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Only a Westphalian Approach Will Work 

In response to a question about the applicability of 

the Treaty of Westphalia approach to solving crises 

such as the Southwest Asia conflict today, Lyndon 

LaRouche reiterated the principles behind this policy 

at his Sept. 6 webcast. 

There is no alternative to a Westphalian peace. The 
Westphalian Peace—guess who did it? This was done 
by Cardinal Mazarin, who convened the session, and 

changed exactly the opposite policies, those of Riche- 
lieu. Now, what happened? 

You had in France, under Jean-Baptiste Colbert, 

the highest rate of technological progress in all Euro- 
pean history, in rate. The Colbert administration was 
astonishing. It was the leading driver of European 
civilization! He launched the science academy. Just 
look at what happened in science and technology under 
Colbert, and even the influence of Colbert on those 

who followed, in terms of fortifications and other 

things which were expressions—the Monge, Carnot 
development was an expression of this. 

The French Revolution, which was a British opera- 
tion, run by British Freemasons, and a model for Hit- 

ler, shifted the thing so Germany emerged on the back 
of a destroyed France, which was destroyed by the 
British, by the imposition of the government, by who? 
The Duke of Wellington. And the shutting down of 
the Ecole Polytechnique, or destruction of it in the 

process. 
So, the problem here, is the nature of man. Man 

is not an animal. Therefore the fundamental interest 
of man lies in that kind of behavior which is not that 
of an animal: the behavior of creating something. The 
search for immortality. The search for the rising above 
bestiality. The search for progress and benefit. So, 
therefore, what you give people is, you give them 
the benefit to improve themselves. You promote their 
improvement, their self-improvement, and that’s the 

basis for your agreement. 
The alternative to a Westphalian approach is a 

Hobbesian approach, which leads to eternal conflict. 

So, the idea that there’s an alternative to Westphalia, 
or the idea that there are technical reasons why West- 
phalia worked—no! Westphalia worked for one rea- 
son: because of a leadership, an initiative, to end a 

war that nobody could end. Otherwise, there would 
have been no Germans left alive at all. And it was not 
the ruin that made it possible. All these theories— 
forget them, they’re wrong. 

Now, on the question of law and security. Again, 
the same thing. We’ve come to a period in world 
history—look, we’re at the end of war! You can no 
longer conduct war on this planet! You may have to 
defend yourself in a war-like manner, but you don’t 

use war as an instrument of policy! Which is what is 
being done by the British and by the United States— 
the use of war as a policy matter! The killing power 
of modern technology, and the alternative of the killing 
power of security technology, is asymmetric warfare! 

What does asymmetric warfare do? It’s a caustic 
force, it destroys society. It’s denial of ground, by 
destruction. And no force can resist the denial of 
ground, the process of pure destruction. Can pure de- 
struction, which is the only mode of warfare which is 

possible now, can that be a source of victory, a source 

of a victorious interest? You can never do it. So there- 
fore the only policy, is the policy of mutual interest, 
the Westphalian policy. 

The Westphalian policy is a matter of the natural 
moral law, and moral law has taken vengeance on the 
stupid, by bringing mankind to a level where the power 
of man is so great, that to use advanced power, for 
destruction, brings on the caustic force which is other- 
wise typified by asymmetric warfare. So, mankind is 
the power who is going to destroy himself in war. 

Therefore, the military policy, of a military force 
is essentially a scientific, engineering policy. It’s the 
thought of using the power which is implicit to cause 
people to accept conditions which are to their benefit. 
You compel people, in a sense, to accept the advantage, 

to accept the benefit of scientific and technological 
and cultural progress. That should be the law. 
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