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among us who are willing to enact these measures, and do so suddenly.
The immediate future of this civilization if it is
to have an immediate future, lies in the hands of
those who are willing to act with pungency and
force, along the lines I have indicated. That said,
let us be optimists. Let us push the voices of those
useless critics out of our minds, and concentrate
on the actions which must be taken to avert the

catastrophe of economic collapse which now
threatens to crush us in the near future.
Unfortunately, LaRouche’s warnings were not taken
seriously during his lifetime. Maybe it took getting to the
brink of the nuclear apocalypse and the pandemic, for
people to realize that we have to “listen to the wise words
of Lyndon LaRouche” as López Portillo had noted in the
same year of that LaRouche speech. Thank you.
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terms of strategic stability, I think he surprised many
analysts in my country, and not just in Russia. Because,
indeed, one of the first decisions by the new administration was to extend the New START agreement with no
strings attached. So, he did something that President
Trump unfortunately failed to do, and though the previous administration considered an extension of the New
START agreement, but they were discussing a lot of
modalities about this extension.
So, the first step was clearly appreciated in Moscow.
It was followed by a round of sanctions against Russia,
but these sanctions were mostly symbolic. The Biden
administration did not try to target critical sectors of the
Russian economy, such as the energy sector or the Russian financial system. Russia was not put in the same
league with Iran or North Korea. So, sanctions were, of
course, an important irritant, and we also observed a
continuous diplomatic war between the two countries,
but it turned out to be better than many had expected.

The Summit

So, the meeting that took place in Geneva a couple
of weeks ago was a meeting with carefully managed
expectations on both sides. I think that both sides realized that they could not count on any reset, or even détente in their relationship. Not only because their positions on important international issues diverged, issues
like Ukraine, or Syria, or Venezuela, but more importantly, their views on the fundamentals of the international system and on the future of the international
system, on the preferable world order to come, were
also quite different, if not opposite to each other.
So, it was clear that there was no personal chemistry between the two leaders. Nevertheless, both of
them were ready to take certain political risks to get
together in Geneva, primarily in order to make the relationship more stable and more predictable. Both
were, and I think are still interested in reducing the
costs of this adversarial relationship, and in cutting
down the risks associated with this adversarial relationship. So, that was the intention of Mr. Putin when
he got to Geneva.
Was the summit successful? I would grade it as B or
maybe even B+. First of all, because the two sides agreed
to continue the strategic arms control dialogue. Again, I
don’t want to sound too optimistic, it will be an uphill
battle for both of them. The perceptions of how we should
move further from the New START agreement to new
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reductions of the nuclear arsenals of the two countries
are not the same. The Russian side tends to focus primarily on strategic systems—both nuclear and non-nuclear,
while the United States prefers to talk about nuclear systems, both strategic and non-strategic. So, there is a different approach which will not be easy to reconcile.

Issues Not Addressed

On top of that, of course, we have many pending
issues that were not properly addressed by the New
START agreement. We have BMD systems that the
United States has deployed in Europe, in Poland and
Romania. We have tactical nukes that Russia has also in
Europe, and the United States is trying to curb. We
have, unfortunately, a deconstructed INF agreement, so
in theory we can have a new arms race in Europe, involving medium-range and short-range missiles. Not to
mention new technological developments in the defense sector.
And there are many new dimensions of the arms
race, like cyber, and space, and hypersonic, and autonomous lethal systems, and prompt strike and artificial intelligence; and the fact is that nobody really knows how
to handle all these agendas. But now, we’ve got a
breathing space, and we have four and a half years until
the New START agreement expires. Hopefully, this
time will be used productively, and by that time we will
have a new concept of arms control.
Again, I would warn against being too optimistic. It
was important that both sides agreed that you cannot
really win a nuclear war, and therefore, the nuclear war
should not and must not be fought. But the movement
towards a new non-nuclear world is likely to be slow
and quite precarious. Still, I think it’s a positive sign,
and hopefully we will see more communications between the U.S. and Russian militaries, and civilian experts and diplomats, and maybe we can reach progress
before too long.
Now, let me turn to cyber. I think this is a much
more controversial and difficult issue than strategic
arms control, because in arms control, we have a
common strategic culture that emerged gradually since
the late 1960s, while in cyber, we don’t have such a culture. And we have very different perceptions of how to
approach cyber warfare. For many, many years, the
Russian side insisted that we should have a joint taskforce to explore opportunities for cyber control. The
United States, especially under the Trump administra-
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tion, always rejected this idea. When Putin and Trump
met for the first time in Hamburg on the margins of the
G20 summit, President Trump seemed to agree to have
some kind of joint taskforce with Russians on cyber,
but when he got back to Washington, he basically said
that he was not ready to embark on this road.
So, we’ll see how it goes. I think it’s a positive sign
that we might have such a group, but we should keep in
mind that the perceptions of cyber attacks are very different in Moscow and in Washington, though both capitals are concerned about the capacity of the other side
to interfere into their domestic political system, or into
the national economy with the use of sophisticated
cyber weapons. But how to limit the cyber warfare,
how to resolve the problem of retribution, how to have
a reliable red line in cyber, this is something that is yet
to be discussed and hopefully agreed on.

Regional Issues

Now, let me turn to regional issues. Apparently in
Geneva, they discussed a very broad set of regional
issues. On some of them, I do not see any prospects for
immediate joint actions or even coordination. I don’t
think that in Geneva they were able to narrow the gap
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in perceptions on what’s going on in and around
Ukraine, or in and around Belarus. But I think on
issues like Afghanistan, probably there is more
common ground. I think that they could have even
agreed on some parallel actions in Syria, related to the
humanitarian situation in Idlib, for example, or to potential negotiations between the Syrian Kurds and the
leadership in Damascus. I think that they could have
probably discussed North Korea; maybe the Iranian
portfolio, assuming that the United States is still committed to getting back to the JCPOA [Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action].
Finally, let me add that, of course, there were some
global comments, where Russia and the United States
more or less share their views and visions. Let me refer
to the climate change, but also to potential cooperation
in the Arctic region. They could definitely have agreed
on something related to international terrorism, and potential cooperation in space.
Finally, I think it’s important that now the two ambassadors are back to where they should be, respectively in Moscow and Washington, D.C., but this is not
the end of the story, because of course it’s great to have
ambassadors back, but you also need to bring back the
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staffs. Ambassadors are like generals; they need their
armies: If the diplomatic war is not over, I’m afraid neither John Sullivan nor Anatoly Antonov will have a lot
to do in their respective locations.

Going Forward

I know that my time is running out. I don’t want to
take too much of it from other speakers: But let me just
say that the next couple of months will tell us whether a
stabilization in the U.S.-Russian relationship is possible. Or, we continue this downward movement to even
greater risks and uncertainty of an unlimited confrontation. I stay moderately optimistic that probably this re-

lationship can be stabilized. But at the same time, I
think we should keep in mind, that the relationship will
continue to be very difficult, and it will be in some cases
confrontational.
If we are thinking about a real change in the relationship, this change will not come without new innovative ideas going beyond conventional wisdom. I do
hope that conferences like the one we participate in
today, might make a contribution to go beyond conventional wisdom, to think about more creative, more unorthodox ways to fix the U.S.-Russian relations, but
also more general problems of global management that
we all have to approach today. Thank you.
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A New Multipolar World of
Civilizational States

Ladies and gentlemen, let me
begin by saying that even prior to
the COVID-19 outbreak, the broad
outlines of a new world order were
quite tangibly visible before our
eyes. With due apologies to Francis
Fukuyama and his ilk, the U.S.dominated unipolar world, starting
arguably with the collapse of the
Berlin Wall in 1989, has already
Schiller Institute
ended, visible with a sharp decline
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in U.S. economic and military, and
At the outset, I wish to thank
even soft power. Along with this is a relative rise of the
the Schiller Institute for inviting me to this excepemerged and the emerging economies such as China,
tionally important conference. Over the next 10
India, Russia, Brazil and South Africa.
minutes or so, I will be speaking on, “Engaging
Indeed, the unipolar world has been giving way to a
Russia and China as Part of a New World Order—
multipolar world with the center of gravity of both hard
What Can India Bring to the Table?” We are living in
and soft power getting quickly diffused beyond the
difficult, turbulent, but nevertheless, exciting times.
West, though the European Union and the United States
The COVID-19 pandemic is not yet over, but like
will continue to play a unique and influential role in a
other pandemics of the past, this one, too, will pass.
multipolar world.
What would the post-COVID world be like, and
But what is also equally true is that the West will be
what role would countries such as India, China and
unable to dominate the globe, as had perhaps been done
Russia play in defining a new world order? More
since the dawn of the Industrial Revolution. Along with
precisely, what specific role can India play with its
the rise of the multipolar world is also the phenomenon
engagement with Russia and China for defining a
of the rise of civilizational states, epitomized by China,
new world order?
July 2, 2021

EIR

Fulfilling LaRouche’s Mission: Development Replaces War

23

