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Cultural Diplomacy in a World of Conflict
by Professor Dr phil Dr h.c. Dr h.c. Hans Köchler

“Since wars begin in the minds of men, it 
is in the minds of men that the defences of 
peace must be constructed.” This is how 
UNESCO, the United Nations Education-
al, Scientific and Cultural Organization, 
defines its mission in the first sentence of 
its Constitution, adopted shortly after the 
end of the Second World War; and this is 
how the role of culture must be seen in 
the context of worldwide tension and con-
flict today. In our era of global intercon-
nectedness and interdependence, issues of 
culture and cultural identity have indeed 
become of crucial importance for peace 
– irrespective of whether we subscribe to 
Samuel Huntington’s earlier diagnosis or 
not.1 In order to understand and properly 
evaluate the meaning of “cultural” diplo-
macy, we shall briefly reflect on the nature 
of culture in the context of politics, and in 
particular of international relations.2

Culture can be resilient  
vis-à-vis political power

As the most comprehensive framework 
of reference for a community’s self-re-
alization in its unique Lebenswelt (“life-

world,” to borrow from Edmund Hus-
serl’s phenomenology),3 culture, through 
all of history, has proven its resilience vis-
à-vis political power, even in the form of 
military force. The ancient Greek world-
view – expressed in philosophy, science 
and arts – shaped cultural identity in the 
powerful Roman Empire that conquered 
the Greek city states; Arab-Islamic cul-
ture – to give just one other example – was 
able to survive under the Mongol Empire 
where each of the successor states adopt-

ed the dominant local religion (a point 
particularly stressed by Amy Chua in her 
far-reaching analysis of the importance of 
cultural inclusiveness and tolerance for the 
building of empires).4 Culture rooted in re-
ligion has proven particularly resilient vis-
à-vis political power as has been evident 
in the eventual fate of Marxism-Leninism 
in the former Soviet Empire (including 
in occupied Afghanistan), of Western-in-
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At this point we are only able to em-
phasize a few aspects of his very rich 
work. Köchler’s research focuses are 
among others Legal Philosophy and Po-

litical Philosophy, Philosophical Anthro-
pology, in which his research findings 
in many points do correspond with the 
views of the Polish Cardinal Karol Wojt-
yla, the late Pope John Paul II. Since the 
early seventies Hans Köchler has been 
issuing numerous publications, under-
taking journeys, delivering speeches 
and contributions to various interna-
tional organizations; this way he has 
been committed to the dialogue of civ-
ilizations, especially to a dialogue be-
tween the Western and the Islamic 
World. With Irish Nobel Laureate Seán 
MacBride Professor Köchler initiated 
the „Appeal by Lawyers against Nucle-
ar War“, which set in motion an inter-
national campaign that eventually led 
to a UN General Assembly resolution 
and the issuing of an advisory opinion 
by the International Court of Justice 
who later declared a potential use of 
nuclear weapons would be a breach of 
international law. Time and again Hans 
Köchler commented on the reform of 
the United Nations and called for its de-
mocratization. He especially comment-
ed on the question how international 

law could be implemented and took a 
firm stand against the instrumentaliza-
tion of international law standards by 
playing power politics.   

In April 2000, Secretary-General Kofi 
Annan appointed Professor Köchler 
as international observer at the Scot-
tish Court in the Netherlands (Locker-
bie Trial). Hans Köchler’s critical report 
was published in 2003 as a book enti-
tled „Global Justice or Global Revenge? 
International Justice at the Crossroads“. 
His impression was, that the Lockerbie-
Trial was influenced by political guide-
lines. He therefore called for a strict 
separation of powers and complete in-
dependence of international criminal ju-
risdiction.

The paper reproduced here is his 
keynote speech “Cultural Diplomacy 
in a World of Conflict” given at the In-
ternational Conference on Cultural Di-
plomacy on 20 December 2017 in Berlin 
organized by the Acacemy for Cultur-
al Diplomacy (ICD) under the general 
theme “Promoting Global Collabora-
tion, Unity and Peace through Cultur-
al Diplomacy.” 
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spired modernism under the Shah of Iran, 
or of a dogmatic version of secularism in 
the Turkish Republic.

Culture has a shaping force
In world history, culture has indeed 
shaped politics; in the other direction, the 
influence was often much less successful, 
and certainly less sustainable. Even as re-
gards the history of colonialism, the ver-
dict is still out. Where the conqueror did 
not, or was not able to, eliminate the na-
tive population, the invader’s culture was 
often simply superimposed over indig-
enous traditions that, in turn, redefined 
and reshaped the dominant culture. This 
is also evident in the practice of the Chris-
tian faith under African or South Amer-
ican traditions. The relationship between 
culture and empire5 is certainly more 
complex than the advocates of cultur-
al supremacy have been willing to admit 
through the centuries; it is definitely not 
unidirectional.6

But culture is also used  
in the service of power 

Unlike culture (or, as its most general ex-
pression, civilization), politics is not nec-
essarily a comprehensive phenomenon, 
driven by the human desire to understand, 
and interpret, the world as such and de-
fining man’s position in it. In the real – 
not to be confused with the ideal – world, 
relations between political entities have 
always been a competition for power, 
motivated by the pursuit of the “nation-
al interest.”7 It is a historical reality that 
those interests – always oriented towards 
the “good life” of the nation – have all too 
often been asserted in the course of war. 
In all such situations, issues of culture and 
cultural identity have been subordinated 
to political considerations. Culture has 
often been instrumentalized for the pur-
poses of legitimation. As is again the case 
in our time, in the era of a “global war on 
terror,” the international use of force (in 
the service of national interests) is justi-
fied as defense of “civilization” against its 
enemies.8

The “dual use” aspect of culture
However, if war is the “continuation of 
politics by other means,” as von Clause-
witz famously said,9 one may ask the ques-
tion whether cultural diplomacy (that be-
longs to the realm of politics) can help to 
prevent, or curb, conflict – or at least con-
tribute to a negotiated settlement? In the 
political context, and even more so in in-
ternational relations, we must be aware of 
the “dual use” aspect of culture (if I may 
borrow, for a moment, from arms control 
terminology). Especially in situations of 

armed confrontation, culture can be an el-
ement of indoctrination as well as of ed-
ucation. While the former means the in-
strumentalization of cultural identity in 
the service of war propaganda, the latter 
relates to information that may help to ex-
pose stereotypes and overcome prejudice.

Notions are instrumentalized  
for power policy purposes

Regrettably, at the beginning of the 21st 
century, the former aspect appears to have 
become the dominant one. Many of the 
looming confrontations and ongoing con-
flicts are portrayed in the framework of a 
“clash of civilizations,” namely a vicious 
cycle of cultural stereotyping and use of 
force.10 This has been particularly the case 
with so-called humanitarian interventions 
that have become a typical feature of post-
Cold War power politics, and have been 
part of a wider strategic agenda of “ré-
gime change” – with devastating conse-
quences for peace and stability far beyond 
the affected regions. The instrumental-
ization of notions such as “democracy,” 
“human rights,” “rule of law” for essen-
tially political purposes has not only dis-
credited those values and ideals, but has 
become a major obstacle to a stable and 
peaceful world order. Cultural exclusivism 
– the insistence on one’s own world-view 
and value system as being the universal 
one – has provoked perpetual resistance 
and produced counter-narratives from 
other cultural communities. How can, in 
such a confrontational scenario, issues of 
culture and cultural identity play again a 
constructive role?

The essence of cultural diplomacy
What is needed is a grand design of cul-
tural diplomacy that must be shaped by 
the recognition of mutuality (i.e. an un-
derstanding that cultural cooperation is 
essentially a two-way project), and that 
is aware of the integral aspect of culture, 
which may be described by our notion of 
the “dialectics of cultural self-comprehen-
sion.”11 Culture can never flourish in an in-
sular, abstract realm; accordingly, it must 
be propagated in a dialogical manner. 
Thus, cultural foreign policy as such is not 
compatible with an imperialist12 agenda – 
not to speak of an agenda of war. Culture 
is not a mere corollary of politics, but a 
defining element of it. Only if politicians 
realize that there is no supremacy of poli-
tics over culture is there space for mean-
ingful, and effective, cultural diplomacy. 
It is here where the role of UNESCO must 
be acknowledged.

Culture as a joint project of mankind
At the present juncture of world affairs, 
the crucial question for cultural diploma-
cy will be whether it will evade the trap 
of the “clash of civilizations.”13 If there is 

to be a real chance for cultural diplomacy 
to have an impact on international devel-
opments under the adverse circumstances 
of today’s many conflicts, it must be more 
than a mere decorum of regular diplomat-
ic business. The goal of cultural diploma-
cy, as part of a state’s conduct of foreign 
affairs, must be an honest and integral 
sharing of a nation’s (people’s) life-world 
with other nations (comprising its distinct 
value system with all forms of art and life-
style) – not only bilaterally, but also mul-
tilaterally. Only this is in accordance with 
UNESCO’s philosophical vision of over-
coming “ignorance of each other’s ways 
and lives” that, in the words of its Con-
stitution, throughout history has nurtured 
“suspicion and mistrust between the peo-
ples of the world through which their dif-
ferences have all too often broken into 
war.”14 Thus, the approach must be inclu-
sive and based not only on national self-
assertion and pride, but on “cultural cu-
riosity” at the same time.15 Ideally, the 
pursuit of cultural diplomacy in the glob-
al context should be an element of what 
the United Nations Organization, follow-
ing the proposal of President Mohamad 
Khatami of Iran, has propagated as “di-
alogue of civilizations.”16 Instead of fuel-
ling aggressive attitudes that may lead to 
war (as has so often been the case in his-
tory), culture must be asserted, and thus 
developed, in a context of cooperation and 
mutual exploration of reality by all na-
tions. In its true, namely inclusive, sense, 
culture is always a joint project of man-
kind, namely a realization of our common 
life-world that is based on the very univer-
sality of the mind.17

Cultural policy must be honest  
and without „second thoughts“

However, if we follow this philosophi-
cal ideal, serious credibility issues arise 
for cultural diplomacy under conditions 
of realpolitik. To stress it yet again: As a 
matter of principle, culture must not ex-
clusively be used as a political tool or an 
instrument of power politics, as tempting 
as this may be for countries with global 
ambitions and responsibilities. The integ-
rity of cultural diplomacy depends on the 
honesty of the message that is not to be 
tainted by “second thoughts.” An instru-
mental, or functionalist, approach is not 
only incompatible with culture as such, 
but also politically counterproductive. 
In this regard, the understanding of cul-
ture as an element of “soft power” (Jo-
seph Nye)18 may have to be reconsidered. 
To give just one, admittedly drastic, exam-
ple: If culture is brought on the bayonets 
of an invader, this will not only discredit 
the invader’s self-proclaimed mission, but 
do more harm than good even according 

”Cultural Diplomacy …” 
continued from page 1



No 2,   22 January 2018 Current Concerns  Page 3

continued on page 4

to that country’s strategic calculations. In 
such cases, the reassertion of identity on 
the part of the subjugated will be much 
stronger and the long-term prospects of 
stability in the concerned region will be 
much dimmer. The events in the wider 
Middle East since the beginning of the 
new century – and the chain reaction of 
cultural alienation and destabilization in 
other parts of the world triggered by those 
events – are a case in point.

Is the concept of a  
“multicultural society” still credible?

As a result of these developments, a 
credibility (or consistency) issue has 
also evolved in terms of the crisis of to-
day’s “multicultural society.” Internation-
al conflicts, often followed by civil wars 
such as those in the Middle East, have 
further exacerbated tensions between 
cultural and religious communities in 
other parts of the world. In the era of glo-
balization, the challenges have become 
almost insurmountable especially as rela-
tions between Islam and the non-Muslim 
world are concerned. How can countries 
where bias against another culture or re-
ligion has entered the social mainstream 
– and has begun to shape those coun-
tries’ domestic and international poli-
cies – credibly assert their national (i.e. 
“traditional”) identity vis-à-vis the rest 
of the world? Or, to say it more bluntly: 
How can cultural diplomacy be practiced 
in an atmosphere of hatred and prejudice 
where the exploitation of stereotypes has 
become part of the political game (i.e. of 
party politics)? The credibility problem 
exists on all sides of the cultural divide. 
How can countries successfully “market” 
their culture (including their language, 
poetry, arts and sports) in a constellation 
where mutual incriminations (in refer-
ence to cultural, in particular religious, 
issues) characterize the day-to-day inter-
action between those countries? In more 
general terms: How can a country be 
credible internationally as a “messenger 

of culture” that domestically antagoniz-
es or oppresses other cultures? It is im-
portant here to stress that the notion of 
“leading culture” (or “guiding culture,” 
Leitkultur), often referred to in domestic 
debates in Germany, must not be inter-
preted in the sense of a dogmatic value 
statement because this would exclude di-
alogue or co-existence between cultures 
at the international level.

Culture appeals to the universal  
nature of the human being

 In conclusion: Against all these challeng-
es in today’s conflict-ridden global envi-
ronment, cultural diplomacy may play a 
constructive, even crucial, role – when 
and if the protagonists avoid the Machi-
avellian temptation to use culture, and is-
sues of cultural identity, as a political tool. 
In situations of tension and conflict, vio-
lent measures – except in cases of self-de-
fense – are not necessarily the most effi-
cient ones, not to speak of their illegality 
under modern international law. What is 
important in such circumstances is a cre-
ative, non-dogmatic approach – which is 
the quintessence of diplomacy. This is 
exactly the advantage of culture because 
it appeals to the universal nature of the 
human being – unlike politics that is, un-
avoidably, the management of group ego-
ism (conventionally described as the “na-
tional interest”).

Cultural diplomacy: dialogical  
relations on the basis of equality

If understood in the integrative and com-
prehensive sense we have described here, 

cultural diplomacy may serve a construc-
tive role in the building of an order of 
peaceful coexistence among nations.19 In 
order to be credible and efficient at the 
same time, it should embrace the idea of 
dialogical relations between cultures and 
civilizations on the basis of equality. Sov-
ereign equality of nations, a basic princi-
ple of the United Nations Charter, must in-
clude sovereign equality of cultures. Only 
this will allow the conduct of diplomatic 
relations on the basis of mutuality.

Culture as „icebreaker“ and ground 
for confidence-building measures

Against this background, initiatives of 
cultural diplomacy may help to create 
a climate that is conducive to the settle-
ment of conflicts and disputes through 
negotiations. In certain situations, cul-
ture in the widest sense (including sports) 
may indeed be the “icebreaker” and pave 
the ground for further confidence-build-
ing measures. The “ping-pong diploma-
cy” of April 1971 that preceded, or initi-
ated, the thaw, indeed the establishment 
of diplomatic relations, between the Unit-
ed States and Communist China, culmi-
nating in the historical visit of President 
Nixon in Beijing in 1972, is one of the 
most colorful examples. Other examples 
where culture played a constructive role 
in a conflictual environment are the joint 
hosting of the FIFA World Cup 2002 by 
former enemies Japan and South Korea 
or the series of concerts, in September 
2010, of the Youth Symphony Orches-
tra of the Commonwealth of Independ-
ent States (CIS), including musicians 
from Armenia and Azerbaijan, in the 
two countries’ capitals. In a constellation 
where both South Caucasian countries 
were still technically at war over the un-
resolved Nagorno Karabakh conflict, the 
ensemble took a direct flight from Baku 
to Yerevan with the former Culture Min-
isters of both countries on board. This 
multilateral initiative, though not fol-
lowed up by bilateral measures or negoti-
ations, is a particularly creative example 
how culture can build bridges, or brake 
political taboos, in otherwise intractable 
situations.20

”Cultural Diplomacy …” 
continued from page 2 “Will the philosophical ideal of culture as common denominator of 

the conditio humana stand the test of reality? Cultural diplomacy 
is indeed most effective when it is embedded in a wider policy of 
peace. At the same time, it reinforces such policy. If it is used as a 
tool of ideological confrontation, indeed a corollary of war, culture 
is not only losing its creative force, but becoming devoid of any con-
tent; it is made sterile and “useless” in terms of the advancement of 
humanity.” 

“Many of the looming confrontations and ongoing conflicts are por-
trayed in the framework of a “clash of civilizations,” namely a vicious 
cycle of cultural stereotyping and use of force.10 This has been par-
ticularly the case with so-called humanitarian interventions that have 
become a typical feature of post-Cold War power politics, and have 
been part of a wider strategic agenda of ‘régime change’ – with dev-
astating consequences for peace and stability far beyond the affect-
ed regions. The instrumentalization of notions such as ‘democracy,’ 
‘human rights,’ ‘rule of law’ for essentially political purposes has not 
only discredited those values and ideals, but has become a major ob-
stacle to a stable and peaceful world order.” 
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Cultural diplomacy: most  
effective when it is embedded  

in a policy of peace

Will the philosophical ideal of culture as 
common denominator of the conditio hu-
mana stand the test of reality? Cultural di-
plomacy is indeed most effective when it 
is embedded in a wider policy of peace. 
At the same time, it reinforces such poli-
cy. If it is used as a tool of ideological con-
frontation, indeed a corollary of war, cul-
ture is not only losing its creative force, 
but becoming devoid of any content; it is 
made sterile and “useless” in terms of the 
advancement of humanity. While the in-
strumentalization of culture for interven-
tionist policies can make the thesis of the 
“clash of civilizations” a self-fulfilling 
prophecy, the honest pursuit of cultural 
diplomacy means the renunciation of any 
form of cultural exceptionalism. It paves 
the ground for a global dialogue of civili-
zations as foundation of peace – a peace 
that eventually will be more durable than 
an order of inter-state relations that is the 
result of an always fragile – and constant-
ly fluctuating – balance of power. •
1 Samuel Huntington, “The Clash of Civiliza-

tions?” in: Foreign Affairs, Vol. 72, No. 3 (Sum-
mer 1993), pp. 22-49.

2 In its inaugural conference in 1974, the Interna-
tional Progress Organization, has made an effort – 
in cooperation with the United Nations Organiza-
tion and UNESCO – to define the international role 
of culture, particularly in view of peaceful co-ex-
istence among states: Hans Köchler, Cultural Self-

comprehension of Nations. Studies in International 
[Cultural] Relations, Vol. I. Tübingen/Basel: Erd-
mann, 1978.

3 Edmund Husserl, Die Krisis der europaischen Wis-
senschaften und die transzendentale Phänomenol-
ogie. Ergänzungsband: Texte aus dem Nachlass, 
1934-1937. Husserliana, Vol. 29. Dordrecht: Kluw-
er, 1993.

4 Day of Empire: How Hyperpowers Rise to Global 
Dominance – and Why They Fail. New York: Dou-
bleday, 2007.

5 See also Hans Köchler, “Culture and Empire: The 
Imperial Claim to Cultural Supremacy versus the 
Dialectics of Cultural Identity,” in: Hans Köchler, 
Force or Dialogue: Conflicting Paradigms of 
World Order. Ed. David Armstrong. New Delhi: 
Manak, 2015, pp. 263-273.

6 The importance of culture in power relations is 
not to be underestimated. In the process of empire 
building, cultural policy was not necessarily a one-
way road. It was not always, and not necessarily 
so, about implanting the conqueror’s culture into 
the subjugated civilization, but often also – for rea-
sons that nowadays would be labeled “realpolitik” 
– about “adopting” the culture of the militarily and 
politically subjugated into the empire. The culture 
of the subjugated and militarily weaker party (es-
pecially when it is more elaborate or refined) may 
not only enrich, but also eventually transform, the 
culture of the invader/conqueror (as was the case in 
the Roman Empire).

7 See esp. Hans Morgenthau, Politics among Na-
tions: The Struggle for Power and Peace. 3rd ed. 
New York: Knopf, 1960.

8 For details see Hans Köchler, “The Global War 
on Terror and the Metaphysical Enemy,” in: Hans 
Köchler (ed.), The “Global War on Terror” and 
the Question of World Order. Studies in Interna-
tional Relations, Vol. XXX. Vienna: International 
Progress Organization, 2008, pp. 13-35.

9 “Der Krieg ist eine bloße Fortsetzung der Politik 
mit anderen Mitteln.“ Carl von Clausewitz, Vom 
Kriege (1812), Book I, Chapter 1, Paragraph 24.

10 There exists a relationship of interdependence. Ste-
reotypes (whether in regard to religion or culture 
and race in a more general sense) are used to le-
gitimize the use of force, and the latter reinforces 
those stereotypes on both sides of the divide.

11 Hans Köchler, Cultural-philosophical Aspects of 
International Cooperation. Studies in International 

[Cultural] Relations, Vol. II. Vienna: International 
Progress Organization, 1978.

12 This term must not be confused with the adjective 
“imperial.”

13 On the notion see Hans Köchler, “Clash of civili-
zations,” in: Bryan S. Turner, Kyung-Sup Chang, 
Cynthia F. Epstein, Peter Kivisto, J. Michael Ryan, 
William Outhwaite (eds.), The Wiley Blackwell 
Encyclopedia of Social Theory, Vol. I. Chichester, 
West Sussex (UK): Wiley-Blackwell, 2017.

14 UNESCO, Constitution, 16 November 1945, Pre-
amble.

15 See also Hans Köchler, “The Philosophy and Pol-
itics of Dialogue, ” Centre for Dialogue Work-
ing Paper Series, No. 2010/1. La Trobe University, 
Melbourne, Australia, 2010.

16 On the basis of Khatami’s initiative, the United Na-
tions proclaimed (before the events of September 
11) the year 2001 as the United Nations’ Year of 
Dialogue Among Civilizations.

17 For details see Hans Köchler, Religious Identity 
and Universality of the Mind: Reflections on Co-
existence in a Globalized World. Keynote Lecture, 
“All Faiths and None” – Inter-Faith Forum, organ-
ized by Trinity College Theological Society and 
TCD Equality Fund, Trinity College, Dublin, Ire-
land, 19 February 2013.

18 Joseph S. Nye Jr., Bound to Lead: The Changing 
Nature of American Power. New York: Basic Book, 
1990.

19 See also Hans Köchler, “Unity in Diversity: The 
Integrative Approach to Intercultural Relations,” 
in: UN Chronicle, Vol. XLIX, No. 3 (2012), pp. 
7-10.

20 In terms of sports, one might also mention here the 
famous “Christmas Truce” of 1914, along the West-
ern Front of World War I, when British and Ger-
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Iran is not top terror sponsor
Memorandum for the US President Donald Trump 

by Veteran Intelligence Professionals for Sanity, VIPS

A group of U.S. intelligence veterans 
urges President Trump to stop his admin-
istration’s false claims about Iran being 
the leading state sponsor of terrorism 
when U.S. allies, such as Saudi Arabia, 
are clearly much guiltier.

Executive summary/background 

We are concerned by recent strident and 
stark public statements from key members 
of your Administration that paint Iran in 
very alarmist terms. The average Ameri-
can, without the benefit of history, could 
easily be persuaded that Iran poses an im-
minent threat and that there is no alterna-
tive for us but military conflict.

We find this uncomfortably familiar 
territory. Ten years ago former President 
George W. Bush was contemplating a war 
with Iran when, in November of 2007, in-
telligence analysts issued a formal Nation-

al Intelligence Estimate (NIE) debunk-
ing the prevailing conventional wisdom; 
namely, that Iran was on the verge of get-
ting a nuclear weapon. The NIE conclud-
ed that Iran had stopped working on a nu-
clear weapon in 2003.

Recalling this moment in his memoir, 
Decision Points, President Bush noted that 
the NIE’s “eye-popping” intelligence find-
ings stayed his hand.  He added this rhe-
torical question: “How could I possibly 
explain using the military to destroy the 
nuclear facilities of a country the intelli-
gence community said had no active nu-
clear weapons program?”

We believe that you are facing a similar 
situation today. But instead of an inaccu-
rate claim that Iran has nuclear weapons, 
the new canard to justify war with Iran is 
the claim that Iran remains the “world’s 
leading state sponsor of terrorism.” This 
is incorrect, as we explain below.

* * *
One of the recurring big bipartisan lies 
being pushed on the public with the enthu-
siastic help of a largely pliant media is that 
Iran is the prime sponsor of terrorism in 
the world today. In the recent presentation 
of your administration’s National Security 
Strategy for 2018, the point is made that: 
“Iran, the world’s leading state sponsor of 
terrorism, has taken advantage of instabili-
ty to expand its influence through partners 
and proxies, weapon proliferation, and 
funding. […] Iran continues to perpetuate 
the cycle of violence in the region, caus-
ing grievous harm to civilian populations.”

Those sentiments are echoed by several 
other countries of the Middle East. Saudi 
Arabia’s Foreign Minister, Adel al-Jubeir, 
for example, declared in October 2015 
that: Iran “is the biggest sponsor of ter-



No 2,   22 January 2018 Current Concerns  Page 5

continued on page 6

”Iran is not top terror …” 
continued from page 4

rorism in the world, and it is working on 
destabilizing the region.”

The Saudi foreign minister conveni-
ently declined to mention that 15 of the 
19 terrorists who hijacked planes and at-
tacked America on 11 September 2001 
were Saudis, not Iranians. And, while Iran 
was an active promoter of terrorism two 
decades ago, it is no longer in the fore-
front of global terrorism. Ironically, that 
dubious distinction now goes to Iran’s ac-
cusers – first and foremost, Saudi Arabia.

The depiction of Iran as “the world’s 
leading state sponsor of terrorism” is not 
supported by the facts. While Iran is guilty 
of having used terrorism as a national pol-
icy tool, the Iran of 2017 is not the Iran 
of 1981. In the early days of the Islam-
ic Republic, Iranian operatives routinely 
carried out car bombings, kidnappings and 
assassinations of dissidents and of Amer-
ican citizens. That has not been the case 
for many years. Despite frequent claims 
by U.S. officials that Iran is engaged in 
terrorism, we simply note that the inci-
dents recorded annually in the U.S. De-
partment of State’s Patterns of Global Ter-
rorism rarely identifies a terrorist incident 
as an act by or on behalf of Iran.

Iran’s relationship with Hezbollah also 
has evolved radically. In the early years of 
the Islamic Republic, Hezbollah was often 
a proxy and sub-contractor for Iran. But 
during the last 20 years Hezbollah has be-
come an entity and political force in its own 
right. It fought Israel to a standstill in 2006 
in southern Lebanon, which was a water-
shed moment in establishing Hezbollah’s 
transformation into a conventional army. In 
the intervening years, Hezbollah, which is 
now part of the Lebanese government, also 
has turned away from the radical, religious 
driven violence that is the hallmark of the 
Sunni extremists, like ISIS.

Iran’s asymmetrical response
After Iran fell under the rule of the Aya-
tollah in 1979 terrorism, its role in high 
profile terrorist attacks, such as the taking 
of U.S. hostages and the bombings of the 
U.S. Embassy and the Marine barracks 
in Lebanon, fed understandable U.S. an-
imosity towards Iran. But Iran’s actions 
were not driven primarily by blind hatred 
or radical religious views. For Iran ter-
rorism was a way to punch back against 
more powerful foes, principally the Unit-
ed States, which was providing military 
and intelligence support to Iran’s neighbor 
and enemy, Iraq.

The Iranians were also pragmatic and 
had direct dealings with Israel. During the 
early days of the Iranian revolution the 
Mullahs, despite publicly denouncing Is-
rael, happily accepted secret military sup-

port from the Israelis. Israel was equally 
pragmatic. The Israeli leaders ignored the 
Mullahs and gave the support as a means 
of helping counter the threat posed by 
Iraqi President Saddam Hussein. A clas-
sic case of the enemy of my enemy is my 
friend.

The public image of Iran as a hotbed 
of fanatical terrorists has been usurped 
since the August 1998 bombings of the 
U.S. Embassies in east Africa by Al Qaeda 
and other radical Sunni entities. The U.S. 
Government’s own list of terrorist attacks 
since 2001 shows a dramatic drop in the 
violence carried out by Iran and an ac-
companying surge in horrific acts by rad-
ical Sunni Muslims who are not aligned 
with Iran. The latest edition of the Glob-
al Terrorism Index, a project of the U.S. 
Department of Homeland Security, shows 
that four groups accounted for 74 per cent 
of all fatalities from terrorism in 2015 — 
Boko Haram, Al-Qaeda, the Taliban and 
ISIS.

Thirteen of the 14 Muslim Groups 
identified by the U.S. intelligence com-
munity as actively hostile to the US are 
Sunni, not Shia, and are not supported by 
Iran:
–  ISIS (Sunni)
–  The Al-Nusra Front (Sunni)
–  Al-Qa’ida Central (Sunni)
–  Al-Qa’ida in Magrheb (Sunni)
–  Al-Qa’ida in Arabian Peninsula (Sunni)
–  Boku Haram (Sunni)
–  Al-Shabbab (Sunni)
–  Khorassan Group (Sunni)
–  Society of the Muslim Brothers (Sunni)
–  Sayyaf Group in the Philippines 

(Sunni)
–  Taliban in Pakistan and Afghanistan  

 (Sunni)
–  Lashgar i Taiba (Sunni)
– Jemaa Islamiya (Sunni)
–  Houthis (Shia)
The last major terrorist attack causing 
casualties that is linked to Iran was the 
July 2012 bombing of a bus with Israeli 
tourists in Bulgaria. That departure from 
Iran’s more recent policy on terrorism was 
retaliation for what Iran perceived to be 
Israel’s role in assassinating five Irani-
an scientists involved with Iran’s Nuclear 
program, between January 2010 and Jan-
uary 2012 (the dates and names of those 
attacked are appended).

One can easily imagine the outrage 
and lust for revenge that would sweep 
the U.S., if Americans believed a for-
eign country sent operatives into the Unit-
ed States who in turn murdered engineers 
and scientists working on sensitive U.S. 
defense projects.

Special operations
There have been other terrorist attacks 
inside Iran bearing the handprint of sup-

port from the United States. Author Sean 
Naylor, Relentless Strike, which details 
the history of operations carried out by 
U.S. Joint Special Operations Command 
(JSOC) over the past 30 years, sheds light 
on this uncomfortable truth:

 “JSOC personnel also worked with the 
Mujahideen-e-Khalq (MEK), a militant Ira-
nian exile group that had based itself in Iraq 
after falling afoul of the ayatollahs’ regime 
in Tehran. The State Department had placed 
the MEK on its list of designated terrorist 
organizations, but that didn’t stop JSOC 
from taking an attitude of “the enemy of 
my enemy is my friend” toward the group. 
“They were a group of folks that could tran-
sit the border, and they were willing to help 
us out on what we wanted to do with Iran,” 
said a special operations officer.”

The MEK were classified as a terrorist 
group, until the United States decided that 
as long as the MEK would help kill Irani-
ans rather than Americans, that they were 
no longer terrorists. The MEK’s history of 
terrorism is quite clear. Among more than 
a dozen examples over the last four dec-
ades these four are illustrative:
•	 During	the	1970s,	the	MEK	killed	U.S.	

military personnel and U.S. civilians 
working on defense projects in Tehran 
and supported the takeover in 1979 of 
the U.S. Embassy in Tehran.

•	 In	1981,	the	MEK	detonated	bombs	in	
the head office of the Islamic Republic 
Party and the Premier’s office, killing 
some 70 high-ranking Iranian officials, 
including Iran’s President, Premier, and 
Chief Justice.

•	 In	 April	 1992,	 the	 MEK	 conducted	
near-simultaneous attacks on Iranian 
embassies and installations in 13 coun-
tries, demonstrating the group’s ability 
to mount large-scale operations over-
seas.

•	 In	April	1999,	the	MEK	targeted	key	
military officers and assassinated the 
deputy chief of the Iranian Armed 
Forces General Staff.

Despite this history, a bipartisan parade 
of prominent U.S. political and military 
leaders has lobbied on behalf of MEK and 
has been well compensated in return.

Benighted policy so far
In the ultimate ironic turn, the U.S.-led 
2003 war in Iraq played a critical role 
in Iran’s resurgence as a regional power. 
Saddam Hussein was replaced by Shia 
muslims who had received sanctuary in 
Iran for many years and Baathist institu-
tions, including the Army, were taken over 
by Iraqis sympathetic to Tehran.

Iran has come out ahead in Iraq and, 
with the 2015 nuclear agreement in place, 
Iran’s commercial and other ties have im-
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proved with key NATO allies and the other 
major world players – Russia and China in 
particular.

Official pronouncements on critical na-
tional security matters need to be based on 
facts. Hyperbole in describing Iran’s terror-
ist activities can be counterproductive. For 
this reason, we call attention to Ambassa-
dor Nikki Haley’s recent statement that it is 
hard to find a “terrorist group in the Middle 
East that does not have Iran’s fingerprints 
all over it.” The truth is quite different. The 
majority of terrorist groups in the region 
are neither creatures nor puppets of Iran. 
ISIS, Al-Qaeda and Al-Nusra are three of 
the more prominent that come to mind.

You have presented yourself as some-
one willing to speak hard truths in the face 
of establishment pressure and not to ac-
cept the status quo. You spoke out during 
the campaign against the 2003 U.S. inva-
sion of Iraq as a historic mistake of epic 
proportions. You also correctly captured the 
mood of many Americans fatigued from 
constant war in far away lands. Yet the tor-

rent of warnings from Washington about 
the dangers supposedly posed by Iran and 
the need to confront them are being wide-
ly perceived as steps toward reversing your 
pledge not to get embroiled in new wars.

We encourage you to reflect on the 
warning we raised with President George 
W. Bush almost 15 years ago, at a similar 
historic juncture:

“After watching Secretary Powell 
today, we are convinced that you would 
be well served if you widened the discus-
sion […] beyond the circle of those advis-
ers clearly bent on a war for which we see 
no compelling reason and from which we 
believe the unintended consequences are 
likely to be catastrophic.” •

List of Iranian scientists  
assasinated in Iran 

•	 12	January	2010:	Masoud Alimoham-
madi, Iranian Physicist: Killed by a car 
bomb. The perpetrator reportedly con-
fessed to having been recruited by Is-
raeli intelligence to carry out the assas-
sination.

•	 29	 November	 2010:	 Majid Shahri-
ari, Iranian nuclear scientist: Killed 

by a car bomb. According to German 
media, Israel was the sponsor.

•	 29	November	2010:	Assassination	at-
tempt on Fereydoon Abbasi Iranian 
nuclear scientist: Wounded by a car 
bomb.

•	 23	July	2011:	Darioush Rezaeinejad, 
Iranian electrical engineer, unclear 
scientist: Killed by unknown gunmen 
on motorcycle. Specialist on high-volt-
age switches – a key component of nu-
clear warheads. Assassinated by Israeli 
intelligence, according to the German 
press.

•	 11	 January	 2012:	 Mostafa Ahma-
di-Roshan, Iranian nuclear scientist: 
Killed at Natanz uranium enrichment 
facility by a magnetic bomb of the 
same kind used in earlier assassina-
tions of Iranian scientists.

Signed:
Richard Beske, CIA, Operations Officer 

(ret.)

William Binney, former NSA Technical Di-
rector for World Geopolitical & Military 

Close Camp Bondsteel! 
Rising tensions in the global relations 
and hot beds of old and new crisis call for 
unity and efforts of all peace forces for 
closing foreign military bases, particular-
ly US and NATO foreign military bases, 
around the globe. The peace forces are ob-
ligated to send clear message that US and 
NATO foreign military bases represent 
the tools of hegemonism, aggression, oc-
cupation, and that as such must be closed. 

Peace and inclusive development, elim-
ination of hunger and misery require re-
distribution of spending for maintence of 
military bases in favor of development 
needs, education and heath services. After 
the end of the Cold War the whole human-
ity expected stability, peace and justice in 
the world of equal states and nations. Such 
expectations, however, turned to be futile 
beliefs.

In the last two decades, instead of clos-
ing US and NATO military bases in Eu-
rope, the continent has been interneted by 
whole chain new US military bases in Bul-
garia, Rumania, Poland, Baltic states. As a 
consequence there are today more US mil-
itary bases in Europe than at the pick of the 
Cold War. Peace and security have become 
more fragile and quality of life jeopardized.

This dangerous development was trig-
gered in 1999 by NATO-US led aggres-
sion against Serbia (FR Yugoslavia). At 
the end of the aggression US established 
military base in the occupied part of the 
Serbian territory Kosovo and Metohi-
ja, called Bondsteel, which is one of the 

most expensive and the largest USA mil-
itary bases, established after the Vietnam 
War. It was not only an illegal, but brutal 
act of disrespect of sovereignty and terri-
torial integrity of Serbia and other basic 
principles of international law. Now, there 
is even plan to expand the base Bondsteel 
trabsforming it into a permanent location 
of American troops and a hub of US mili-
tary presence in South East Europe for ge-
ostrategic purposes and conmfrontations. 

We demand that the Bondsteel military 
base be closed as well as all other US mil-

itary bases in Europe and in the World. 
Preparations for furthering confrontation 
and new wars are sensless waste of money, 
energy and development opportunities. 

The Belgrade forum as an integral part 
of the world peace movement, stands firm-
ly by the initiative to close all military 
bases in the world and redirect resourc-
es to rising development needs and people 
yearnings for better life.

The Belgrade Forum for a World of Equals  
Belgrade, January 12, 2018

Camp Bondsteel (picture ma)

”Iran is not top terror …” 
continued from page 5
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Analysis; Co-founder of NSA’s Signals Intel-
ligence Automation Research Center

Marshall Carter-Tripp, Foreign Service Of-
ficer (ret.) and Division Director, State De-

partment Bureau of Intelligence and Re-
search

Bogdan Dzakovic, Former Team Leader of 
Federal Air Marshals and Red Team, FAA 

Security, (ret.) (associate VIPS)

Philip Giraldi, CIA, Operations Officer (ret.)

Larry C. Johnson, former CIA and State De-
partment Counter Terrorism officer

Michael S. Kearns, Captain, USAF (Ret.); 
ex-Master SERE Instructor for Strategic  

Reconnaissance Operations (NSA/DIA) and 
Special Mission Units (JSOC)

John Kiriakou, Former CIA Counterterror-
ism Officer and former senior investigator, 

Senate Foreign Relations Committee

Karen Kwiatkowski, former Lt. Col., US Air 
Force (ret.), at Office of Secretary of Defense 

watching the manufacture of lies on Iraq, 
2001-2003

Edward Loomis, NSA, Cryptologic Computer 
Scientist (ret.)

David MacMichael, National Intelligence 
Council (ret.)

Ray McGovern, former US Army infantry/in-
telligence officer & CIA analyst (ret.)

Elizabeth Murray, Deputy National  
Intelligence Officer for Near East, CIA and 

National Intelligence Council (ret.)

Torin Nelson, former Intelligence Officer/ 
Interrogator (GG-12) HQ, Department of the 

Army

Todd E. Pierce, MAJ, US Army  
Judge Advocate (ret.)

Coleen Rowley, FBI Special Agent and  
former Minneapolis Division  

Legal Counsel (ret.)

Greg Thielmann – Former director of the 
Strategic, Proliferation, and Military Affairs 
Office of the State Department’s intelligence 

bureau (INR) and former senior staffer on 
the Senate Intelligence Committee

Kirk Wiebe – former Senior Analyst, SIGINT 
Automation Research Center, NSA

Lawrence Wilkerson, Colonel (USA, ret.), 
Distinguished Visiting Professor, College of 

William and Mary (associate VIPS)

Sarah G. Wilton, CDR, USNR, (Retired)/
DIA, (Retired)

Robert Wing – former Foreign Service  
Officer (associate VIPS)

Ann Wright, Col., US Army (ret.);  
Foreign Service Officer (who resigned in  

opposition to the war on Iraq)

Source: https://consortiumnews.com/2017/12/21/
intel-vets-tell-trump-iran-is-not-top-terror-spon-
sor/

”Iran is not top terror …” 
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2018 – There are good reasons to fight and to hope
by Natacha Polony, France

France is still 
conf ident that 
everything is pos-
sible. Some say it 
is enough to si-
lence Kassandra 
in order to pre-
vent the Trojan 
War. Some turn 
away. Still oth-
ers try to prevent 
shipwreck by con-
trolling their own 

ship as well as possible.

There is a strange uncertainty in the cold 
air at the end of this December regard-
ing the balance of the year which is about 
to end. One would have to be surprising-
ly uncritical for both statements, that the 
first months of the presidency of Emma-
nuel Macron were either wonderful or cat-
astrophic.

Of course, it is possible to ignore all 
tensions and hate, political petty wars 
and dwarf battles that have occurred. 
One might forget the fact that the myth of 
the “fifth largest economic power in the 
world” has just officially been buried, and 
that the recent international investigations 
carried out on both adults and children de-
scribe a country whose abilities are in free 
fall.

However, France is still confident that 
everything is possible. Some believe that 
a president castigating the whistleblowers, 
the revealers, will change the situation for 
the better and that it will be enough to si-

lence Kassandra in order to prevent the 
Trojan War. Some turn away. Still others 
try to prevent shipwreck by controlling 
their own ship as well as possible. And 
those are the ones who deserve respect 
– all those Frenchmen who keep France 
alive. All those ordinary people who sim-
ply and unwaveringly fulfill their duties.

It is true that a large part of the French 
industry has been destroyed. Textile in-
dustry, industry of leather, stationery, 
china and steel ... are erased by free trade 
and the resulting unfair competition. But 
in each of these production sectors, he-
roes are struggling to continue produc-
ing in France or to build something new, 
driven by the will to resist low-cost logic. 
More and more French people are realis-
ing that by choosing “Made in France” 
quality products, they have a chance to 
combat mass unemployment. Because 
only through an industrial reconstruction 
– which causes the long-standing unrealis-
tic fantasies of the elites about “service so-
ciety” and “companies without factories” 
to disappear – we can still be saved. En-
trepreneurs are fighting, tradespeople are 
training apprentices, many of whom are 
full of responsibility, professional pride 
and pursuit of excellence.

It is true, the number of farmers has 
dropped to 320,000 and many of them are 
greatly suffering from the difficult eco-
nomic situation. But many of them have 
begun to develop new local and region-
al sales opportunities, to turn away from 
wholesale and to invent new ways of up-
grading their products. Importantly, one 

particular law is still in force: The Agro-
ecology Act, which is one of the few rays 
of hope in the alarming result of the past 
five-year presidency. This law helps farm-
ers to work with methods combining ecol-
ogy and profitability and providing them 
the only good opportunity to do without 
glyphosate, which is claimed by the Na-
tional Association of Farmers’ Unions 
(FNSEA) to be irreplaceable.

It is true that the Estates-General for 
Food are mere window-dressing, the con-
clusions of which have even been reject-
ed by Environment Minister Nicolas 
Hulot, since they only consist of clichés 
and decoys. But the mere fact that there 
are Estates-General for Food proves that 
consciousness has been awakened. From 
that point on, no politician can pretend 
that he does not know that the French 
people’s health is affected by the food 
they consume – at a time in which diabe-
tes and obesity are exploding worldwide 
caused by American eating habits. Each 
politician must also know that the surviv-
al of the farmers, the quality of the soil 
and the continuance of nature is in dan-
ger – a nature from which 80% of the in-
sects have already disappeared.

It is true that French schools fail to 
teach children–even those from a privi-
leged environment– to read and to under-
stand simple texts. They have renounced 
to expect excellent achievements in math-
ematics sufficient to train their children’s 
thinking skills for the education of the fu-

Natacha Polony 
(picture ma)

continued on page 8
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ture engineers and mathematicians for 
whom they used to be known.

But for the first time in thirty years, the 
new Minister of Education [Jean-Michel 
Blanquer] has challenged the fortress lo-
cated at Rue de Grenelle [seat of the Min-
istry], which has been built by charlatans, 
convinced of their right to use children as 
their guinea pigs.

From there the renewal is about to 
come. There the strong forces are hid-
den, that make this country what it is – 
despite decades of moral crisis and mis-
takes of the elites, who are obsessed 
with the elimination of the old remnants 
of French idiosyncrasies and the adapta-
tion to the neoliberal model. Those who 
decide not to be carried away by the fan-
tastic announcements of the PR army of 

power are anything but weaklings or 
pessimists. It does not mean wallowing 
in joyless passions if you bluntly reject 
the stupid talk of the “start-up nation”, 
if you manage to turn failures into fab-
ulous victories, such as the renegotia-
tions of the guidelines concerning post-
ed workers, glyphosate, and the fight 
against tax havens in the EU. This “No” 
is affirmative.

It is a huge “Yes”, addressed to all 
those Frenchmen who humbly contribute 
to the persistence of industry, agricul-
ture, craftsmanship, expertise, to all those 
teachers who come forward with effec-
tive teaching methods, to all the young 
people growing up to develop as person-
al human beings. They all are the modest 
army of fighters for France.  •

Source: © Natacha Polony, “Le Figaro” from 
29.12.2017 

(Translation Zeit-Fragen [Current Concerns])

”2018 – There are good reasons …” 
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Swiss model versus EU bureaucracy 
EU Weapons Directive is in contradiction to the freedom of citizens

by Dr iur Marianne Wüthrich

In the spring session 2017 and later in the 
autumn session, the National Council and 
than the Council of States dealt with the 
EU weapons directive, which was tight-
ened under the motto “Fight against ter-
rorism”. (cf. “Swiss traditions must not 
be overgrown by EU law”, Current Con-
cerns No. 24 from 3 October 2017). The 
consultation process lasted from 29 Sep-
tember 2017 to 5 January 2018, while the 
cantons and political parties, associa-
tions and other interested citizens were 
able to comment on the intended imple-
mentation of the EU Weapons Directive 
into Swiss law (so-called further develop-
ment of the Schengen acquis).1

 The study of the planned amendments 
to the gun control law reveals even to 
people not familiar with the topic, that 
the Swiss understanding of law and free-
dom and the relationship of trust between 
citizens and the state does not digest for-
eign law easily, which incidentally does 
not fit to the culture of many other Eu-
ropean countries and therefore has met 
with resistance. Subsequently, the EU 
Commission stepped back a little, but far 
from enough. Accordingly, the responses 
on the consultation of the Swiss associ-
ations particularly affected are strongly 
opposed to this new legislation.
 Switzerland is now given time until 31 
May 2019 to adapt its gun control law to 
the EU weapons legislation. We still have 
the parliamentary and direct-democratic     
process of issuing legislation. Let us re-

member this at every other “autonomous 
adoption of the law”: with an institution-
al framework agreement, the entire Swiss 
legislative process, together with the op-
tional referendum and thus the debate 
among citizens everywhere in the coun-
try would cease to exist. Rather the “fur-
ther development of EU law” would apply 
directly to Switzerland and that would be 
the end of direct democratic Switzerland.

Restrictions of traditional marksmen asso-
ciations, hunting and the general freedom 
of citizens is not really wanted by most pol-
iticians, apart from those who would prefer 
to join the EU. Nevertheless, some politi-
cians and the media are once again queu-
ing up in front of the Brussels headquarters 
like rabbits caught in the headlights. 

Restrictions of freedom against the  
will of the people and a lot of bureau-
cracy for the cantonal administrations
The EU directive would entail an enor-
mous complication of the laws and admin-
istrative procedures applied in Switzer-
land … Long lists of “weapons, weapon 
components and accessories”, the pur-
chase, sale, import and possession of 
which would be banned in Switzerland 
in the future (Gun Control Law Art.5)2. 
After all, the activities of shooting clubs 
and “shooting for hunting” are basical-
ly permitted. The following are long 
lists of possible exemptions for marks-
men, weapon collectors, museums (Art. 

28b-e), which the cantons “may approve” 
(Art. 5 (6)). Estimable reasons for grant-
ing an exemption also apply, among other 
things, to the “requirements of nation-
al defence”(Art. 28c, para 2 d.) – A very 
friendly gesture from the EU leaders! In 
particular, what is meant is that the Swiss 
soldiers can continue to take their person-
al weapon home and, under certain con-
ditions, keep it even after they leave the 
army, as is customary in our militia army. 
This was clearly confirmed by the sover-
eign on 13 February 2011: 56.3 per cent 
of voters and 20 out of 26 cantons said 
no to the “Protection against armed vio-
lence” initiative.

Is exclusion from Schengen,  
really a catastrophe?

According to National Council member 
Ida Glanzmann, CVP (Neue Zürcher 
Zeitung of 5 January 2018), the Schen-
gen Information System is crucial for 
our security agencies in the fight against 
terrorism, and exclusion would be a ca-

continued on page 9
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“Fight against terror” with stricter weapon law

(Excerpts from consultation responses of important associations)

Swiss Shooting Association SSV, 
13.12.2017: 

“Both the EU Weapons Directive and 
the Federal Council’s bill miss the orig-
inal target. The EU Weapons Directive 
was drafted after the terrorist attacks 
in Brussels, Paris and elsewhere with the 
intention of preventing such attacks in 
the future. The bill cannot achieve this 
goal. There is a fake solution on the 
table, which mainly punishes the legal 
gun owner, but for example, does not 
contain any measures against the dan-
gerous trade in illegal weapons. [...] We 
already have a precise and well-installed 
weapons law against the misuse of fire-
arms. A further tightening is simply dis-
proportionate and takes place exclusive-
ly at the behest of the EU.”

Swiss Officer ’s Association SOG, 
21.12.2017: 

“The Federal Council’s proposal on how 
to implement the EU Weapons Directive 
into Swiss law hits the legal owner of 
guns, not the dangerous trade in illegal 
weapons. The SOG advocates a liberal 
weapon law. In their opinion, it is there-
fore appropriate for the Federal Council 
to accept the EU Weapons Directive but 
at the same time stress that the existing 
Swiss laws are sufficient.”

Swiss Noncommissioned Officer’s Asso-
ciation SUOV, 29.12.2017: 

“The goal of combating terrorism is far 
missed here, but more and unnecessary 

bureaucratic hurdles are being created 
for the legitimate gun owner. [...] Right-
eous citizens and former militia soldiers 
(who usually became owners of weap-
ons without reserve and uncondition-
ally) should now be fundamentally mis-
trusted, arbitrarily and unfounded. Only 
when the citizen has proven the oppo-
site, he or she receives a temporary li-
cense with conditions. The paradigm 
shift would hit Switzerland hard because 
completely unfounded, the government 
is changing from a culture of confidence 
to a culture of mistrust, which Switzer-
land has never done in its history.”

Pro Tell Society for a Liberal Weapon 
Law, 21.12.2017: 

“Without contributing to the im-prove-
ment of public safety, the provisions of 
the Directive (EU 2017/853 Development 
of the Schengen acquis) treat hundreds 
of thousands of honest and law-abiding 
citizens and legal rights holders as po-
tential criminals; Pro Tell is fundamen-
tally opposed to the proposed revision 
of the Weapons Act and therefore asks 
the Federal Council to notify the EU of 
the rejection of Directive (EU) 2017/853 
by the Swiss Confederation. There is no 
doubt that the existing Swiss law has 
long provided provisions that ensure 
public safety without at the same time 
violating centuries-old rights and unnec-
essarily restricting traditional freedoms 
[...]”.

(Translation Current Concerns)

tastrophe. In reality, Switzerland has al-
ways had agreements with its neighbours 
on police cooperation. Before being inte-
grated into the Schengen Agreement, we 

were also allowed to monitor our nation-
al borders (which various EU member 
states have been doing since the migra-
tion wave of 2014 despite Schengen...). It 

is doubtful whether the EU leaders would 
exclude Switzerland from the agree-
ment, as our country is contributing to 
the protection of external borders. And 
if they did, let us not forget how short-
lived the excitement in Swiss universities 
was when the EU excluded us from the 
Erasmus+ student exchange programme 
against international law. After the first 
shock, it became apparent that expul-
sion did not harm either the students nor 
the Federal Treasury – on the contrary.3 
Today it is the Federal Council that post-
pones Switzerland’s renewed association 
with Erasmus+. Would Schengen perhaps 
be similar?
Whether the tightening of the EU Weap-
ons Directive, which is under discus-
sion, will have any effect at all on the 
fight against terrorism, is clearly put into 
question in the answers of important as-
sociations to the consultation. Moreo-
ver, governments that want to protect 
their populations against terrorist attacks 
could also seriously consider whether they 
should stop participating in illegal wars 
against peoples who haven’t done any 
harm to them.	 •
1  Federal Department of Justice and Police 

(FDJP). Consultation on the preliminary draft 
of the Federal Decree on the approval and im-
plementation of the exchange of diplomatic 
notes between Switzerland and the EC concern-
ing the adoption of Directive (EU) 2017/853 
amending Directive 91/477/EEC (further devel-
opment of the Schengen acquis).

2  Draft of the Federal Council amending the Feder-
al Act on Weapons, Accessories and Ammunition 
(Gun Control Law) from 20 June 1997. 

3  see “Check your contractors first!” Current Con-
cerns No. 1 from 14/1/2015 

”Swiss model versus EU …” 
continued from page 8

Christian Democratic Party (CVP) and Social Democratic  Party (SP)  
for rapid implementation of the framework agreement

mw. Forward with the institutional frame-
work agreement! SP president Christian 
Levrat and CVP Foreign Affairs committee 
president Elisabeth Schneider-Schneiter an-
nounce the timetable desired by their party 
leaders: The referendum on a package of 
Bilateral III with framework agreement 
should take place before the Federal elec-
tions (in October 2019). This means debates 
and final votes in the National Council and 
Council of States by the end of 2018, fol-
lowed by 100 days referendum period, then 
the referendum (the referendum is certain 
to be taken) in May 2019. FDP (Free Dem-

ocratic Party) president Petra Gössi, how-
ever, does not want to be put under time 
pressure from the EU and warns against 
package solutions (after the extensive cor-
porate taxes III bills and the revision of pen-
sion act at the ballot box have failed), and 
the SVP (Swiss People’s Party) will fight ac-
cording to party president Albert Rösti in 
any case against the agreement – no matter 
when, but certainly with particular momen-
tum before the elections! (“Neue Zürcher 
Zeitung” from 6.1.2018)

If there is already talk of a timetable, 
it would actually be appropriate in the 

direct democratic Switzerland, that the 
population is gradually told the plain 
truth as it should happen concretely, 
such as the automatic adoption of EU 
law and the dispute settlement or the 
announcement by the ECJ, “which way 
it goes”.

Using current examples, such as the 
implementation of the EU Weapons Di-
rective, we can get a more and more ac-
curate picture, despite the unpublished 
draft framework agreement: In reality, it 
is about being, or not being part of the 
Swiss model.
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It is official: Switzerland no longer has national defence!
On 5 January 2018, Corps Commander 
Schellenberg swore his staff to the task 
of the new Operations Command. “The 
Command plans and leads all operations 
of the armed forces”, including “planning, 
leading and evaluating all operations at 
home and abroad” (source: DDPS).

Now it’s officially confirmed: Switzer-
land no longer has an army to fight a war 
for the country. It should only be able to 
perform “operations”. By definition, op-
erations are military actions that are lim-
ited in terms of the means used, their ge-
ographical extent and duration. They’re 
not a war for the country, not even a big 
battle. (Don’t come back with the fairy 
tale, the future war is only about cyber-
attacks and a few specialists [“green 
males”]). The numerous tanks and other 
heavy means of all militarily important 
powers, including Russia’s 1st Guards 
Tank Army, which has been ready for op-
eration again since 2 years, were not built 
for an open-air museum for the deniers of 
the reality of a future war. Here are two 
definitions from lexica for the term “op-
eration”: Meyer’s Great Pocket Encyclo-
paedia: “A chronologically and militarily 
coherent action by armed forces of a war-
ring faction to carry out a military mis-
sion”. https://de.wiktionary.org/wiki/op-
eration: “Operation: Completed action to 
carry out a mission.”

With only 6 combat battalions and 4 
artillery divisions, the further eliminat-
ed army can actually only carry out sin-
gle operations. However, this will only be 
the case if Switzerland has a credible air 
force and air defence forces until then. 
Operations are conceivable if, for exam-
ple, individual units of an attacker from 
the east in the Rhine Valley should ac-
cidentally cross the national border or 
if a regiment of a US airborne division 

lands in the Great Moss. More is not pos-
sible. In both cases, the 6 combat battal-
ions have to be on the scene quickly and 
the artillery not far away, and an air force 
and air defence should be able to prevent 
the destruction from the air of the few 
Swiss battalions/departments to a large 
extent. According to Federal Council’s 
documents, the 17 infantry battalions, 
which are still part of the army, are said 
to have limited defence capabilities. They 
have no anti-tank, anti-aircraft and heavy 
fire equipment and are not even suitable 
for operations. Their soldiers are cannon 
fodder. 

Within the framework of creeping 
accession to NATO, Swiss troops will 
also be deployed abroad. For this rea-
son, Switzerland was led by the Feder-
al Council into the PfP (Partnership for 
Peace) and NATO’s interoperability plat-
form. (The “Global Times”, daily news-
paper of the KP, Beijing, 26.2.2013 on 
the PfP: “In order to expand its opera-
tional area, NATO has created new mech-
anisms such as the Partnership for Peace 
(PfP)[...]. NATO as an instrument of US 
global politics will play a significant role 
for many years to come[...]”. The in-
teroperability platform serves to prac-
tise joint actions, although the Feder-
al Council said that it was only a matter 
for discussions. In its communiqué to the 
meeting of 5 September 2014 on the es-
tablishment of the interoperability plat-
form in which Switzerland participated, 
NATO said, among other things: “Now 
we will concentrate on preparing and 
practicing together. We have therefore 
adopted a comprehensive Partnership In-
teroperability Initiative to enhance our 
ability to address security challenges to-
gether with our partners. Here in Wales, 
our defence ministers have created the 

interoperability platform, at a meeting 
with 24 partners [including Switzerland, 
the author] who have demonstrated their 
commitment to strengthen their capac-
ity for joint action with NATO.” A fur-
ther meeting took place on 22 June 2016. 
The communiqué states: “Interoperabili-
ty is the ability to act together using har-
monised standards, doctrines, procedures 
and equipment. It is crucial to the work 
of an alliance of different countries with 
national defence forces, and it is equal-
ly important to work with partners who 
want to help NATO achieve its tacti-
cal, operational and strategic objectives. 
Much of NATO’s day-to-day collabora-
tion, including that with partners, is fo-
cused on this consistent ability.” 

The fact that, at the invitation of 
Switzerland, a large NATO conference 
with 100 senior officers from the NATO 
Command, all member states and subor-
ganisations (PfP, etc.) was held in Zurich 
on 16/17 February 2016 completes the 
picture and shows the widespread ma-
nipulation of opinion in our country. It 
also fits that the DDPS only informed 
at the beginning of the conference on 
which the major Swiss media (“Neue 
Zürcher Zeitung” and others) did not 
report, probably at the DDPS’ request. 
Switzerland has thus practically joined 
the camp led by the USA, which has in-
tervened in numerous other countries by 
all means, including war since the Sec-
ond World War. In return, the national 
defence accorded by the Constitution 
was abolished.

The Federal Council and all politicians 
who did not prevent this are responsible to 
our people. 

Gotthard Frick, Bottmingen
(Translation Current Concerns)
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Austria: This is what the new government wants
by Klaus Faissner

The govern-
ment under Se-
bastian Kurz 
a n d  He i n z-
Christian Stra-
che was sworn 
in . With the 
subjects immi-
grants and bor-
der patrols, the 
g o v e r n m e n t 
programme de-
livers what vot-
ers were expect-
ing. In other 

areas such as the EU or direct democra-
cy, many FPÖ voters, in particular, are 
disappointed. An overview and analysis.

On the subject of immigration, the coali-
tion largely promises in the government 
programme what the ÖVP and FPÖ vot-
ers were expecting: that “illegal migra-
tion into our country must be stopped and 
qualified immigration must be geared to 
Austria’s needs”. Those who are really 
entitled to asylum should receive “protec-
tion for the duration of their persecution”, 
hence asylum for a limited time, as stipu-
lated in the Geneva Refugee Convention. 
In addition, 2,100 police officers more are 
promised, as well as “exploring and seiz-
ing all possibilities of national border pro-
tection measures, so long as the European 
Border Guard is not secured”.

For the first time, a government denom-
inates the currents which are really dan-
gerous for Austria: “As in recent years, the 
greatest danger to Austria’s internal secu-
rity is primarily the Islamist extremism.” 
Where in the SPÖ-ÖVP government pro-
gramme of 2013, right-wing extremism 
was considered the greatest danger, this 
time around it reads: “Political Islam, po-
tentially leading to radicalisation, anti-
Semitism, violence and terrorism has no 
place in our society.”

Consistent asylum policy
An entire catalog shows how asylum 
abuse can be prevented and conditions 
for rapid asylum procedures can be cre-
ated. Two points had a great deal of at-
tention:
•	 Reading	out	or	restoring	mobile	phone	

data and other electronic means of 
communication (for example: social 
media) when collecting travel itinerary 
and when identity is unclear,

•	 Confiscating	of	cash	when	applying	for	
asylum to cover the costs for basic care.

Denmark is pursuing a similar model and 
has thus greatly reduced its attractiveness 
for asylum seekers – in 2017 only around 

3,000 came, about 10 times more came 
to Austria.

In the government programme, the list 
of planned measures for a reasonable im-
migration and asylum policy is long as far 
as the majority of Austrians is concerned. 
A few important points are
•	 only	contributions	for	basic	care	of	asy-

lum seekers, no individual housing,
•	 Reduction	of	 the	 cash	benefit	 to	365	

euro basic benefit as well as 155 euro 
integration bonus for persons entitled 
to asylum and to subsidiary protection,

•	 no	measures	 sustaining	 a	permanent	
stay until the final conclusion of the 
asylum procedure,

•	 shortening	the	period	for	appeal	in	ac-
celerated procedures,

•	 negative	 determination	 of	 identities	
where there is no positive determina-
tion possible;

•	 consistent	repatriation	of	rejected	asy-
lum seekers,

•	 the	 entitlement	 to	 demand-oriented	
guaranteed minimum income in Aus-
tria requires having legally lived five 
years in Austria in the last six years,

•	 family	 reunions	do	not	 acknowledge	
child marriages, forced marriages and 
multiple marriages,

•	 administrative	offense	in	case	of	 im-
proper recognition of paternity in order 
to obtain the right of residence,

•	 The	goal	of	taking	sea-rescued	people	
to centres outside of the EU.

Question of  
settlement for asylum seekers

Furthermore, Türkis-Blau (Turquoise-col-
our of ÖVP and blue-colour of FPÖ) an-
nounces better control of public money 
flows to non-governmental organisations 
(NGOs) in the field of immigration, to 
improve integration, to rewrite the entire 
asylum and aliens laws and to strictly re-
ject Turkey’s accession to the EU. Many 
Austrians hope that the rethinking of un-
controlled immigration comes just in time 
to save the country even more crime and 
to prevent no-go zones and civil war-like 
conditions altogether. The interior minis-
ter, Herbert Kickl, is to guarantee this.
However, there is a well-hidden point 
where thousands of asylum seekers could 
come to Austria via the official path – and 
to which the magazine alles roger? (roger, 
all?) pointed out already several times: 
“For particularly vulnerable groups,” i.e. 
“vulnerables”, the government should 
“provide for an Austrian resettlement 
contingent,” it says. Resettlement means 
settlement of asylum seekers, mostly by 
plane directly from their home country. In 
an interview with ORF in 2016, Sebastian 

Kurz named the figure 10,000 to 15,000 
per year – which would mean, with family 
reunification and their own children that 
hundreds of thousands of foreigners from 
other cultures would be living in Austria 
within ten years.

Criticism of the absence of  
direct democracy and CETA

On the other hand, there was a lot of crit-
icism, especially from supporters of the 
FPÖ, about the break of the central elec-
tion pledge: the introduction of direct de-
mocracy based on the model of Swit-
zerland. The government’s programme 
stipulates that petitions for a referendum 
will not lead to referendums until 2022, in 
other words the earliest at the end of the 
legislative period. 900,000 votes would 
be necessary. Of all 39 referendums only 
3 reached this enormously high hurdle. 
It is interesting to see that the number of 
900,000 not only far exceeds the approx-
imately 260,000 signatures that the FPÖ 
had planned as a limit in the election pro-
gramme, but also clearly exceeds the ap-
proximately 650,000 signatures of the 
ÖVP pledge. Issues that contradict EU law 
may not be voted on by the people once it 
comes to the new government. The Aus-
trian EU membership is even more taboo.
The former editor-in-chief of the daily 
newspaper “Die Presse” and alles roger? 
columnist Andreas Unterberger said in his 
blog: “The greatest frustration is undoubt-
edly the first-class funeral for the direct 
democracy promised by both (!) parties.” 
The announcement of the coalition to have 
the citizens vote in 2022 at the earliest was 
“the barely disguised death of the big pro-
ject”. It was formulated similarly sharp by 
the nonpartisan Initiative Heimat und Um-
welt, IHU (Initiative Home and Environ-
ment), which had supported the FPÖ in 
the National Council election because of 
the direct democracy. The new government 
wants Austria “downgrade to a lawless EU 
colony,” it said here. According to IHU-
Chairlady Inge Rauscher “from the out-
set the new government has been held hos-
tage by the plutocratically controlled EU” 
and “therefore could not serve the Austri-
an people”. The one-and-a-half-year sup-
port for the FPÖ is herewith terminated.

Van der Bellen is exercising his power
For its approval of the EU-Canadian Free 
Trade Agreement (CETA), the FPÖ had to 
take harsh criticism from within its own 
ranks. So far Heinz-Christian Strache and 
Nobert Hofer had demanded a referendum 
over this question because CETA is put-

continued on page 12

Klaus Faissner  
(picture ma)
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”Austria: This is what the …” 
continued from page 11

ting the economy and agriculture – dom-
inated by small and medium-sized en-
terprises – at risk. In addition, while the 
Federal Government is committing it-
self to perpetual neutrality it reduces it to 
a hollow shell by announcing more Bun-
desheer missions abroad and confirming 
the already decided participation of Aus-
tria in the EU military union (PESCO).

But in EU issues like CETA and in the 
question of direct democracy it was not 
only the ÖVP which applied the brakes 
but also Federal President Alexander Van 
der Bellen. 

During the new government’s swear-
ing-in ceremony on 18 December he 
spoke of a “consensus that a careful prep-
aration and implementation of direct de-
mocracy is as crucial as a clear prioritisa-
tion regarding important future topics like 
digital transformation and climate protec-
tion.” In other words: The people is too 
dumb to decide its own fate in referen-
dums. And according to Van der Bellen 
they all agreed to this. It is likely that the 
FPÖ had to choose between renouncing its 
participation in the government or direct 
democracy. But in order to remain some-
what credible the new government will 
have to risk conflicts with Van der Bellen 
and Brussels particularly in the question 
of border controls. According to EU law, 
border controls are permitted only as ex-
traordinary measures.

Progress regarding Russia,  
cash money, glyphosate

Aside from criticism in central issues like 
direct democracy or neutrality the ÖVP-

FPÖ programme has earned praise from 
various sides, particularly from economy 
representatives. 
Indeed many aspects seem new and pos-
itive:
•	 Austria	is	supposed	to	promote	a	policy	

of détente between the West and Russia 
and particularly mediate in the Ukraine 
conflict,

•	 a	constitutional	right	to	cash	money,
•	 focussing	 on	 strengthening	 the	 eco-

nomic location Austria,
•	 lowering	taxes,
•	 reducing	bureaucracy,
•	 medical	and	social	counselling	before	

an abortion,
•	 efforts	 against	 religious	 minorities	

– particularly Christians all over the 
world,

•	 ban	of	the	total	plant	protection	agent	
glyphosate,

•	 in	family	law:	goal	of	a	joint	custody	
with introduction of a double residency 
model so that children can be with both 
parents after a divorce,

•	 assessment	 if	 new	 criminal	 offences	
are needed (e.g. deception of authori-
ties with fake age, asylum fraud, traf-
ficking in human beings and illegal 
entry and stay),

•	 the	goals	of	the	gambling	law	are	to	be	
reassessed – renowned experts consid-
er the ban of legal gambling as counter-
productive,

•	 positive	revaluation	of	the	Bundesheer	
militia,

•	 critical	analysis	of	the	trade	in	CO2
 cer-

tificates,
•	 a	school	system	putting	higher	empha-

sis in performance,
•	 strengthening	care	at	home	through	rel-

atives,

•	 environmental	protection	as	an	impor-
tant topic,

•	 lift	of	the	already	decided	bans	on	to-
bacco in favour of the freedom of 
choice and the survival of mainly small 
gastronomic enterprises, 

•	 a	master	plan	against	soil	sealing.

Many topics have been left out
Obviously many critical issues have not 
been mentioned in the government pro-
gramme:
•	 Enforced	blessing	with	smart	meters,	

the digital intelligent electricity meters,
•	 the	feeding	of	pigs	and	cattle	with	ge-

netically modified forage,
•	 working,	 ecological	 flood	 protection	

according to the Austrian natural sci-
entist Viktor Schauberger,

•	 creation	of	money	out	of	 thin	 air	 by	
banks,

•	 disastrous	deficiencies	in	the	legal	sys-
tem, e.g. through masses of “Besach-
walterungen”,

•	 political	staffing	in	administration	and	
justice,

•	 the	right	to	defend	with	legal	firearms,
•	 gender	madness.

Policy regarding foreigners is crucial
So the government programme is giving 
a mixed impression. It seems like the suc-
cess or failure of the new government will 
mainly depend on the success if its policy 
regarding foreigners. •
Source: https://www.compact-online.de/oes-
terreich-das-will-die-neue-regierung/?utm_
source=newsletter&utm_medium=email&utm_
campaign=Newsletter+2018-01-
05T18%3A29%3A29%2B01%3A00 vom 7.1.2018

(Translation Current Concerns)
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continued on page 14

Digital transformation in schools –  
learning from experience

by Felice Pensatore

Once again, I sat down at my desk and 
worked my way through a stack of inter-
esting newspaper articles. One of them 
was in English and almost two years old. 
A big photo from Silicon Valley graced 
the first page. I was amazed when I read 
the accompanying text. Parents were rais-
ing the question if the futuristic dream of 
a classroom equipped with iPads, smart-
phones and screens was really in the next 
generation’s interest. Even more amaz-
ing, these parents worked for the local 
leading high-tech companies. Their deci-
sion was based on independent (!) studies 
and experiences that dealt with the argu-
ments for or against learning with the lat-
est electronic equipment. And they came 
to the conclusion that they would rather 
send their children to a Steiner Waldorf 
School and spend a considerable amount 
of money on this every year. Accordingly, 
there is now such a school in the middle of 
America’s “digital center”, where the em-
ployees of Google, Apple, Yahoo, etc. send 
their children.1

What I read there was in contrast to 
a report from the tabloid “20 Minuten”, 
which said that the municipal council of 
Berne wants to equip all urban schools 
and kindergartens with WLAN. To this 
end, they applied to parliament for a loan 
of 1.576 million francs. The aim was for 
children to acquire the first basic functions 
required by the Curriculum 21. Therefore, 
a tablet was to be made available for every 
four children. Over a million francs would 
be necessary to comprehensively equip 
the 88 school and kindergarten buildings; 
the operation of the wireless infrastruc-
ture for five years would require another 
500,000 francs. An additional five-year 
loan of more than two million francs is 
earmarked by the Berne municipal council 
for the network accessibility of school fa-
cilities.2 The city of Zurich has also come 
down handsomely and has, with the intro-
duction of Curriculum 21 in the school 
year 2018/2019, granted 12.3 millions 
francs for equipping all fifth graders with 
a personal tablet (from this level, “Media 
and Computer Science” is anchored as a 
subject in the timetable, according to the 
new cantonal curriculum). At the end of 
the sixth grade, the mobile devices should 
then be returned. Here we have it as well 
– it already sounds like a mandatory boil-
erplate: “The aim is to provide students 
with broad media skills beyond the use of 
mobile devices.” The Zurich City Council 
also intends to upgrade childcare facilities 
in schools with computer technology, so 
that the increasing number of children and 
adolescents participating in these supple-

mentary childcare services will have ac-
cess to the necessary infrastructure – for 
example to do their homework or for ad-
ministrative tasks. Accordingly, the sup-
port staff should be prepared for these new 
tasks in courses on the subject.3

Strange, I thought. Everyone here 
is crying out for digital transformation 
and lamenting the missed opportunities, 
while at the place where all this equip-
ment is being developed, parents prefer 
holistic learning which involves head, 
heart and hand. Or is it rather about the 
chances the education industry missed? 
Do all the producers of computers, soft-
ware, and other technical achievements, 
who praise their products as “pedagog-
ically adept” really have the welfare of 
children and adolescents first and fore-
most in their mind?

A critic is not a machine-breaker  
or a die-hard

Then I caught sight of the title of a book 
in my bookshelf: High Tech Heretic: Why 
Computers Don’t Belong in the Class-
room and Other Reflections by a Com-
puter Contrarian. The author, Clifford 
Stoll, had written it around the turn of the 
millennium, when schools in the US had 
already had their experiences with digi-
tal achievements. As an astronomer and 
computer specialist, he had been involved 
in setting up the ARPANET, the forerun-
ner of today’s internet, and was thus not 
an “enemy of technology,” no “die-hard” 
or “machine-breaker,” as critical spirits 
are often called. Yet he does character-
ise himself as having been and still being 
skeptical about computers, and he sees 
himself as being obliged to act against in-
flated, false promises and excessive ex-
aggeration.4 With his books, he helped to 
launch a broad discussion on digital trans-
formation in the education system in the 
US.5 It was, of course, a question of ar-
guments that reappear in the same way 
today. I wonder why? Are we so little able 
to learn?

Independent (!) experts are warning
At that time, the Alliance for Child-
hood was also founded in the US. This 
not-for-profit organisation of educators, 
health professionals, other research-
ers and those interested in child devel-
opment also addressed the issue of the 
then-booming digitial transformation of 
American schools, and at the turn of the 
millennium provided a detailed report 
of their research findings.6 Among other 
things they concerned themselves with 
the serious health risks associated with 

working on the screen (especially also 
on laptops). Possible associations were 
found with the increase of early myopia, 
excess weight and diabetes 2 as well as 
with the lack of ability to focus on any-
thing. And also the common arguments 
used to promote the use of digital devic-
es – improved future prospects, moti-
vation, teamwork and creativity – have 
been refuted by independent (!) studies. 
In this research, particular emphasis was 
laid on the disastrous experience gaps of 
children who spend most of their time at 
school and at home in front of electron-
ic devices.7 Wow! I thought, and we are 
promoting the increased use of electron-
ic teaching materials in schools, because 
in this way, the children who spend most 
of their free time in front of the screen 
and already show addictive behaviour 
are supposed to learn handling electron-
ic media sensibly. A strange line of ar-
gumentation, I thought. Have we learned 
nothing?

Against better knowledge
For example, in the USA around the turn 
of the millennium, various branches of 
science were examining the often-heard 
benefits and future-oriented opportuni-
ties of computer learning. The learning 
process, too, was carefully studied. Inde-
pendent (!) researchers came to the con-
clusion that the usual, for the most part 
visually enhanced multimedia learn-
ing programmes do not greatly increase 
the learning effect: to be sure, comput-
ers do give the impression that the chil-
dren learn and are actively involved. The 
skilled use of computers may then im-
press, but it does not yet bear witness to 
intelligence. The children and adoles-
cents are also fooled about their learn-
ing success. It is true that the quick an-
swers and the feedback programmed into 
the given tasks can trigger a “rewarding” 
short adrenaline rush. However, the pa-

“My skepticism grows from 
a love for computing, from 
a wish to make our techno-
logical world better suited 
for people, rather than peo-
ple better suited for machines”  
(Stoll, Clifford. High Tech Heretic, Why  
Computers Don’t belong in the class-
room and Other Ref lections of a  
Computer Contrarian . p. XIII)
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tience and the desire to try things out, 
which is needed for successful learning, 
are stifled and thus a sustainable learning 
process is prevented. The result is men-
tal inertia instead of understanding and 
critical thinking. The goal is wrong, be-
cause learning is about inspiring students 
and not just about entertaining them. The 
key components of a successful learning 
process are lacking – perseverance, ef-
fort, diligence, a sense of responsibility, 
clear thinking and cooperation, and all 
this integrated into the relationship be-
tween teacher and child. Ultimately, this 
will result in a deep satisfaction, a per-
sonality-strengthening experience as an 
opportunity for development and rejuve-
nation for everyone involved.

Unfortunately, up to date the critics 
have not been given the audience due to 
them! The view of many has been ob-
scured by their enthusiasm for technical 
frills. They hope to invent better tech-
nology to solve the problems created by 
precisely that technology. The American 
educational misery testifies to this, and 
today the Alliance for Childhood is re-
sisting the inordinate testing in American 
classrooms that inevitably comes with 
digital transformation.

The attraction of the big profits 
But the advocates of digital transforma-
tion did not sleep at the turn of the cen-
tury either. It was the time of strategic 

planning. In Vancouver, the first “World 
Education Market Forum” took place, 
and at the education meetings of the G-8 
countries in Cologne in 1999 and in Ok-
inawa in 2000, technology in education 
was the main topic. The drafting of the 
rules for the education market was on the 
programme for the Millennium Round of 
the World Trade Organisation WTO. At 

a special European Council meeting in 
Lisbon in March, EU heads of state and 
government set guidelines, which were 
concretised by an action plan in Feira 
in June. It was about building e-europe, 
which would make Europe the most ca-
pable e-economy in the course of the 
next fifteen years. The Global Alliance 
for Transnational Education8 organised 
annual conferences for representatives 
of employers’ organisations and transna-
tional corporations (OECD, WTO, UN-
ESCO, World Bank, etc.)9 Business was 
enticing! In any case, even at that time 
the market in education was valued at 27 
to 50 trillion francs!

Déjà vu or experiences  
which might make us wiser

Why do we not seize on US experiences? 
Why do we so little talk about the use of 
investing huge sums in the digital trans-
formation of schools? Or is the sudden 
rush part of the enforcement strategy: it 
is easier to command without discussion?

This is not just about the taxpayers’ 
money being cast before the education 
corporations. There are those who use 

the technology as a back door for com-
pletely different goals. They want to trans-
form the schools against the background 
of a biologistic concept of man import-
ed from the USA. This paradigm shift 
means seeing the child as a self-organis-
ing and self-optimising control system, 
and turning schools upside-down using 
appropriate constructivist teaching con-
cepts and skill-based content. Accord-
ing to the system theory they should be 
freed from their “stagnation” and become 
“living organisms”. This concept perme-
ates the Curriculum 21. Correspondingly, 
children should be able to work on the re-
quired competencies, as well as have them 
checked, at the computer and with the aid 
of computer-generated learning units and 
exercises, in an open-plan school. Is this 
the perspective we offer our children and 
adolescents?

“Want a nation of dolts? Just cent-
er the curriculum on technology – teach 
with videos, computers, and multimedia 
systems. Aim for highest possible scores 
on standardized tests. Push aside such 
less vocationally applicable subjects as 
music, art, and history. Dolts are what 
we’ll get.”10

What luck that human nature cannot 
be simply bent out of shape. Increas-
ingly, parents are refusing to make their 
children available as guinea pigs for die-
hard school pilot projects; and children 
and adolescents express their wish for 
exciting lessons, together with their col-
leagues and with a teacher to instruct 
them – and no laptops. Are only they re-
ally able to learn? •

1  Tablets out, imagination in: schools that shun 
technology. In: «The Guardian» of 2 Decem-
ber 2015 www.theguardian.com/teacher-net-
work/2015/dec/02/schools-that-ban-tablets-
traditional-education-silicon-valley-london, 
accessed on 10 December 2017

2  “Alle Berner Kindergärten mit WLAN” (All 
kindergartens in Berne with WLAN). In: “20 
Minuten” of 7 December 2017. 

3  Zurich buys tablets for schools. The City Coun-
cil has approved funds for the further expansion 
of computer sciences in schools. And for that 
it spends a lot. In: “Tages-Anzeiger” of 20 De-
cember 2017. www.tagesanzeiger.ch, accessed 
on 26 December 2017

4  Stoll, Clifford. High Tech Heretic: Why Com-
puters Don’t belong in the Classroom and Other 
Reflections by a Computer Contrarian, Double-
day, 1999 

5  Ibid.
6  Cordes Colleen/ Miller Edward. Fool’s Gold: A 

Critical Look at Computers in Childhood. Alli-
ance for Childhood (ed.). www.allianceforchild-
hood.org.

7  cf. Felber Ursula / Gautschi, Eliane. Die Tro-
janische Maus. Computer in den Schulen – 
Lernen für die Zukunft (The Trojan Mouse. 
Computers in the schools – learning for the fu-
ture). Zurich 2002, pp. 17

8  abbreviated GATE, supported by companies 
such as Microsoft, Coca-Cola, Bertelsmann, 
Hewlett Packard, Siemens, IBM, Merill Lynch

9  cf. Felber/Gautschi loc. cit., pp. 73
10  Stoll, Clifford,  p. 6

“The latest results of the study ‘BLIKK 
Medien 2017’ indicate that excessive 
media consumption affects the health, 
concentration and language develop-
ment of children and adolescents. Nev-
ertheless, business associations and IT 
representatives are calling in unison for 
digital technology and programming 
languages to be taught in primary school 
so that pupils are prepared for the digi-
tal future. The educational advantage of 
digital media in the classroom remains 
questionable. Ralf Lankaus’ thesis: We 
have to reflect on our pedagogical task 
and ensure that media become what 
they were in classroom teaching: didactic 
aids.” (from the book’s blurb, ISBN 978-
3-407-25761-1)

”Digitisation in schools …” 
continued from page 13

“But scholarship is not 
about browsing the inter-
net – it’s about understand-
ing events, appreciating histo-
ry, and interpreting our world.”  
(Stoll, Clifford. p 18)

“Learning isn’t about ac-
quiring information, max-
imizing efficiency, or en-
joyment. Learning is about 
developing human capacity.”  
(Stoll, Clifford. p 22)
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People do not want war … or how wars are made
by Dieter Sprock

“The masses are never bellicose, 
as long as they are not poisoned by 
propaganda.”1

Albert Einstein

The history of humanity is permeated by 
war and violence. The list of wars since 
antiquity is endless, and the extent of de-
struction and human suffering already 
caused and continuing to be caused by 
war is unimaginable. The two world wars 
in the last century alone claimed around 
150 million dead and wounded, includ-
ing many civilian victims: women, chil-
dren and the elderly. And the number of 
people who have lost their lives through 
war and other man-made excesses since 
World War II might well reach the number 
of 100 million. – Switzerland has no more 
than 8 million inhabitants. – We cannot 
close our eyes to this record of horror.

Sigmund Freud at fault“
Why war?” The search for the cause of 
war and violence may be as old as war 
itself; it is an expression of the human 
yearning for peace. It is a recurring 
theme in the cultural history of humanity 
and opens up to the question of the moral 
nature of man, wherever people are in 
search of the cause of war: is the state of 
war really the “natural state” of man? Or 
do not “mutual help” and a sense of “jus-
tice and morality” form the basis of our 
coexistence – and even that of our early 
ancestors?

In the last century, the discussion of the 
question “Why war?” was strongly influ-
enced by the assumption of an aggression 
drive, that Sigmund Freud (1856-1939) in-
vented in 1920 under the impact of mass 
slaughter in the First World War.

When, at the suggestion of the League 
of Nations, Albert Einstein (1879-1955) 
asked Siegmund Freud 1932 in a letter 
whether there was a way to liberate peo-
ple from the doom of war, Freud, who was 
convinced that an “active instinct for ha-
tred and destruction” was anchored in man 
as a constant libidinous factor, answered 
that the effort to abolish “the aggressive 
inclinations of man” was “doomed to 
fail”. “Conflicts of interest between man 
and man were resolved, in principle, by 
the recourse to violence.” Moreover, “the 
slaughter of a foe gratifies an instinctive 
craving”. Towards the end of his answer 
we read the memorable phrase: “Why do 
we, you and I and many another, protest 
so vehemently against war, instead of just 
accepting it as another of life’s odious im-
portunities? For it seems a natural thing 
enough, biologically rooted and practical-
ly unavoidable.”

Although Freud’s construction of the 
aggressive drive was controversial from 
the beginning and has long since been 
disproven, it has an effect on our present 
day. It is reflected in thought and word and 
sets the urgently needed dispute over the 
question of war and violence on the wrong 
track.

The “struggle for existence” comes  
in the form of “mutual help” 

Freud’s assumption of a biological foun-
dation of war was a fatal error. Neither 
war nor domestic forms of violence meet 
any biological necessity. They are not an-
chored in the genes. Human life is not de-
termined by aggression. The struggle for 
existence takes place in the form of mutu-
al help. It has ensured the survival of man, 
for only in social companionship was man 
able to withstand the rigours of nature and 
to protect himself against his natural en-
emies.

Looking at the coexistence of people 
without bias, we may see that it is deter-
mined by the pursuit of solidarity and be-
longing. Man wants to do his job well and 
trusts that others want the same and will 
be honest. Even today, when the most bla-
tant individualism – “think of yourself 
first” – is propagandised, mankind could 
not exist even for only a dozen years with-
out mutual help and selfless activity for 
the sake of the common good.

In general, human beings live together 
peacefully, in spite of all the difficulties 
of coexistence, and here I am thinking of 
differences of opinion, misunderstand-
ings, or quarrels, which sometimes de-
generate into violence. People go about 
their work, care for the welfare of their 
children, for their homes and gardens, 
they enjoy socialising, they are some-
times happy and sometimes sad; but de-
spite all the differences between people, 
it does not occur to anyone to pack their 
musette bag and go to a foreign country 
to kill the people there, who have done 
him no violence and of whom he does 
not even understand the language. Ein-
stein is right when he writes: “The mass-
es are never bellicose as long as they are 
poisoned by propaganda.”

Even in the exceptional situation of 
war, besides sadistic cruelty – which 
would have to be addressed elsewhere – 
there is also mutual help and compassion, 
not only towards one’s own comrades but 
also for the “enemy”. There are count-
less examples in which soldiers spared 
the enemy or deliberately missed the set 
target, even at the risk of their own lives. 
For this reason, the war industry has de-
veloped killer games to reduce the sol-

diers’ killing resistance and increase their 
murder rate.

There are also reports of soldiers re-
turning from war, who describe how, in 
the firing breaks, soldiers came out of the 
trenches and smoked with their “enemy” 
and exchanged pictures of their families.

People are dragged into wars with lies
Apart from the tribal feuds of our early 
ancestors, where rivals for hunting 
grounds and food personally faced each 
other, war does not arise from quarrels 
between people or because some impulse 
urges them. War – and here of course I 
am speaking of wars of aggression – and 
terror, too, is a kind of institutionally re-
quired exercise of force. Both are planned 
in cold blood for strategic considerations: 
weapons are provided, and ammunition 
supplies are secured. In war, cooks are 
needed to prepare rations, and paramed-
ics and doctors are needed for the wound-
ed. And in war as well as for terror there 
is a need for enemy images that have to 
be created artificially. Preparation often 
takes years. The task of war propaganda 
is to create hatred against the enemy and 
to portray a politically desired war as nec-
essary and good.

It is now well known that governments 
hire large international PR companies to 
promote their war plans and to provide for 
the support of their own populations and 
associates.

Public relations professionals, endowed 
with all the insights of psychology, com-
munications research, and other social sci-
ences, write the script that aims to lure a 
people into a war, and the media – radio, 
television, newspapers and magazine pub-
lishers, the internet and the film industry 
– ensure that the “advertising for war and 
death”2 reaches the population. They dic-
tate what people should attend to and what 
they should think about; this is called “en-
lightenment” or “information.” Unwant-
ed information is concealed or declared 
hostile propaganda or “fake news” by the 
“Ministry of Truth”.

Media coverage is largely dominated 
by only a few major agencies. “80% of 
all news in the media,” Becker and Beham 
write, “is based on just one single source, 
and on closer research, this source turns 
out to be precisely that press office that 
started the circulation of the message.” 
They speak of a “colonisation of the 
media by the PR industry”. In the early 
nineties, there were more “PR practition-
ers” than journalists in the US.

continued on page 16
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Edward Bernays (1891-1995), a neph-
ew of Sigmund Freud, is considered the 
father of public relations. He not only en-
sured that Freud’s theories were widely 
used in the USA, but also laid the founda-
tion for modern communication manage-
ment with his 1928 book “Propaganda”.3 
This is still used today as a guide for the 
manipulation of public opinion by adver-
tisers and governments.

Bernays developed his opinion-influ-
encing campaigns from his uncle’s theo-
ries. He was convinced that it was possible 
to “control and steer the masses without 
their knowledge,” if only “the mechanism 
and motives of group thinking” were un-
derstood.

For Bernays, “the conscious and pur-
poseful manipulation of the behaviour 
and attitudes of the masses” was “an in-
tegral part of democratic societies”. “Or-
ganisations that work in the dark,” he 
writes, “direct the social processes. They 
are the real government in our country 
[meaning the US]. 

We are governed by people whose 
names we have never heard of. They in-
fluence our opinions, our tastes, and our 
thoughts.” But that is not surprising, he 
continues: “If many people are to live to-
gether as smoothly as possible in a so-
ciety, control processes of this kind are 
inevitable.”(p. 19)

For Bernays, it goes without saying 
that “an elite born for that purpose di-
rects society”. He boldly praises the “ter-
rific successes of propaganda in the war” 
[meaning the First World War], which 
opened the eyes of the “farsighted” to the 

possibilities of manipulating mass opin-
ion in all areas of life. In the war, accord-
ing to Bernays, the American government 
and various patriotic associations used “a 
completely new method” for gaining pub-
lic acceptance by securing the support of 
“the key people of all social groups, that 
is of people whose word “counts serious-
ly for hundreds, thousands or even hun-
dreds of thousands of people,” he says. 
Thus, they had automatically gained “the 
support of entire fraternities, religious 
communities, trade associations, patriot-
ic societies, as well as social and regional 
groups”, the members of which automat-
ically adopted their leaders’ and speak-
ers’ opinions. 

Moreover, the manipulators of public 
opinion had provoked “mass reactions to 
the alleged atrocities, terror and tyranny 
of the enemy”. (p. 33) That is how wars 
are made!

War propaganda builds on the fact that 
man is a creature of community and that 
living together is based on good faith. It 
abuses the human sense of responsibil-
ity and justice in order to make the war 
against the “barbarians” not only fair, but 
a sacred duty. And it builds on its belief 
that the honest citizen cannot even im-
agine that he is being manipulated and 
cheated to such an extent.

It is about control of power
The reason for war is not embedded in 
the nature of man. Humans do not want 
war. When we search for the causes of 
war, it is necessary to increasingly focus 
on the uncontrolled power relations and 
power structures that make decisions 
possible for individuals who do not act in 
the public interest. To this day, it has not 

been possible to limit the power of those 
in control, those who pull the strings in 
the background. The big political issues 
are often decided by bodies that are not 
subject to any political control and thus 
undermine democracy.

Many of those in power are driven by 
greed and pursue their own power politi-
cal interests, without concern for the law 
and the welfare of the people. They do not 
respect international law or the Charter of 
the United Nations, which, with its gen-
eral prohibition of violence, prohibits any 
war of aggression.

Our future will largely depend on 
whether and to what extent we succeed in 
changing the “regulatory structures” (Ar-
thur Rich)4 so that the abuse of power can 
be prevented or at least curtailed, and so 
that even those who are in power can be 
required to comply with law and order. 
This should be the foundation of all our 
efforts.  •

1  Einstein, Albert; Freud, Sigmund. Warum 
Krieg? Ein Briefwechsel, (Why war? An ex-
change of letters) Zürich 1972 (and in English: 
http://www.public.asu.edu/~jmlynch/273/doc-
uments/FreudEinstein.pdf )

2  Becker, Jörg and Beham, Mira. Operation Bal-
kan: Werbung für Krieg und Tod (Operation Bal-
kan: Advertising for War and Death), Baden-Baden 
2006

3  Bernays, Edward. Public Relations, University of 
Oklahoma Press 1952
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4  cf. “Über Arbeit, Wirtschaft, Macht und 
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