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Amid policy debacles, the
West ‘rediscovers’ Russia
by Jonathan Tennenbaum

Faced with the multiple strategic disasters wrought by face a nearly hopeless mess in Kosovo and the Balkans gener-
ally, but also an entire array of explosive conflicts and poten-NATO’s insane Brzezinskian “flight forward” in the Balkans

and elsewhere under the auspices of Britain’s Blair govern- tial wars, ranging from the Middle East, to India-Pakistan, to
a new Taiwan crisis, among others. “The fact is, there mustment and the Albright-Cohen-Gore grouping in the United

States, and with the prospect of a gigantic financial crash be active participation from the Russian side, if we are going
to avoid disaster on numerous fronts,” the analyst said. There-of Wall Street looming on the horizon, Western elites have

suddenly discovered that, after all, they need Russia. fore, the “stupid policy” of marginalizing Russia must be
ended. Similar views are being sounded on both sides of theThereby, the world has in a sense come full-circle, back

to the point, a year ago, when the United States and other Atlantic, including leading voices within the British estab-
lishment.leading nations faced a clear strategic choice: Either to adopt

LaRouche’s New Bretton Woods policy for multipolar coop- The two weeks in mid-February have indeed witnessed
a rapid series of breakthroughs in Moscow’s relations witheration among sovereign nations, to create a new world fi-

nancial and economic order; or, to yield to the insane push Washington, NATO, and Russia’s creditors—relations
which had been virtually “on ice” since the NATO bombard-from the Wall Street-London financial crowd, to try to save

their hopelessly bankrupt system by imposing a “unipolar” ment of Yugoslavia began nearly a year ago. It is worth re-
viewing these developments in some detail.dictatorship upon the world at all costs, including a possible

World War III at some point down the road.
In the weeks leading up to March 24, 1999, U.S. Secretary Chronology of recent developments

On Feb. 11, the London Club of creditors reached a pre-of State “Mad Madeleine” Albright, together with Vice Presi-
dent Al Gore, Secretary of Defense William Cohen, Chairman liminary agreement with Russia, to write off $10.6 billion of

the outstanding $32 billion in Soviet-era debt, and to extendof the Joint Chiefs of Staff Gen. Henry Shelton, and Britain’s
Prime Minister Tony Blair, deliberately blocked the efforts repayment of most of the remainder over 30 years. Although

the agreement by no means resolves the Russian debt problemto resolve the Kosovo crisis through cooperation with the
Yevgeni Primakov government of Russia, setting the world in general, it comes after a long period of deadlock, and dis-

pells the immediate threat of a near-term default.on course for war. Now, a year later, leading establishment
spokesmen are voicing open disgust, at the incredible strate- Then, on Feb. 14, President Clinton, in a prominent inter-

view with CNN, gave a clear signal to Moscow. Commentinggic disaster that Albright’s bungling, including her obsessive
hatred of Russia, has brought down on the Western nations on his view of Acting Russian President Vladimir Putin, Clin-

ton stated: “I think the United States can do business with thisthemselves.
As one leading European analyst commented to EIR, man. . . . We don’t agree with him on everything, but what I

have seen of him so far indicates to me that he is capable of“NATO has hit a wall. . . . Russian cooperation is now needed.
. . . Fences with the Russians must be mended, at a time when being a very strong and effective and straightforward leader.”

Clinton also conceded that “Russia has a right to take onthe world is going out of control.” Not only does the West
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the paramilitary forces [in Chechnya] who are
practicing terrorist tactics.”

The Russian Foreign Ministry promptly
welcomed Clinton’s “constructive state-
ments.” “The Russian leadership shares the
U.S. President’s expressed wish to activate bi-
lateral dialogue, particularly in the fields of
security and disarmament, to overcome the
noted, dangerous standstill. We also note con-
firmation from the U.S. leadership of the im-
portance of decisive steps taken against inter-
national terrorism,” a spokesman said.

On the same day as Clinton’s statements,
Putin announced the decision, that the visit of
NATO Secretary General Lord George Rob-
ertson to Moscow, which some Russian mili-
tary circles were indicating might be put off,
would go ahead on schedule. In the context of
Robertson’s visit on Feb. 16, Putin agreed to

Russian Acting President Valentin Putin (right) with German Foreign Minister
revive the official relations between Russia Joschka Fischer. The main motivation for the sudden Western interest in
and NATO, which had been cut off last March cooperation with Moscow, lies in the naked bankruptcy of the Anglo-American
as a result of the Balkan war. policy for a NATO-enforced “unipolar” world order.

After meeting with Putin, Russian Foreign
Minister Igor Ivanov and Defense Minister
Igor Sergeyev, Robertson stated at a joint press conference future of the world in the 21st century.”

Ivanov delivered to Clinton a personal message fromwith Ivanov, that Feb. 16 had been “a very important day for
relations between East and West. . . . Mr. Putin is the Acting Putin, which, according to Ivanov, “will give a new impulse

to the Russian-U.S. partnership.” According to the releasePresident of Russia, and he made it clear that the resumption
of the relationship between Russia and NATO was very much from the Russian Security Council, Putin declared in the note

to Clinton that, “in a broad sense, the strategic aims of Russiaa decision of his.”
An official joint statement was issued, which declared in and the United States coincide.” Those aims, the release

stated, include global security and stability, disarmament, thepart, that “NATO and Russia are fully determined to contrib-
ute to building a stable and undivided Europe, whole and free, strengthening of “zones of non-proliferation,” the fight

against “transnational terrorism and organized crime,” andto the benefit of all its peoples. In this context, they affirm
that they will observe in good faith their obligations under “activation of mutually advantageous economic ties.” Inter-

estingly, the release did not mention one of the main pointsinternational law, including the UN Charter.” Was NATO
implicitly admitting its own, massive violations of the UN of irritation between the two sides, namely the U.S. plan to

develop a national anti-missile defense system.Charter during the bombardment of Yugoslavia?
Finally, British Foreign Secretary Robin Cook eagerly

hurried to Moscow, emerging from a meeting with Putin toIvanov visits Washington
On the same day, the Secretary of the Russian National praise the “frank dialogue.”

Security Committee, Sergei Ivanov, began a Feb. 16-19 visit
to Washington at the invitation of Clinton’s National Security A year of NATO-led disasters

Skeptical observers are asking, what the sudden East-Adviser Samuel Berger. An official commentary by the Rus-
sian Security Council, issued following the trip, described West thaw really signifies, given that Russia’s interests and

its global role have been systematically ignored for more thanIvanov’s visit as “short in time but full of substance” and an
“activation of the U.S.-Russia dialogue.” Ivanov met with a year as “irrelevant” or even “nonexistent” by leadingfigures

in the Anglo-American foreign policy establishment. Cer-President Clinton, Albright, as well as the heads of the CIA
and FBI and other U.S. government officials. The release tainly, the change in attitude cannot be ascribed simply to the

personality of Russia’s new Acting President Putin—who,quoted Ivanov stating that “relations with the U.S. are a prior-
ity for Russia.” Ivanov referred to “unfortunate irritations” admittedly, is a much more substantial discussion partner than

his labile, alcoholic predecessor. More to the point is the cir-which had interfered with the dialogue, but in spite of this,
“we succeeded in maintaining the most important thing: un- cumstance, that, as we have written (see “Russia Draws the

Line Against Strategic Insanity,” EIR, Dec. 10, 1999), West-derstanding of the strategic importance of cooperation for the
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ern geopolitical maneuvers, seen in Russia as threatening the expanding into the East, was to launch a great moral crusade
to defend “human rights” around the world, to eliminate thevery survival of the nation, have called forth a powerful con-

sensus among its leading institutions, that a line must finally threat of “rogue states” wielding “weapons of mass destruc-
tion.” The first show of strength of the “new NATO” wasbe drawn against the further “rolling back” of Russia’s strate-

gic position in the world. This consensus is reflected by not launched just in time for its 50-year celebration in April 1999:
the war against Yugoslavia. A scandal-weakened U.S. Presi-only by the “hard line” in Chechnya, but also by the shifts in

Russia’s defense and security doctrine (see EIR, Jan. 28, 2000, dent Clinton, who resisted the war push and had tried to pursue
a policy course of cooperation with Russia and China, wasp. 44), and not least of all by the growing military and strategic

cooperation with China (“Russia, China Counter Threat to bullied and out-maneuvered.
After the shameful orchestration of the Rambouillet deba-World Security,” EIR, Dec. 24, 1999).

But, as insiders on both sides of the Atlantic are freely cle by Albright and Cook, the last opportunity to head off the
war was direct talks between Russian Prime Minister Prima-admitting, the main motivation for the sudden interest in co-

operation with Moscow, lies not some sudden strengthening kov and U.S. President Clinton. But Primakov’s visit was
sabotaged only hours before his scheduled landing in Wash-of Russia, but rather in the naked bankruptcy of the Anglo-

American policy for a NATO-enforced “unipolar” world or- ington, as Primakov was told, by Vice President Gore person-
ally, that the U.S. government was not prepared to guaranteeder, proclaimed less than a year ago. That failure has given

way to faction fights among various groupings inside the es- that NATO bombing Yugoslavia would not start during Pri-
makov’s stay in Washington. Refusing to give such a guaran-tablishment, seeking to position themselves anew in a period

of unprecedented crisis. tee made it politically impossible for Primakov to go through
with the trip. His plane made a 180-degree turn and headedIt is most enlightening to look back briefly on the process

which has brought us now full circle. back to Moscow. Before he had landed, NATO bombs were
already falling on Belgrade.A year ago, the potential for a New Bretton Woods lay

within immediate reach, thanks in great part to the emergence But after 78 days of relentless bombardment of Yugosla-
via by the entire available inventory of NATO “smart weap-of what Lyndon LaRouche called the “Survivors’ Club”—a

developing process involving Prime Minister Dr. Mahathir ons,” and after the bombing of the Chinese Embassy in Bel-
grade on May 7 had practically destroyed what was positivebin Mohamad’s Malaysia, Russia, China, India, and other

nations, seeking a way out of the world strategic and financial in Clinton’s China policy in a single blow, what did NATO
have to show for its “triumph of the will”? The bombingcrisis on the basis of a community of principle among sover-

eign nations. If the United States had supported and joined campaign, supposedly intended to paralyze and destroy the
Serbian forces in Kosovo, was militarily a total failure. Thewith that effort, in the way Lyndon LaRouche proposed, the

world today would look very different, and much better, than “success” of the bombing was to destroy a large part of Yugo-
slavia’s civilian infrastructure and industry, and indirectly tothe mess that confronts us now.

Following Chinese President Jiang Zemin’s notable ad- collapse the economies of all the nations in the region. At the
zenith of its supposed irresistible power, the “new NATO”dress at the “Science City” in Novosibirsk on Nov. 24, 1998

(see “Jiang in Russia: A Speech that Can Change History,” was powerless to end the conflict by itself. It was only with
the help of Russia, that NATO could finally extricate itself,EIR, Dec. 4, 1998), calling for joint launching of a new era of

scientific and technological progress, Russian Prime Minister leaving the Balkans a bleeding sore which has become contin-
uously worse ever since.Yevgeni Primakov put forward, during a Dec. 21-22, 1999

visit to India, the idea of a “strategic triangle” between Russia, Rather than stop the cooperation among Russia, China,
and India, the NATO “flight-forward” policy simply hard-India, and China. With the subsequent visit of Chinese Pre-

mier Zhu Rongji to Russia and the breakthrough of “bus diplo- ened it, pushing these and other nations into a reluctant, but
increasingly adversarial position in defense of their own na-macy” between India and Pakistan in late February 1999,

the model successes of Malaysian Prime Minister Mahathir’s tional sovereignty. Perhaps the most revealing evidence of
this is the rapidly developing Russian-Chinese military andcapital controls policy against the International Monetary

Fund, and related developments, the “Survivors’ Club” ten- advanced-technology cooperation, and the principled, com-
mon position against the “unipolar” policy, voiced in the jointdency accelerated markedly. Alarm bells rang in London and

among the Anglophile establishment in the United States. Russian-Chinese declaration of December last year.
Exactly the sort of triangular cooperation, taking shape be-
tween Russia, India, and China, was what Zbigniew Brzezin- Voice of opposition

On this background, it is not surprising that the newlyski and other British-style geopoliticians identified as the
“greatest possible strategic threat.” found Western interest in a strategic partnership with Russia

should be accompanied by a growing chorus of Western es-The geopoliticians’ answer was the mad push for “NATO
globalization” by Blair and the Albright-Gore-Cohen-Shel- tablishment voices, sharply criticizing the Kosovo war and

NATO’s eastern push.ton “Gang of Four” in the United States. A NATO, constantly
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On Feb. 8, for example, the U.S. television program “60 eignty. . . . How did this disaster occur? Through straightfor-
ward diplomatic error by Cook and Albright,” who had in-Minutes” documented how the U.S.-U.K. bombing of Iraq in

December 1998, and the launching of the NATO war against sisted on the Rambouillet policy which led to the war.
Similarly, Lord William Rees-Mogg, spokesman for anYugoslavia in March 1999, had destroyed any possibility for

ratification of the second Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty influential faction of the British establishment, warned in an
editorial in the London Times that “NATO must beware of(SALT II) by the Russian State Duma (lower house of Parlia-

ment). On the program, U.S. four-star Gen. Eugene Habiger repeating the Vietnam catastrophe in Central Asia. . . . The
expansion of NATO further into the far Balkans, into theopenly criticized the policy of marginalizing and provoking

Russia. “We are doing a heck of a harm . . . by continuing to Black Sea, into the Caspian area, could not reliably be sus-
tained either in terms of politics or defense. . . . Overexpan-poke this NATO stick into Russia’s eyes,” he said.

In its January issue, International Affairs, the journal of sion would be bad for NATO, for the security of oil supplies
and for the unity of the West.” The West should stop “pouringthe Royal Institute for International Affairs, the leading Brit-

ish foreign policy institute, published a blistering condemna- oil on the flames.”
Many other examples could be given. But these establish-tion of NATO’s Kosovo debacle, authored by senior British

Royal Navy officer Michael MccGwire, entitled “Why Did ment voices, while signalling a break from the Brzezinskian
“flight-forward” policy pursued by Blair, Albright, et al., inWe Bomb Belgrade?” The Kosovo war, which MccGwire

called a “pet project” of Albright, could only be compared to no way offer any real solution to the strategic crisis. The
key, of course, lies in a United States now in the midst of athe Suez misadventure of 1956. The bombing of Belgrade,

had only made the humanitarian disaster in Kosovo much historically decisive Presidential campaign, where the only
actual ideas—including how to develop a real partnershipworse, declared MccGwire.

On Feb. 10, Boris Johnson, editor of the Spectator, wrote with Russia—are coming from a single candidate: Lyndon
LaRouche.a commentary in the British Daily Telegraph condemning

the role of the Blair government in pushing the war against A senior Central European diplomat characterized the di-
lemma as follows: “LaRouche looks like our only hope. WithYugoslavia. The war, he wrote, “was the first assertion of the

New World Order, in which liberal values could be imposed Clinton at least you could discuss. But with Bush or Gore,
there is no brain to talk to.”in spite of suchfigments as international law or national sover-

For previews and
information on
LaRouche publications:

Visit EIR's
Internet Website!
• Highlights of current issues of EIR
• Pieces by Lyndon LaRouche
• Every week: transcript and audio of

the latest EIR Talks radio interview.

http: / /www.larouchepub.com

e-mail: larouche@larouchepub.com

GENOCIDE
RUSSIA AND THE 
NEW WORLD ORDER
Russia in the 1990s: “The rate of
annual population loss has been more
than double the rate of loss during the
period of Stalinist repression and
mass famine in the first half of the
1930s . . . There has been nothing like this in the
thousand-year history of Russia.” —Sergei Glazyev

Paperback, with a preface by Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.

$20
Order #ER 2267

Economist Dr. Sergei Glazyev was Minister of
Foreign Economic Relations in Boris Yeltsin’s
first cabinet, and was the only member of the
government to resign in protest of the
abolition of Parliament in 1993.

Order from

EIR News Service, Inc.
P.O. Box 17390 Washington, D.C. 20041-0390
OR Order by phone, toll-free: 888-EIR-3258
OR Send e-mail with Visa or MasterCard number and expiration

date to: eirns@larouchepub.com
Shipping and handling: $4.00 for first book, $1.00 for each additional book.

EIR March 3, 2000 International 49


