  støttet  projekter  i
overensstemmelse med vores nationale værdier. Men deres opgave
har været principielt umulig. Og det er politikernes ansvar,
ikke soldaternes.

Om  fremtiden:  Jeg  tror  ikke,  der  er  nogen  tvivl  om,  at
Afghanistan vil komme ind i kredsen omkring organisationen
Shanghai  Cooperation  Organization,  hvor  Kina  og  Rusland
spiller første violin. Rusland og Kina vil formentlig i endnu
højere grad blive dominerende magter i Asien. USA's meget
pinlige  exit  –  og  billedet  af  afghanere,  der  falder  fra
flyvende fly i døden på landingsbanen, vil blive symbolet på
et inkompetent USA på vej ned. I SCO deltager både Iran,
Pakistan,  Indien,  de  centralasiatiske  lande.  Vi  i  Vesten
kommer ikke uden om at tænke det igennem og efter min mening
vænne os til, at verden ikke er vores alene. Der er andre
lande og kulturer, som tænker anderledes, men som er effektive
på deres egen måde. Vi er ikke verdens navle, som vi har troet
i snart 500 år. Vi kan glæde os over det eller begræde det,
men det er en realitet, som vi skal forholde os til.

USA  har  nedsat  en  kommission  til  at  undersøge  den  civile
opbygning.  SIGAR,  hedder  den.  Den  sidste  rapport  er  en
sønderlemmende kritik af den amerikanske politik og korruption
i Afghanistan. Bare vi havde sådan en i Danmark: Klik her.

Jens  Jørgen  Nielsen  er  cand.mag.  i  idéhistorie  og
historie,  tidligere  nyhedskorrespondent  (Politiken)  i  bl.a.
Rusland og taler flydende russisk [og forfatter af flere bøger
om  Rusland  og  Ukraine].  Han  er  konsulent  og  underviser  i
kommunikation og kulturforskelle. Derudover er han kulturguide

https://www.sigar.mil/.../lessonsle.../SIGAR-21-46-LL.pdf.


i bl.a. Polen, Irland og Tjekkiet og har tidligere arbejdet
for FOA samt den danske ambassade i Estland. (kort biografi
fra frydenlund.dk)

Ingen udvikling, ingen fred:
Begynd med Afghanistan
12. august (EIRNS) – Ugeskriftet EIR, udgivet i dag, bringer
sin forsidehistorie under overskriften "Ingen udvikling, ingen
fred: Start med Afghanistan", hvilket budskab i særdeleshed
gælder de intense forhandlinger, der er i gang i denne uge i
Doha, og for hvilke der kun er et tidsbegrænset vindue af
muligheder.  Begivenhederne  sker  hastigt.  Centralt  i  Doha-
forhandlingerne, der har fundet sted fra den 10. august til og
med i dag, befinder sig 'Trojka+' – Kina, Rusland, USA plus
Pakistan  samt  repræsentanter  for  Afghanistan  og  Taliban,
hvortil kommer sessioner, der involverer andre nationer, i
forskellige sammensætninger.

I mellemtiden hævder Taliban for nuværende at have kontrol
over hovedstæderne i 10 af landets 34 provinser, hvoraf den
sidste er Ghazni, kendt som "porten til Kabul", beliggende 130
km sydvest for hovedstaden. Pentagon meddelte i eftermiddag,
at man vil sende tusinder af ekstra styrker ind for at hjælpe
med at evakuere den amerikanske ambassade i Kabul, samt andre
lokaliteter.

De foreløbige rapporter fra samtalerne i Doha udviser lidet
eller intet resultat, men selve processen tæller meget. Kinas
særlige repræsentant for Afghanistan, Yue Xiaoyong, sagde i
går  til  Doha  News,  at  dette  kun  er  begyndelsen,  og  at
processen skal føre til, at forskellige lande arbejder sammen.
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Den russiske udsending, Zamir Kabulov, rapporteres at have
fremsat et trepunkts-forslag: 1) respektere en våbenhvile; 2)
forpligte  sig  til  en  inkluderende  dialog  internt  i
Afghanistan;  og  3)  etablere  en  midlertidig,  delt
regeringsmagt, hvor der afholdes valg om to år. Afghanistans
forslag til en regering – ubekræftet, men bredt rapporteret
ved  denne  briefing  –  har  henblik  på  en  deling  af
regeringsmagten.

Blandt deltagerne i dagens samtaler er der ud over 'Trojka+'
repræsentanter fra Indien, Tyrkiet og Indonesien. Også Norge
og Storbritannien og Organisationen for islamiske Lande står
til rådighed. I tirsdags i Doha mødtes udsendinge fra EU,
Storbritannien og USA.

Den eneste model for at få en plan til at fungere, er et
perspektiv  og  handling  for  udvikling,  og  enighed  blandt
stormagterne for at få det til at ske. En variation af denne
sandhed om, at der uden udvikling ikke kan være fred, er det
yderligere faktum, at der slet ikke kan være nogen fremtid
uden udvikling.

Processen med omvendt udvikling – nemlig "grøn" ødelæggelse af
de levevilkår, som mennesker har brug for for at eksistere og
være kreative, grundlaget for fremskridt i forhold til fortsat
produktivitet  –  fremgår  af  endnu  et  klassisk  tilfælde  af
strømafbrydelse, ligesom udfaldet under frostvejret i Texas i
februar, eller det europæiske el-net, der var tæt på nedbrud i
januar. Denne gang var det 'down under'.

Den 9. august befandt tusinder af mennesker i New Zealand sig
pludseligt i mørket, da den nationale el-produktionskapacitet
ikke  kunne  imødekomme  efterspørgslen,  og
overbelastningssystemet  førte  til  pludselige,  kaotiske
afbrydelser. Strømmen er tilbage for de fleste forbrugere, men
politikerne skråler op om hvem de skal bebrejde. Faktisk blev
New Zealand betragtet som verdens førende inden for lave CO₂-
udledninger, på grund af at man får over 80 procent af sin



elforsyning  fra  "vedvarende  energikilder",  hvilket  for  det
meste  betyder  vandkraft  til  dets  lille  befolkning  på  4,8
millioner mennesker. Men da de 'smarte' grønne begyndte at
tilføje  vindkraft  og  nåede  en  andel  på  6  procent  af  den
nationale forsyning fra 17 installationer plus tilføjede et
spotmarked  for  engros-spekulation  i  elektricitet  og  andre
typiske  former  for  grøn  svindel,  var  scenen  sat  for
strømudfald.

I Tyskland er det bemærkelsesværdigt, at to store medier i
denne uge skriver advarsler mod at gå for langt og for hurtigt
med den grønne ideologi. Die Zeit opfordrede til at forlænge
levetiden for de tilbageværende fire tyske atomkraftreaktorer.
I dag anfører Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, at partiet 'De
Grønnes'  planer  om  at  trække  strøm  fra  vindparkerne  ved
Østersøen  til  forbrugere  rundt  omkring  i  landet  ikke  vil
fungere, fordi kommende folk med grøn livsstil vil afvise at
have strømledningerne i nærheden af deres hjem, osv.

Dette  er  blot  forhalingsmanøvrer,  men  indikerer  at
virkeligheden  endelig  begynder  at  sætte  ind.

Denne lørdag er der muligheden for at trænge ind til kernen
af principperne om, hvad der definerer en vellykket økonomisk
tilgang, som præsenteret så historisk og stærkt af statsmanden
og økonomen Lyndon LaRouche, i særdeleshed, for 50 år siden,
ved vendepunktet 15. august 1971, da Nixon-administrationen
iværksatte flydende valutakurser. Konferencen den 14. august,
sponsoreret af LaRouche Legacy Foundation, har titlen: "Nå så
er du endelig villig til at lære økonomi?" Helga Zepp-LaRouche
meddelte i går: "Dette bliver en skelsættende begivenhed, og
jeg lover ikke for meget!"



LaRouche  om  Afghanistan:
Påbegynd udvikling NU!
8. august (EIRNS) – I 1993, da der gennem modig ageren fra den
israelske premierminister Yitzhak Rabin og PLO-formand Yasser
Arafat,  blev  indgået  en  aftale  om  fred  mellem  Israel  og
palæstinenserne i Oslo (hvor det omhyggeligt blev undgået, at
briterne  fik  nogen  rolle  at  spille),  og  underskrevet  i
Washington af de to ledere, sagde Lyndon LaRouche følgende:
”Det presserende er her, at vi bevæger os hastigt for straks
med det samme at få gang i økonomiske udviklingsprojekter,
såsom kanalen fra Gaza til Det døde Hav, for hvis vi venter
til  dette  er  uddebatteret,  vil  fremskridtets  fjender  og
fjender af den menneskelige race, igennem mennesker som Ariel
Sharons venner, have succes med at gribe ind for at drukne
denne aftale i blod og kaos”.

Som i så mange andre potentielle vendepunkter i historien,
blev Lyndon LaRouches kloge ord ikke taget til efterretning:
Udviklingsprogrammerne  blev  udskudt,  mens  finans-  og
stabilitetsspørgsmål  blev  debatteret;  Oslo-aftalerne  blev
saboteret; Rabin blev myrdet "af Ariel Sharons venner"; og
"blod og kaos" har fulgt efter igennem de forløbne 28 år.

LaRouches ord har givet genlyd gennem årtierne, og er lige så
relevante  for  krisen  i  Afghanistan  i  dag,  som  de  var  i
Palæstina  dengang  –  faktisk  er  en  vellykket  løsning  i
Afghanistan  gennem  LaRouches  tilgang  med  ”fred  gennem
udvikling” måske den sidste chance for at opnå en lignende
fred i Sydvestasien i den nærmeste fremtid. Konsekvenserne af
ikke at følge denne tilgang er mere alvorlige i dag, da verden
bliver presset stadig tættere på termonuklear krig..

Men vi kan være optimistiske over, at potentialet for fred
gennem  udvikling  er  større  i  dag  end  nogen  sinde  siden
1990'erne,  hvor  muligheden  for  global  fred  efter
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Sovjetunionens  sammenbrud  blev  spildt.  På  det  tidspunkt
foreslog Lyndon og Helga LaRouche 'Den nye Silkevej' for at
forene verden i en ny æra af udvikling, fri for den britiske
imperialistiske  opdeling  af  verden  i  blokke.  Briterne
saboterede denne indsats ved at opretholde og udvide NATO og
opretholde  "fjendebilledet"  af  Rusland  og  Kina.  Men  Kina
omfavnede ideen, og 20 år senere søsatte præsident Xi Jinping
Bælte- og Vejinitiativet, og bragte den mirakuløse kinesiske
udviklingsproces  til  resten  af  verden.  Nu  har  langt
størstedelen af verdens nationer deltaget i denne proces som
medlemmer af Bæltet og Vejen.

Og  det  er  LaRouche-Organisationen  og  LaRouches  Schiller
Institut  der  nu  er  i  centrum  for  processen.  Schiller
Instituttets konferencer i de sidste 15 måneder har samlet
operative kræfter til dialog – fra Rusland, Kina, Indien,
Sydvestasien, Afrika og Latinamerika sammen med europæere og
amerikanere – for at formulere den nødvendige økonomiske og
politiske politik for et nyt paradigme for menneskeheden. Den
udgave  af  EIR  (Executive  Intelligence  Review,  red.),  der
offentliggøres den 13. august, vil indeholde afskrifter af
dele af den historiske konference i Schiller Instituttet den
31. juli, "Afghanistan: Et vendepunkt i historien – efter den
mislykkede  periode  med  regimeskifte",  som  indeholdt  bl.a.
dybdegående diskussion af udviklingsprocessen, der en gang for
alle  må  og  skal  føre  til  en  fredelig  løsning  af  det
imperialistiske "Great Game" i Afghanistan. I stedet for at
britiske tropper marcherer gennem Khyber-passet, er planen en
forlængelse  af  jernbanelinjen,  der  løber  fra  Kina  gennem
Peshawar  til  Gwadar-havnen,  som  en  del  af  den  kinesisk-
pakistanske  økonomiske  korridor  (CPEC),  for  gennem  Khyber-
passet at forbinde sig til Kabul og videre til Usbekistan og
Tadsjikistan, der forbinder det indre Centralasien med Det
arabiske Hav og genopretter Afghanistans gamle rolle som det
velstående knudepunkt for Silkevejen.

Dette storslåede projekt blev formuleret på en konference i



februar i Tasjkent og er allerede i gang. Umida Hashimova, en
analytiker ved det USA-baserede Center for 'Naval Analyzes',
der  har  specialiseret  sig  i  Centralasiens  anliggender,
fortalte South China Morning Post, at der er igangværende
finansieringsdiskussioner  med  amerikanske  og  asiatiske
udviklingsagenturer, og at “Konstruktion af den 573 km lange
første strækning af jernbanelinjen mellem Kabul og Mazar-i-
Sharif, forventes at begynde i næste måned. ”Design og teknisk
dokumentation  af  jernbanen  vil  blive  foretaget  af  Russian
Railways, meddelte usbekiske embedsmænd efter samtaler med den
administrerende direktør for Russian Railways Oleg Belozerov i
Tasjkent den 19. maj.

USA  er  engageret  i  to  beslægtede  institutioner.  "Extended
Troika", bestående af USA, Rusland, Kina og Pakistan, blev
etableret i 2019 og holdt to møder i år, der fokuserede på at
finde  en  løsning  på  Afghanistan-situationen  efter
tilbagetrækning af udenlandske styrker. Der er også et "Quad"-
arrangement,  der  involverer  USA,  Usbekistan,  Pakistan  og
Afghanistan, som er fokuseret på jernbaneudviklingsprojektet.

Det  er  afgørende,  at  USA  samarbejder  med  alle  landene  i
regionen, især Rusland, Kina, Indien og Pakistan, om denne
afgørende  test  af  menneskehedens  evne  til  at  afslutte
geopolitikkens æra og skabe en ny renæssance. Der er magtfulde
kræfter i Storbritannien og USA, herunder ledende elementer
fra begge politiske partier, som vil gøre alt hvad de kan for
at sabotere dette projekt, der modsætter sig det malthusianske
vanvid af 'Green New Deal og affolkning', hvilket hurtigt
ville føre til flere krige.

Amerikanere  og  verdens  borgere  vil  få  lejlighed  til  at
reflektere over Lyndon LaRouches skelsættende ideer den 14.
august, som markerer halvtredsårsdagen siden præsident Nixon
afsluttede  Bretton  Woods-systemet,  hvilket  bekræftede
LaRouches advarsel dengang. Tilmeld dig her til konferencen,
"So,  Are  You  Finally  Willing  To  Learn
Economics?":  Https://www.larouchelegacyfoundation.org/news/aug
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