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From the Associate Editor

A senior French diplomatic source, speakindt® in the after-
math of President Bush’s State of the Union speech, declared that
“all the things that LaRouche spoke about months ago are now hap-
pening.” This individual had previously expressed skepticism about
LaRouche’s view that the Sept. 11 terror attacks were an attempted
coup d’@at from within the U.S. military and affiliated civilian policy
circles—not the work of supposed “terrorist mastermind” Osama bin
Laden. But today, the source affirms that “what we see now, is a
global plan. Itis clear to me, that LaRouche was right, in saying that
Sept. 11 was an internal operation. The American government is
being used as an instrument, from higher levels, to bring about world
dictatorship and domination, military and monetary.” According to
him, the center-point of resistance has to be for Europe to fight for
implementing the “post-World War 1l European model in the Middle
East,” since “Washington is using the Middle East, to help bring
about this military and monetary dictatorship.”

In International, you will find reports on many others around
the world who are stunned and appalled at the new Bush Doctrine,
including as it was presented at the Munich Wehrkunde conference
on international security, by the Four Baboons pictured on our cover.
LaRouche’s pithy remarks on the subject, “McCain’s ‘Big-Noose’
Party,” are on p. 37. The shock of Europeans and others at the Bush
Doctrine is being intensifed by Ariel Sharon’s fascist actions against
the Palestinians, which the United States is doing nothing to stop.
And the widespread circulation of LaRouche’s statementt*Go
terdanmerung in Palestine” (published in last week’s issue, and also
as a leaflet for mass distribution), has created a rallying point, here
and abroad, for increasing resistance.

In contrast to the surrealism and lying coming out of Washington
on the economy, see LaRouche’s commentary, “Stop Kidding Us
Over Enron!” There are many more “Enrons” out there, waiting to
blow out, and there will be no solution, until the deregulation of
economic policy is replaced by American System dirigist methods.
And that, as LaRouche underlines, means “it is time for a change, a
very big change. Congressman, it may mean time for a big change in
you, or, in the alternative, the elected occupant of your present seat.”
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[Lessons of the Enron Debacle:
Roll Back Deregulation!

by John Hoefle

EIR’s John Hoefle prepared the following written testimonytion of California, the nation, and the internpational commu-
on “Enron: The Convergence of Energy and Financial Dere- nity onthedestructive nature of deregulation, and thekey role
gulation, and the End of the Off-Balance-Sheet Era,” for theEnron has played in that process. LaRouche has aso led the
Feb. 6, 2002 hearings on “The Effects of Changes to thdight against the out-of-control speculation in the derivatives
PUHCA” convened by the Senate Committee on Energy antharkets, where Enron also played.

Natural Resources. The PUHCA (Public Utility Holding

TheEnrondebaclenow givesCongress, and thisCommit-

Company Act) was pushed through in 1935 by Presidentee, theopportunity tore-visitthenation’ sapproachto deregu-
Franklin Roosevelt, to break up the Morgan electricity cartel lation, to confront and correct the errorswhich are destroying

(seeEIR, June 15, 2001).

With every day that passes, it becomes more obvious that
Enron was a thoroughly corrupt corporation, which cooked
its books through a variety of schemes, including the use of
special-purpose entities and off-balance-sheet partnerships.
As aresult of these machinations, Enron presented a com-
pletely false face to the public—it was a financial scam,
masquerading as an energy company.

At this point, few would argue that Enron was out of
control, operatingwell outsidetheboundsof ethicsand appar-
ently outside thelaw; and few would arguethat those officers
and directorsof Enron, aswell asitsaccountantsand lawyers,
should be held accountable for their actions, or the lack
thereof.

Thereisanother group which should be held accountable,
andthat groupincludesthepolicymakerswho havesystemati-
cally stripped away the body of protections which had been
written into state and Federa laws and regulations, in order
to keep the Enrons of the world in check.

Lyndon LaRouche, the Founding Editor of EIRNews Ser-
vice, has, both through this news service and through hisrole
as apre-candidate for the 2004 Presidential election, led the
mobilization agai nst energy deregulation, focussing theatten-
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out nation’s economy. It is an opportunity which should not
be wasted.

Beyond the Cultureof Corruption

The “culture of corruption” which thrived at Enron is
nothing new; history is replete with similar examples of un-
trammeled greed, and of the need to protect populationsfrom
that greed. The strength of our nation is based in part on the
creativity of our people; and for that creativity to flourish, the
public must be protected from exploitation. Creativity is the
rising tide which lifts all boats, but those boats must also be
protected from pirates.

Initsinvestigation of the Enron affair, the Congress must
look not just at the company, but at the environment in which
the company operated. In this case, that means looking at
how deregulation created the conditionsunder which Enron’ s
activities became possible.

Oneof thefounding principlesof the United States, isthat
thegovernment has, not just theright, but theduty, to advance
and protect the General Welfare of the People. In the wake of
the Great Depression, anumber of lawswere passed to protect
the People from abuses: prominent among them the Glass-
Steagall Act, whichwasdesignedto prevent financial insiders
from profiting at the expense of the genera public; and the

EIR February 15, 2002



Enronisneither anisolated
collapse, nor an isolated
criminality, but the soul of 1990s
U.S energy and economic
policy. The Texas-centered

“ Southern Strategy” of such as
James Baker 111 (center), Enron
Chairman Ken Lay (top right),
and Sen. Phil Gramm (bottom
right), tore up the 60-year-old
lawswhich had giventhe U.S.
reliable energy; created Enronin
the process; and was completing,
through Vice President Cheney's

Public Utilities Holding Company Act, which was designed
to protect the People from the machinations of the giant
Morganand Insull el ectricity cartel s, whose hol ding company
structures were in many respects the equivalents of today’s
off-balance-sheet structures.

Congress passed these laws because events proved them
necessary—they were necessary then, and they are neces-
sary today.

Over theyears, most of the protectionsimplemented dur-
ing the Roosevelt erahave been stripped away . Glass-Steagal |
was gutted, then repealed, and an already-weakened PUHCA
isfacingasimilar fateunlesswiser mindsprevail. Thecombi-
nation of energy deregulation, and the surge in mergers
among regulated utility holding companies, has created an
environment in which the electricity market is increasingly
coming to resembl e the casino mondial e financial markets.

Enron, in many respects, reflects the deadly convergence
of financial and energy deregulation. Inits SECfilings, Enron
described itself as an investment bank, and testimony before
this Congress has detailed the extent to which Enron was a
derivativestrading firm rather than an energy company. What
Enron was doing, was applying to the deregulated energy
markets, the same kinds of speculative derivatives trading
that the big investment and commercia banks—adistinction
whichisfast disappearing—have long applied to the deregu-
lated financial markets.

In its off-balance-sheet activities, Enron wasfollowing a
trend which began inthe banking world. Until recently, every
issue of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corp.’s Quarterly
Banking Profile contained a line item for “ off-bal ance-sheet
derivatives.” The FDIC has discreetly dropped the “ off-bal-
ance-sheet” portion of the designation, but the derivatives
remain—$51.7 trillion of them, backed by $6.6 trillion in
assets and $586 billion in equity capital. A loss equivalent to
just 1.1% of thetotal derivatives portfolio would be sufficient
to wipe out the entire equity capital of the U.S. banking
system.
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task force, a national energy
policy made for collapse.

Congressional Policy Created Problem

Themost egregious exampleof derivatives speculationis
J.P. Morgan Chase & Co., which by itself has a $24 trillion
derivativesportfolio, roughly half of thetotal derivativesheld
by all U.S. bank holding companies. That figureis as of the
third quarter, at which point M organ Chase reported assets of
$799 hillion and equity capital of $42.7 billion, meaning that
aloss equivaent to lessthan 0.2% of its derivatives portfolio
would wipe out its equity base. At Citigroup and Bank of
America, which between them have another $18 trillion in
derivatives, it would take only 0.5%.

These aren’t banks, any more than Enron was an energy
company. Enron’ sreported $200 billion derivativesportfolio
pales by comparison to the holdings of the big banks, but
Enron was just getting started. The big banks were aready
involved in energy trading, and with Enron’s demise have
strengthened their position in the market.

The extraordinary danger presented by such derivatives
speculationisclear inthe Enron case, where derivativeswere
used to hide the company’s condition. But again, thisis just
acase of Enron following the example of its banking peers,
asinvestigations by the Japanese government have brought to
light numerous examples where Wall Street firms employed
derivatives to help Japanese companies hide losses. Deriva
tives were also at the root of the 1998 failure of Long-Term
Capital Management, and beforethat, thewave of derivatives
losseswhich swept the country intheearly 1990s. The shock-
ing $105 hillion drop in assets at Morgan Chase during the
fourth quarter suggests that the derivatives losses have not
gone away, but are just better hidden in a complex of off-
bal ance-sheet structures of the type we seein the Enron case.

Had Congress and the states not dismantled the nation’s
regulatory protections, there would be no need for these hear-
ings. This hearing provides the Senate with the opportunity
toreturnto apolicy of sound regulationinthe publicinterest.
PUHCA must be strengthened, not weakened, asthefirst step
inrolling back deregulation. Congress must choose between

Economics 5



servicing the casino at the expense of the population, and
protecting the General Welfare by rebuilding the protections
which have been stripped away.

The Energy Committee, in particul ar, hasthe responsibil-
ity of “picking up the pieces’ from the “ Enronomics’ era, so
that the nation may begin to reverse the damage done by
deregulation. As LaRouche outlines in his forthcoming spe-
cial report, Economics: Atthe End of aDelusion, wecanbuild
our way out of thisdeepening global depression, if we choose
to do so, but it requires the courage to admit that we must
abandon the policies which have created this disaster.

Energy Re-Regulation and Recovery Program

LaRouche outlined the measures which are required in
the energy realminaninternational webcast on Jan. 24, 2002,
in an exchange with State Sen. Joe Neal (D-Las Vegas), a
senior Nevada lawmaker, who successfully led the fight
against deregulation, and against Enron, in his state, and also
in other states and in Mexico.

In response to Neal’ s question about the reasons for the
collapse of Enron and what it means for the country,
LaRouche responded:

“1 would go backwards, and go from the end-result of the
crash of Enron, rather than trying to, say, re-write the history
of what Enron’ s history should have been.

“First of all, we face amajor energy crisisin the United
States. The severity of this crisisis hidden by the fact of the
collapse of our industries. If we were to rev up the economy
overnight, we couldn’t support it. “People don't realize that
we have been exporting our industries. In shutting down
whole sections of the functions of our economy, we have
loweredtherequirement of energy! If weweretotry torestore
theeconomy, towhat it was, at, say, 1980 or earlier, wewould
have to have alarge amount of new energy.

“So, therefore, we have the need for a national energy
recovery program, which would cover, inclusively, the prob-
lemswhichareillustrated by, and posed by Enron, and similar
institutions. That means we have to repeal deregulation; go
back to the system of regul ation we used to have: | think we'd
just go back to that; that’ s adequate, because it would work.
There are precedents; the machinery is al understood—it
would work. Just doiit.

But set also into motion—see, President Bush istrying to
find out ways of stimulating the economy, and he doesn’t
know how to doit. Well, thisis one of the ways of doing it. If
you take Federal money, and use it—not just as Federa
printed money, but Federal credit—and you put it into a na-
tional energy program, which is going to fix the national en-
ergy grid system, to make it more usable and to improve its
performance: That, initself, isagood way to make the econ-
omy grow. And, it’s typical of the various measures, which
government can take, which are largely in the area of infra-
structure and special projects; not in the private sector, as
such, but in those areas alone, which will cause the economy
togrow.”
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Stop Kidding Us
Over Enron!

by Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.

February 8, 2002

| smell an attempted “ cover-up” afoot, now spilling over into
somefeatures of the current Enron hearings by Congressional
committees. | am reminded of acase | studied in some detail
about 60 years ago, the case of the famous privateer, Cap-
tain Kidd.

Captain Kidd, like Enron, was, in his time, a chartered
captain of legalized rapineandtheft; likeEnron, a“ privateer.”
Hischarter for hisvoyageswasissued on behalf of England’s
monarchy, but deployed from the English coloniesin North
America. According to the records compiled for his subse-
guent trial and execution, there came atime when amutinous
mood spread among the lustily larcenous membersof Kidd's
crew. The apparent cause of this was the prolonged interval
at seawithout taking alegal target of the type for which that
privateering venture had been licensed. Kidd himself was
reported to have been threatened with death should he fail to
takearich prize.

According to the judgment of thetime, under these muti-
nous pressures from the crew, arich, but unlawful prize was
taken—which is to say, as in the Enron case, outside of the
bounds of the thievery for which the privateering expedition
had been explicitly licensed. How much was taken in this
act of piracy is unknown to the present day; Kidd's alleged
treasurewas, apparently, never found. Thosein Americawho
had backed Kidd's venture, were displeased by their failure
to obtain aprofit. They dumped their protégé, Kidd, who was
captured and taken to London, and executed.

More than a half-century ago, the excellent rare books
section of the Boston Public Library provided me access to
the memorable documents on the matter, including the death
sentence which ostensibly should have concluded the case.
Unfortunately, over the subsequent centuries, the crucial im-
plications of the case were often overlooked, in the zeal of
someto discover where Kidd' s rumored treasure might have
been buried. Decades have passed since | studied those re-
cords, and the morals of our nation have changed, for the
worse. Thereisalesson to belearned about the way inwhich
those moral s have changed.

The crime of which Kidd was charged, was, like the dubi-
ous doings of Enron, not so much of apersonal, as of amore
serious, systemic nature. Like the case of Kidd, the systemic
character of the crime of Enron, the system of privateering
itself, was overlooked by those who preferred to store up

EIR February 15, 2002



copious Congressional tearsfor the suffering of theinvestors.

In the comparable, Enron case, today, what of the suffer-
ing of those who, unlike the backers and crew of Kidd' svoy-
age, wereneither employeesnor backersof Enron’ sprivateer-
ing venture? What of those who did not share the fruits of
Enron, but who—as among the government and peopl e of the
state of California—had perhapslost much of their pensions
and of their health-care, because of the systemic effectsof the
same kinds of policies of deregulation of both finance and
energy supplieswhich that scandal-ridden Enron case merely
typifiestoday?

TheFuriesAreCircling

Whatever remains to be discovered and decided about
the details of the Enron case, certain conclusions are aready
shown beyond reasonable doubt. Dickens' “Artful Dodger”
has been taken captive, but the “Old Fagin” of deregulation,
who fathered the crime-wave, plods on still. Does one, there-
fore, hear, perhaps, the rustle of the Furiesinthe air?

The crucial feature of thefinancia scamsassociated with
Enron’ sdoom, istherole of financial derivatives. Thecurrent
phase of utter collapse of Enron, was brought on because
certain sectionsof theinternational marketinfinancial deriva-
tives, have reached the threshold of achain-reaction collapse
in that entire section of the market in internationa financia
speculation.

The conditions which have led to the present brink of
such a generalized chain-reaction collapse, are those most
concisely stated in the second version of my now internation-
ally-renowned “ Triple Curve.” During a period no later than
mid-2000, the amount of new monetary pumping needed to
maintain approximately current levels of crucia financial
markets, wasgreater than theamount of financial paper values
sustainedin thisway. Theinternational financial marketshad
entered into apotentially hyper-inflationary spiral, of thetype
which gripped 1923 Weimar Germany. Continued monetary
pumping of that type, in a deregulated market, would mean
blowing out the system. The result was a crunch developing
in the most bloated, most wildly speculative section of the
world’ sfinancial bubblestoday, thefinancial derivativespor-
tion. The credit derivatives specialty is presently among the
most vulnerable.

The proposed, just-look-at-Enron-only investigations
policy, put forth by some members of the Congress, is about
asrelevant, under the present circumstances, astrying to stop
aforest fire with awatering can.

Since 1995-1996, in particular, the mgjority of the ele-
ments of the U.S. political system, including, of course, that
billionaire-controlled “Big Brother” of the mass entertain-
ment multi-media, has been pumping out fairy-stories. such
as promises of the psychotic glories of the “Revolution in
Military Affairs (RMA)”; the now busted “New Economy”
bubble of 1995-2000; the myth of the “Asia only” crisis of
1997; and the myth of “it was only one Capistrano swallow”
hype over the 1998 collapse of the Long Term Capital Man-
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agement bubble. The latest fable of that genreisnow, “Let’s
hope Enron was an isolated case!”

Stop trying to Kidd the people! The cause of the crisis
was no Kidd; it was the system of privateering, or, what is
called today “deregulation.” Y ou, including you in the Con-
gress who have ritually pushed deregulation of about every-
thing, have, in effect, deregulated crime itself. You have
crime, such asthe Enron case, before you today, becauseyou,
in effect, voted for it—not because you really knew what you
were doing, but simply, as usual, “to go aong, to get along.”

Now, hear therustle of the Furies. Enronisnot anisolated
case, it isjust thefirst big fatality in an onrushing epidemic.
It is time for a change, a very big change. Congressman, it
may mean timefor abig changeinyou, or, inthe alternative,
the el ected occupant of your present seat.

World Economic Forum

Davos Funny Water Was
Drunk in N.Y. This Year

by Scott Thompson

From Jan. 31 through Feb. 4, the World Economic Forum
(WEF)—drawing some 3,000 businessmen, political leaders,
and non-governmental organizations—met in New York
City, for the first time since its founding in 1971, in the ski
resort in Davos, Switzerland. Unemployment and homeless-
nesshboth arerampant in New Y ork thisWinter, and thecity’s
budget hasabrand new revenuehol eestimated at $4-6 billion.
But something special must have been in the drinking water
at “ Davos on the Hudson,” as speaker after speaker could see
nothing but recovery and “economic upswing” at hand. The
only prominent non-imbiber, evidently, wasMicrosoft Chair-
man Bill Gates, who straightforwardly asserted that therewas
no “recovery” in sight.

Thereality of theongoing economic collapsewaslurking,
even at “Davos,” in the few actual economic reports pre-
sented. But Lyndon LaRouche was not asked to speak at the
World Economic Forum; as in the 2000 Presidential cam-
paign, the systemic economic collapse LaRouche had fore-
cast, was denied; no one dared so much asto mention Japan,
for example; and in six months these international “leaders’
will beforcedtolook back ontheir speechesinNew Y ork asif
on unwel come photos of alost Saturday night drunken binge.

More importantly, the WEF hosted both sides in the cru-
cial international strategic policy brawl ongoing since Sept.
11: whether totry to control the economic collapsewith anew
global imperialism, the clash of civilizations, and worldwide
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war. Harvard Prof. Samuel Huntington and his geopolitical
mentor Zbigniew Brzezinski clashed with those participants
seeking some sort of peace and development, particularly in
the volatile Middle East, as epitomized by Secretary of State
ColinPowell and others’ Middle East diplomacy at theWorld
Economic Forum.

‘TheUpswing IsHere

In an interview with the London Financial Times before
the start of the WEF, printed on Jan. 31, U.S. Treasury Secre-
tary Paul O'Neill forecast that the “recession,” if there was
one, would end by the first half of 2002. Elaborating on this
at the WEF on Feb. 2, Secretary O’ Neill said that despite the
bursting of the dot.com bubble, “The U.S. economy has the
potential to grow at 3% or 3.5% real growth for the indefinite
future. ... We are in the process of moving out of a slow
period in our economy.” O'Neill’s Deputy, Kenneth Dam,
added the message that the global economy had turned the
corner, because the latest data on economic growth, unem-
ployment, and consumer and business surveys “would indi-
cate that the U.S. economy has bottomed out.”

Thisdelusional view of theeconomy—* becauseit’ sgone
down, it must be about to go back up”—was echoed by Ger-
man Chancellor Gerhard Schroder, who breathed a “thank
God” that there were “some signals’ of improvement in the
United Statesand theeuro zone. “ Many indicatorstoday point
to recovery in the United States economy,” the Chancellor
said, adding wishfully: “ Therearewel come signsthat, during
the course of the year, there will also be better economic
developments in the euro-zone and German economies.”
(Prudently, he did not try to enumerate these alleged signs of
eurorecovery, perhapsnot wanting such quotesto follow him
back across the Atlantic into his re-election campaign.)

As for the destruction caused by the fascist Maastricht
Treaty, Schroder told WEF participants, “We need more, not
lessintegration.”

Gail Fosler of the Conference Board argued at a Jan. 31
session, that based upon Gross Domestic Product (GDP) fig-
ures, “the recovery has already begun.” She said that last
September would proveto bethelow point of the* recession.”
Jacob Frenkel, the president of Merrill Lynch International
told the WEF' s opening session on the same day that: “The
story of the world in the coming year will be the story of
the United States.” He predicted that U.S. recovery would
“definitely” occur inthesecond half of 2002. Frenkel’ sgenius
was most recently applied as chief advisor to Argentina's
disgraced Finance Minister Domingo Cavallo, and currently
inasimilar positionin Isragl.

Yet, despite this hysterical denia of the systemic eco-
nomic breakdown, some evidence of reality leaked through.
Thus, Stephen Roach, of the nearly bankrupt firm of Morgan
Stanley, noted that the GDP increase had been led by con-
sumer spending with 0% interest rates on cars. “ Americans
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have been buying cars, but they don't keep on buying cars,
month-in, month-out. There is going to be a payback.” It
was reported and acknowledged, that the reason official U.S.
unemployment had dropped to 5.6% rather than rising to
the expected 5.9%, was that a million Americans had given
up looking for work in December, so that they were not
counted in the statistics; ie, real unemployment had clearly
risen again.

Also, in an economic statistic that recalled the Great De-
pression, WEF participants were told that growth in world
trade had been only 1% last year—and that the growth came
not from nations and their companies trading with one an-
other, but rather from companies outsourcing production of
gpare parts, factories, etc. and thus “increasing trade” with
their own subsidiaries.

President Alejandro Toledo of Peru raised the crisis of
Argentina. Despite his International Monetary Fund (IMF)-
style rhetoric, that that nation “has to show a willingness to
put its house in order,” the Peruvian President stated ner-
vously, “We have to put out this fire.” The present crisis of
bankrupt Japan, which is currently the most likely detonator
of free-fall collapse, was not even brought up at the WEF,
being apparently afire that was too hot to control.

Treasury Secretary O'Neill indicated an intention to let
the “Argentine” fire burn, saying of Third World debt and
poverty, “You can only go so far with tears. . . . Don't talk to
me about compassion. I’ve seen with my own eyes babies
borninto the dust and | know about Africa. . . . What we need
todo, iscreatethe circumstances under which societies create
their own wealth. Every society needs to become a wealth-
generative organization, not a consumer of other people’s
money” (obviously with unintentional humor, insofar as the
United States has an annual net import of $500-750 hillion
of investment). He continued, “Putting these countries on
welfarewon'’t help anyone.”

The Financial Times noted on Feb. 4 that O’ Neill’ sfree-
trader refusal to consider debt relief and development credit,
struck even the WEF members as “outright crass.” Wrote
the Financial Times's Jeremy Warner: “It was hard to know
whether tolaugh or cry astheU.S. Treasury Secretary strutted
hisstuff . . . Hismessage seemed somewhat callousfor acity
that is still struggling to come to terms with the tragedy of
11 September.”

Important Sidebar Diplomacy

On Feb. 1, the WEF held a panel entitled, “Building a
Codlitionfor aStable World: Who Will Shareinthe Burden,”
during which the following exchange on Middle East peace
occurred between Secretary of State Colin Powell and Euro-
pean Union High Representative for Foreign Policy Javier
Solana:

Powell: “I might begin by saying that the United States
remains deeply engaged in trying to find a solution to the
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crisisin the Middle East. When this administration camein
last year, we immediately gave our support to Sen. George
Mitchell and Javier Solana and their colleagues to complete
their work. And that Mitchell report, asitisknown, hasgiven
us aroad map to get back to the negotiating table, beginning
with the cease-fire, confidence-building measures, and other
activities that will allow us to start discussions again on the
basis of UN Resolutions 242 and 338.

“SincetheMitchell report wasissued last spring, we have
been actively engaged with George Tenet, our CIA director,
my own involvement, the involvement of President Bush on
anumber of occasions. And then President Bush cameto the
United Nations General Assembly not too long ago, and was
thefirst United States President ever to stand up infront of an
international body and talk about hisvision for astate for the
Palestinian people by the name of Palestine, living in peace
and security next to Israel, aJJewish state. | followed that with
aspeechinLouisvillethat laid out our visionin greater detail .
And then General Zinni went over to try to begin the security
discussions that would lead to the cease-fire. . . .

“Theinteresting thing about our work isthat asthe United
States has pursued this policy, it has been with the closest
consultation, in the closest consultation with so many of my
friends here on the stage with me. Javier Solana and | talk
constantly, to make sure we're giving a consistent message.
... I'min close touch with my Russian and other colleagues
who have more than apassing interest in thisarea.”

Solana: “Thank you. Thank you very much. I'd like to
start by saying that what Colin Powell has said, | share. We
have been—we are, we continue to be in permanent contact,
and tried with the best of our intentions to seek how we can
solve this difficult problem.

“Now let me tell you my own experience. | have been
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U.S-European exchanges on
the Middle East crisis,
involving EU representative
Javier Solana (left) and
Secretary of Sate Powell, were
theimportant events at the
World Economic Forum. The
€economics presentations, by
contrast, were pure denial and

fantasy.

engaged in the Middle East since the Madrid conference [in
1992]. That seems to be centuries ago, but it's not that far
away. And | havetotell you that thismoment is, to my mind,
themost difficult one. And | think an effort of theinternational
coalition, it will be needed to try to stop the situation. | think
we have an obligation to do so, and we cannot probably let
the parties al oneto continue going through theroutein which
they are now moving. . . . We havethe obligation, | think, as
a coalition, international community, to get engaged and to
get engaged rapidly, and to get engaged in an intense manner.

“| participated on the Mitchell report with Senator Mitch-
ell and President Demirel from Turkey. | remember very well
whenwe werelooking at that situation and we started writing
the draft in the Mitchell report; we had a very clear chapter
that we called ‘cooling-off measures.” Why did we call it
‘cooling-off measures’ ? Because we knew that it was going
to be very difficult to obtain zero temperature, as far as vio-
lence is concerned, in a very short period of time. ... We
needed to go slowly into this cooling-off period, and at the
sametime, accompany thiscooling-off period with somecon-
fidence-building measures.

“That isthe past, unfortunately. Now isthereality, and as
has been said by Colin Powell, the Palestinian Authority has
to do the utmost to stop violence. Thisisamust. But also, the
Israeli government hasto begin to get engaged through some
political perspective. Itwill bevery difficult without any polit-
ical perspectiveto get the situation to the zero temperature or
the zero violence that everybody around the table would like
to have.”

During Secretary Powell’ s speech at the WEF, heempha-
sized, “Wehaveto make surethat, aswefight terrorism using
military means and legal means and law enforcement and
intelligence means . . . we have to show people who might
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moveinthedirection of terrorismthat thereisabetterway . . .
[because] terrorismisaproduct of hopel essnessand poverty.”

It was through U.S. urging, that Israeli Foreign Minister
Shimon Peres (Labor Party), while at the WEF, met with
Secretary Powell to discuss the status of Middle East peace,
and held talks with Palestinian Legislative Speaker Ahmed

Qurel (ak.a. Abu Ala) and Palestinian Economics Adviser
Halad Salam, on Jan. 31, to discuss steps toward a cease-fire.
It was later revealed that both Abu Alaand Salam had taken
part in a heated meeting with Israeli Prime Minister Ariel
Sharon on Jan. 30. Sharon had been called by Jordan’s King
Abdullah Il from Washington, D.C., where the King had met

Nuremberg Rally
At the Super Bowl

This year's Superbowl half-time spectacle on Feb. 3,
struck many for itsechoesof the Nazis' famed Nuremberg
rallies: it used 21st-Century blazing light, blaring sound,
smoke, and a “charismatic figure” to promote a global
policy. The feature attraction was the Irish U2 rock band,
and itsleader, Bono (né Paul Hewson), who had appeared
asasuperstar “friend of the poor” at the World Economic
Forum in New York City the day before. This was an
outstanding display of bread and circuses for the masses,
done in the style of what qualifies as “compassionate
fascism.”

The next day, the media machine gave out the “spin”
on the events. The New York Times wrote that the Super
Bowl haf-timewas, “Most emblematic. There was Bono,
freshfromtheWorld Economic Forum, whereon Saturday
he had a forma debate with Treasury Secretary Paul
O’'Neill and lobbied for the cancellation of Third World
debt. Heled U2 in alive performance during the half-time
show, aone-man walking, talking, singing symbol of how
politics and entertainment mixed here” in New Y ork.

Patriotism Bud-ding All Over

Duringthe Super Bow! “Nurembergrally,” advertisers
blatantly used their TV spots to cheapen patriotism and
even to “commercialize”—not honor—the Sept. 11 dead.
Budweiser showed their noble Clydesdal es bowing to the
knee, as they drew up their wagon toward Ground Zero,
where the World Trade Center used to stand. Bono was
dressed in an American flag. Thisisthe highest-rated TV
program, and most-watched single-day sporting event in
theworld. (Only viewership for the Olympics opening on
Feb. 8in Utah, will exceed it.) Televised on Fox, the Feb.
3haf-timereached 130 millionviewersinthe U.S.A., and
some 800 million peoplein 180 countries.

The economic policy Bono carried out on the Super
Bowl stage, came from his much-celebrated debate on
Third World debt with U.S. Treasury Secretary Paul

Rock star Bono (left) with Microsoft billionaire Bill Gates. The
two wer e featured speakers at the World Economic Forum,
along with Treasury Secretary Paul O’ Neill, who will
accompany Bono on a junket to Africa to “fi ght poverty and
AIDS”

O'Neill at the World Economic Forum; his coming odd-
couple trip with O’ Neill to Africa “to fight poverty and
AIDS’; his announced plan with billionaire Bill Gates,
“Which we're calling the ‘DATA Agenda : ‘Debt, AIDS
and Trade for Africa, in return for * Democracy, Account-
ability and Transparency in Africa’ ” All this was bally-
hooed in the World Economic Forum publicity, asthe Su-
per Bowl rally went on.

What' s going on? Patriotism, activism, philanthropy,
charity—and to top it off, entertainment, mega-sports
events. But the economic policies promoted here, are a
continuation of precisely those which created the poverty
and collapsein thefirst place—globalized trade, the Inter-
national Monetary Fund, attacks on nations in the false
name of “democracy,” etc. And instead of music and
entertainment, along with sports, the wrapping for the
package was a fascist musical drama aimed at causing
its audience to dissociate and “just feel” a new policy.
Look at Hitler's designs for his 1934 Nuremberg Rally,
which he had Leni Riefenstahl film for her movie, “Tri-
umph of the Will.”

Reportedly, some 3,500 volunteers were prepared in
advanceto help bring off the New Orleans stadium super-
show. In six minutes, ahuge heart-shaped stage was erect-
ed. The four U2 band-members charged out, amidst a sea
of screaming, waving fans (approved to be on the field).
They performed three numbers, utilizing, no morethanthe

10 Economics

EIR February 15, 2002



with Secretary Powell, representing the views of Jordan,
Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Syria.

While there has been no immediate breakthrough on the
ground, itisnotablethat Secretary Powell ismaintaining pres-
sure on his opponents within the Administration, in the
“Wolfowitz cabal,” who envision a Phase |1 of the “war on

customary five chords each—"Beautiful Day,” “MLK,”
and “Where the Streets Have No Name.” The lyrics—
undiscernible under the ear-splitting amps—are al well
known, from previous best-seller U2 releases. During the
incited frenzy, Bono jogged all around the perimeter of
the stage as an action stunt, while the crowd swayed and
screamed. The TV camera shots were pre-set to beam the
choreography to viewers at home.

When the song, “Where the Streets Have No Name,”
began, a giant screen appeared from on high, scrolling
down the names of those killed on Sept. 11, in black and
white transparent lettering (apparently, this projects on
smoke). The stands were darkened, and the names re-
flected over the thousands of bleachers. The sound levels,
lighting, and gigantic special effects, al came together
into calibrated focusfor maximum effect to induce amass
“wave of concern.” Asthe lights played on Bono, he dra-
matically opened hislapel, to reveal an American flag.

Anyone still paying actual attention, will have noticed
that the scrolling got down only to about the letter “D”
among the dead. So, the list was a come-on. Then, the
show over, U2 ran out; the huge staff and volunteersdisas-
sembl ed the heart-shaped stage within six minutes; and the
gladiatorial mayhem of the Super Bowl football teamsre-
commenced.

The U2 and Bono are specialy qualified for their cur-
rent role, from their beginnings in Dublin, in 1978, as a
“politically concerned” group. They were, at times, even
a“ Christian” rock band, which isafraudulently concocted
genre. They record for Universal (part of the mass media
arm of the Lazard Freres/Bronfman interests).

In the “Christian” genre, the idea is that, so-called
“Christian” references and words are used, such as grace,
and salvation, all thewhile employing bel ow-the-belt mu-
sic and theatrics, to induce the audience to zone out, disas-
sociate, turn off their reasoning ability, to“just feel.” After
afew down yearsof what thecriticscall “me-ism” orienta-
tionintheir music, the U2 havereturned to aphony Chris-
tian charity theme, especialy in their “stadium-rocker”
mode. They were part of the hit parade for the 1985 Live
Aid world concert. To further extend their promotional
appeal, aninstrumental releasecalled, “ Strung Outon U2,”
has been put out by Classical string musicians.

—Marcia Merry Baker
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terrorism” as including a Thirty Years War spreading from
the Middle East.

Moreover, Solana and French Foreign Minister Hubert
V édrine—who were both part of the WEF panel with Secre-
tary Powell—spoke out strongly there against President
GeorgeW. Bush's“axisof evil” referencein hisJan. 29 State
of the Union speech. Danilo Taino in an article for Italy’s
Corriere della Serra on “The Axis of Evil Splits the Big
Powers,” reports that, at the WEF, both Védrine and Solana
expressed “ doubts over the American campaign.” “The dif-
ferenceswerelaid out publicly, in front of the U.S. Secretary
of State, [by] EU foreign policy czar Javier Solana: ‘1 do not
think that we could build a coalition in which nobody feelsat
ease.” So far, Solana warned, we have shared the American
action against terrorism; now, however, we want to share
decisions. And Hubert VVédrine, French Foreign Minister, has
repeated the concept: In the war against terrorism, interna-
tional consultations must be more ongoing and targets must
be reviewed and approved periodically.”

‘Clash of Civilizations Gang at WEF
On Jan. 31, the Thirty Years War perspective was put
forward by Harvard’ sHuntington in apanel entitled, “ Defin-
ing What We Share: Bridging Cultures and Civilizations.”
However, asMarc Champion put it inthe Wall Sreet Journal
web edition on Jan. 31, Huntington, true to form, was not
really interested in “bridging cultures and civilizations.”
This“religious program” of the World Economic Forum
was organized by Sheikh Zaki Badawi, a London-based
Egyptian scholar, who is quoted saying that Huntington's
book, Clash of Civilizations, “ has given extremiststhe means
to justify their claims about jihad between Islam and the
West.” Huntington simply lied, and responded that heisjust
warning the world of the facts, as George Kennan had in the
1950s about the danger of nuclear war, so it can be avoided.
The Argentine daily La Nacion on Jan. 4, reported on a
WEF panel entitled, “The Paradigm for the Future,” which
saw, squared off against one another: “British Golem” and
hedge-fund billionaire George Soros; former Carter National
Security Adviser and fascist geopolitician Zbigniew Brzezi-
nski; Huntington, who had been Brzezinski’s protegé at the
Trilateral Commission and National Security Council; Fran-
cis“TheEnd of History” Fukuyama; Sen. Hillary Clinton (D-
N.Y.); and, and Israel’ s Foreign Minister Shimon Peres.
While Huntington and Fukyama argued that there would
likely be a post-Cold War clash of civilizations, “Zbig” ar-
gued that during this conflict, the United States would need
alliesto prosecute the “war on terrorism” to its conclusion—
i.e., aseries of wars throughout what Brzezinski once called
the “Arc of Crisis,” and has now broadened into “ The Eur-
asian Balkans.” As Brzezinski has claimed since his 1997
book, Grand Chessboard, this “zone of instability” now in-
cludes not only the Middle East, but also Transcaucasia and
Central Asia.
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Sept. 11 Fallout? Russia, India Revive
“Trilateral Cooperation’ With China

by Ramtanu Maitra

The back-to-back India visits of Russian Foreign Minister
Igor lvanov (Feb. 3) and Deputy Prime Minister llya Kleba-
nov (Feb. 5-7), areexpected to draw attention of theimportant
capitals of theworld. Foreign Minister Ivanov, who stopped
at Delhi on hisway to Kabul from Tokyo, revived the concept
of “trilateral cooperation” among Russia, Indiaand China.

The concept of atriangul ar rel ationship wasfirst proposed
by former Russian Prime Minister Y evgeny Primakov, who,
during his visit to Delhi in 1999, expressed hope that India,
China, and Russia would be able to establish a “strategic
triangle” that would bein the interests of peace and security.
“India,” Primakov said on that occasion, “is a great power,
and a lot depends on the policy pursued by India, Russia
and China.”

The Revived Concept

Theissue of such Russia-1ndia-Chinacooperation figured
inan hour-longdiscussion Feb. 3betweenthevisitingRussian
Foreign Minister and the Indian Defense Minister, George
Fernandes. According to the Indian External AffairsMinistry
spokesperson, Mrs. NirupamaRao, both* agreed that thethree
countries can explore means of strengthening cooperation
slowly and steadily.” Formal announcement by both sides
indicatesthat the cooperationwill beinitially to counter inter-
national terrorism, and also to provide energy security.

What “ energy security” meansover along period of time
has not been spelled out yet. But what it meansin theimmedi-
ate context, to India, is the Russian and Chinese agreement
to finance and participate as guarantors for the $5.6 hillion
proposed Iran-India gas pipeline, via the Pakistan overland
route. The project has been discussed for years, but India
found it difficult to endorse the proposed route because of its
hostile rel ationship with Pakistan.

In addition, India has been invited to participate in the
Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) as an observer in
its next meeting at St. Petersburg in June. The SCO is an
important security forumwith China, Russia, and four Central
Asian nations—Kazakstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tgjikistan, and
Uzbekistan—as its members. Pakistan, which, like India, is
keen to get into the forum, has made aformal application.

Russian Deputy Prime Minister Klebanov's three-day
visit will be more of a bilateral forum between India and
Russia. He will co-chair, with t#he Indian Finance Minister
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Y ashwant Sinha, the annual Indo-Russian Inter-Governmen-
tal Commission (IRIGC) meeting on cooperation in various
fields, including trade. Klebanov, whoisal so theco-chairman
of thelRIGC onmilitary-technical cooperation, with Defense
Minister George Fernandes, discussed awholerange of issues
with Fernandes relating to defense cooperation and supplies,
the Indian officialsreported.

Following his meeting with the Indian Defense Minister,
Klebanov said: “1 have brought proposals for joint ventures,
with egqual financial stakes, in research, development, and
production of high-tech weapons.” Though emphasizing that
Indiaand Russia should move beyond arms sales, he said the
time has come for thetwo countriesto join handsin devel op-
ing futuristic weapons, especialy for the air force and navy.
Citing the recent success in testing the jointly developed
Brahmos supersonic cruise missiles, Klebanov said Indiaand
Russia should venture into development and production of
fifth generation fightersaswell as civilian aircraft.

During subsequent meetings with Indian Prime Minister
Atal Behari Vajpayee, External Affairs Minister Jaswant
Singh, and National Security Adviser Brajesh Mishra, Kleba-
nov reported that he visualizes joint ventures in civil and
military fields as part of a strategic partnership.

The Earlier Concept

In 1999, when the concept of a “strategic triangle” was
first mooted in Delhi by the Russian PrimeMinister, M oscow
was deeply concerned about expansion of NATO. What was
in Moscow’s mind, as Presidential spokesman Sergei
Prikhodko explained, was to devel op a counterbal ance to the
aggressive unilateral expansion of NATO, as exhibited by
Washington in its Y ugoslavia campaign.

Not exhibiting such fear any longer, both Moscow and
New Delhi seem to be approaching thisimportant movein a
more effective and mature fashion. Russian Foreign Minister
Ivanov said there were no plansfor India, Russia, and China
to forge any axis or bloc. The three countries were “self-
sufficient” and wereinterested in expanding their relationsin
the post-Cold War era, Ivanov said, adding “we have acom-
mon field for interaction, many common interests and com-
mon approaches on the world order.”

Ivanov went further, in order to assuage “fears’ of those
who oppose any triangular cooperation, saying that Russia
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The Summits of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization
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The other war against terrorism: New “ strategic triangle” cooperation among China, Russia, and India may bring India into the Shanghai

Cooperation Organization, formed in 1996 to coor dinate against separatist terrorism. Pakistan, aswell, wishesto join. Thetriangular
cooperation China-Russia-India has economic objectives also, but ispartly areactionto U.S “ Sept. 11" policies.
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considers Japan also an important ingredient inthiscoopera-~ when PrimeMinister Primakov proposed it, seemsto bemore
tion. According to Itar-TASS, he named India, China, and  agreeableto the concept now. During hisrecent visit to India,
Japan as Russia’ smain partnersin Asiawith which Moscow  Zhu Rongji, beside urging New Delhi to enhance Sino-Indian
will develop and strengthen strategic interaction to revivea  trade, commerce, business, and scienceand technol ogy coop-
multipolar world. “Russia has special interest in developing  eration at a rapid pace, said at the banquet speech hosted

relationswith India, aswell aswith Japan,” Ivanov said. in his honor by the Indian Prime Minister: “Currently, the
Therevival of theintent to develop trilateral cooperation international situation is undergoing complex and profound
between two Asian giants and the only “Eurasian nation,” changes. Asthetwo largest devel oping countriesintheworld,

after two years of near-silence, could not have been more  Chinaand India have on their shoulders important responsi-
timely. The Indian External Affairs Ministry sources, how-  hilities for maintaining peace, stability and propserity in
ever, pointed out that the subject remained under discussion  Asia.” Thestatement isextraordinary since China, for thefirst
all this while at the unofficial level among academics and  time, acknowledged that Indiahasaroleto play inall of Asia,
think-tanks in these three countries. It was also “touched and not merely in South Asia.
upon” during Chinese Prime Minister Zhu Rongji’s trip to Even before PrimeMinister Zhu' svisit, China-Indiarela
Indiain January. At that time an Indian think-tank, the Insti-  tions had begun showing a sign of life. In April 2001, New
tutefor Defense Studiesand Analysis(IDSA), had held atwo- Delhi supported Beijing in beating back a \Washington-spon-
day seminar at New Delhi on the subject. sored full-court pressto passaresol ution condemning alleged
EIR, on the other hand, had been promoting the concept humanrightsabusesin China. After thevoteat the53-member
of triangular cooperation among India, China, and Russia, UN Commission on Human Rightsin Geneva, Chinese For-
long before Primakov had made public hisintent in 1999. eign Minister Tang Jiaxuan had personally thanked hisIndian
Beijing, which had expresseditsdisinclinationtotheidea  counterpart, Jaswant Singh, for the support extended by him.
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Since then, indications of Chinese reciprocity became more
evident than ever before in recent years.

But beyond that, anumber of other factorshave comeinto
play. The Indian news daily The Hindu pointed out in its
editorial on Feb. 4 that it has become obviousto New Delhi,
that Moscow is eager to upgrade its India-centric strategic
partnership to meet the diplomatic challenges of the “Bush
doctrine.” What that doctrine meansto do, The Hindu said, is
to co-opt both India and Russia, besides China, into a larger
campaign “to create peace and prosperity in a global order
beyond his ongoing war of terror.” However, America' s as-
sertive unilateralism, as expressed in President Bush's State
of the Union speech, could not be acceptableto either Russia,
China, or India. Thenationsbelongingto Bush' salleged“ axis
of evil” (Irag, Iran, and North Korea) are located in the ex-
tended neighborhood of these three large nations. The Hindu
asserted that the statement al so poses somewhat of athreat to
these three.

Strategic Considerations

For al the strategic marginalization of Russiaand China,
thereisalso anincreasing sense of disquiet in thesetwo coun-
tries about a larger U.S. military role in Asia. At the
Wehrkunde international security conference in Germany
(seeInternational), the defense and foreign ministers of Ger-
many, Russia, and China expressed themselves against any
arbitrary expansion of the United States-led anti-terrorism
fight. All three emphasized that future anti-terrorism strikes
against any nation must have a UN mandate. They were re-
spondingto U.S. Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz's
assertion that the United States did not need a UN mandate,
and could go it dlone.

New Delhi has become uneasy over these devel opments.
Despitethefact that Indiaand the United States haverevived
their military-to-military interaction, signalling theend of the
tension caused by India’s Pokhran Il test of nuclear devices
in May 1998, New Delhi is worried that President Bush is
now scaling up his anti-terror manifesto by injecting into it
his long-term foreign policy objectives. By setting up bases
in Pakistan and some Central Asian nations, which have all
beenidentified as“frontline states” by the United Statesinits
fight against terrorismin Afghanistan, Washington hasraised
concernin both Indiaand Russia at the official level.

Beijing isalso wary of America’ sgrowing strategic pres-
ence in its environment. According to the government offi-
cialsin New Delhi, Indiaand Russia, which have “excellent
relations,” marked by similarity of views on most interna-
tional issues, discussed in depth during Ivanov’s and Kleba-
nov’ svisitsacommon stand on Afghanistan, theU.S. military
presencein Central Asia, and India-Pakistan relations.

On Feb. 5, the head of the Indian Air Force, Satish Jain,
had met Tajik Defense Minister Sherali Khairullayev in
Dushanbe and offered technical assistance to upgrade the
Aini military airfield near the Tajik capita. Earlier, the
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French had agreed to to do the upgrading, but later declined.
Tajikistan is considered to be most dependent on Russia
among all Central Asian nations. New Delhi has taken note
of the Russian intelligence agency’s report that a possible
deployment of anti-missile systems at the U.S. base in Kha-
nabad in Uzbekistan, may affect Russian strategic facilities
throughout vast areas.

Inaddition, New Delhi had been skeptical about Washing-
ton’s commitment against terrorism. It has been pointed out
repeatedly in New Delhi that Washingtoniskeen to deal with
those who cause harm to the United States, and its citizens,
but the United States does not find the same zeal to tackle
those who commit terrorism against others.

Energy Security

The triangular cooperation, as Foreign Minister Ivanov
pointed out, will beto ensure* energy security” to the subcon-
tinent. China has shown interest in connecting agas pipeline
from Turkmenistan to its western Xinjiang province, for on-
ward supply to Pakistan and India. Iran’ s petroleum minister
will bevisiting Pakistanin Marchanditislikely that thelran-
India gas pipeline via the Pakistan overland route will be a
major subject of discussion during hisvisit.

At the same time, the United States is not waiting and
watching. Thismonth, ahigh-level U.S. Export-lmport Bank,
Trade and Development Agency (TDA), and Overseas Pri-
vate Insurance Corporation (OPI C) combined del egation will
arrivein Islamabad to expl ore business opportunities, includ-
ing oil and gas pipeline investment. It has also been reported
that Deputy Treasury Secretary Kenneth Dam, who was in
|slamabad thelast week in January, isalsogoingto New Del hi
to discuss trade and investment, and again to demand that
Indiamake contract paymentsto Enron.

Meanwhile, China has held talks with Pakistan’'s petro-
leum minister in connection with the White Oil Pipeline proj-
ect, aPakistani project with Chineseinvolvement in construc-
tion and financing. China's Exim bank has allocated a $120
million credit for the project, which will run from Port Qasim,
near Karachi, to the country’s north, and meet 75% of Paki-
stan’ s oil transportation needs. The construction contract has
been awarded to ChinaPetroleum Engineering and Construc-
tion Company, and work may begin this June.

China, Russia, and Indiaareall making diplomatic moves
in Afghanistan—Ivanov’s one-day trip to Kabul on Feb. 4
from Delhi, China’ s opening of its embassy in Kabul on Feb.
6, and the arrival of a high-powered Indian trade delegation
in Kabul on Feb. 7. These moves are neither uncoordinated
nor unrelated events. A wider Indian participation in Kabul
was urged by Ivanov during his short visit to Delhi. It is
expected al so that in the coming days, Chinawill begin mak-
ing forays on the trade and commerce front in Afghanistan.
China, unlikeIndia, never had abasewithin Afghanistan, and
that could be a reason why Beijing's efforts will be slower,
but it will bethere.
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Candidates Join To End
Maastricht and IMF

Jacques Cheminade, French candidate for President this
year, and Helga Zepp-LaRouche, German Chancellor candi-
date heading a slate for the parliament, issued thisjoint call
to action on Feb. 5, in French, German, and English.

The present financial system is collapsing before our eyes.
The future of nation-states and of peoplesisat stake.

Our aim, inissuing this statement, isto call upon France,
Germany and the other European countries, torisetothechal-
lenge.

Already now, the city of Berlin is bankrupt and, our two
countries, relative to their actual production levels, are more
indebted than Argentinaitself.

Far from protecting us, the euro will rather constrain us
and set usup for financial destruction. Indeed, the Amsterdam
Stability Pact and the Maastricht agreements explicitly pro-
hibit theissuanceof public credit onthemodel of theMarshall
Plan, which will be indispensable to pull our economies and
those of our partners away from financial destruction.

Thus, our first demand isthat the articles of thesetreaties,
which impose on us a political and economic hara kiri, be
immediately abrogated.

Freeto act and to emit long-term and low-interest public
credit, our governments will be able to carry out apolicy of
mutual development within our countries and beyond.

The dimension of the effort required to build such an
economic recovery isthat of Eurasia, of Europe participating
ingreat infrastructure projects covering the vast regionsfrom
the Atlantic to the China Sea, because there, and only there,
can onefind the sufficient human and material resources. Itis
inthisEurasian Land-Bridge, accompanied by similar efforts
towards Africaand the Middle East, that a decisive step will
be taken towards a planetary Marshall Plan, modelled on the
global New Deal that Franklin Delano Roosevelt had con-
celved—and which was unfortunately abandoned by his suc-
cessors—and creating the conditions of mutual and peaceful
development among sovereign nation-states.

The realization of these policies on an international scale
is, of course, incompatible with thelogic and the habits of the
International Monetary Fund. TheMF and other institutions
are serving to implement the destructive austerity of the mar-
kets and the banks, instead of upholding the common good of
peoples. Thisiswhy, in order to carry out the Eurasian Land-
Bridge project, European leaders, French and Germans in
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particular, must issue a call for an international conference,
to lay the foundations for a new world economic and mone-
tary order.

The American economist and political leader, Lyndon
LaRouche, has defined in his proposal for a new Bretton
Woods, the foundations of this order: a return to fixed cur-
rency exchange rates, in place of the floating exchange rate
system, which contributes to speculation; control of capital
movements; bankruptcy reorganization of all financial specu-
lative assets, to prevent capital flight; and, determination of
infrastructure projectsto be carried out.

Currency must become an instrument to realize great in-
frastructure projects and technological development in the
service of all. Two solutions appear feasible: either the cre-
ation of agold- or raw material s-referenced euro; or, thereturn
to national currencieswithin a system of common reference,
also connected to agold or raw materialsreferent. The essen-
tial question is that through a system thus defined of money
for development, there be created alogic defined by national
banks associated to great public works, with a stable instru-
ment of reference, alogic opposed to that of the present Euro-
pean Central Bank which iscomposed of former bankersand
Treasury administration officials in the service of the finan-
cia markets.

In short, Europe must become adult once again, by giving
itself amission: each nation must place its best for the com-
mon benefit, and adopt the best from others, laying thus the
ground for atrue inter-European dialogue and beyond, of a
dialogue between civilizations, instead of the present war of
all against all.

Thethreat isimmediate. Consciousof thecrisisand deter-
mined to maintain its power, the Anglo-American oligarchy
iswilling to impose, out of the United States, a certain type
of military control over society, measures which go against
civil liberties, and create protectorates throughout the world.
Malthusianism and brutal depopulation arethehorizon of this
inhuman policy.

Europe must represent the other option, with those who,
inRussig, inIndia, inChina, inJapan, inK oreaand el sewhere,
share with it a common interest in peace through devel-
opment.

France and Germany must have the courageto fight those
who, like Brzezinski, Kissinger, Samuel Huntington, Paul
Wolfowitz and Richard Perle, are promoting aclash of civili-
zationsat theexpenseof thelivesof peoplesand nations. They
must reestablish the legitimacy of the nation-state, based on
apolicy for the common good and public service.

We demand the same courage of the present leaders of
our countries. We commit ourselves to support with al our
strength, those who will manifest such courage; but, at the
same time, were they to continue to submit, or not to act, we
are ready to take this responsibility upon ourselves.

Wemust act, hereand now. There are momentsin history
where the only mora choiceisto lead thefight.
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British-Style Privatization Would
Worsen Amtrak’s Wreck; Options Emerge

by Marcia Merry Baker

The Feb. 7 restructuring proposal released for Amtrak, the
national U.S. passenger rail system, by the Amtrak Reform
Council, recommends that private companies be allowed to
pick over the remains of Amtrak, which islosing billionsin
the current economic crisis, and is close to closing down.
Thus, the nation’ sair-travel and rail-travel systemsare under
severe threat at the same time. The “restructuring” calls for
exactly what was donein Britain's Thatcheriterail privatiza-
tion in the late 1980s, which brought U.K. railroads to the
stage of agenerally recognized, complete breakdown today.

In 1997, Congress created the Amtrak Reform Council,
at thetimethat lawmakers, and the public, wereon anideol og-
ica free-markets crusade. They mandated that the Council
support Amtrak for five years, after which, by the end of
2002, the system should be operationally self-sufficient. This
mandate was decreed outside the realm of the economic col-
lapse process, and other realities, and has now fallen flat.

On Feb. 1, George Warrington, President of Amtrak, an-
nounced that unless Congress commitsto giving at least $1.2
billion to keep the national passenger system going, Amtrak
will have to cease all operations as of Sept. 30. Warrington
announced, in any case, the layoff of 300 managers and 700
union rail workers, and a 23% cutback in capital improve-
ments. At 73% of stations, hourswill be cut back.

Amtrak, whose official nameistheNational Railroad Pas-
senger Service, was formed in 1971, amalgamating severa
former railroads. It now operates over 22,000 route-miles,
serving more than 500 stations in 46 states. It operates 343
locomotives (278 diesel, and 65 electric), and some 2,188 rail
cars. Amtrak ownsthree heavy maintenancefacilities (twoin
Delaware, and one in Indiana), humerous other shops, 18
tunnels (consisting of 26.5 miles of track) and 1,165 bridges
(61 miles of track).

If Congress, in fiscal year 2003, which begins in July,
merely matchesthisfiscal year’ s $521 million appropriation,
most of the system’s long-distance routes will still have to
be shut down, except for those in the Northeast, and some
California passenger service which gets state subsidies.

Thus, the national rail system crisisisterminal, which is
occurring at exactly the same point whentheU.S. commercial
air-travel sector is sinking toward bankruptcy. Even the re-
maining national buslinesoperateonly under themost precar-
iousfinancia conditions.
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Scavenger RR

The Reform Council’s proposals for “saving” the U.S.
passenger system are directly modelled on the British 1980s
privatization, which recently ended inadramatic rail collapse
in the United Kingdom. Ironicaly, the call is now heard
throughout the United Kingdom, for emergency re-national-
ization of therail system, at the very same time that the Am-
trak Reform Council calsfor privatization.

The Reform Council’ sideaisthat the Amtrak tracks and
infrastructure (bridges, tunnels, buildings, etc.) would revert
to the Federal government for upkeep. The Feds, in turn,
would sell off “the cream” —passenger train operations and
services—to chosen bidders, to berun privately.

Amongthosereportedto beinthebidding pool already are
Connex, asubsidiary of the Canadian Bronfman firm Vivendi
Universal; GB Railways Group; Stagecoach Group, a Scot-
tish railway company; and Railway Service Corp., a Dela-
ware-based firm.

The review process in Congress was scheduled to start
with aFeb. 14 hearing in the House Transportation and I nfra-
structure Committee, and continue with late-February hear-
ingsin the Senate.

But abipartisan, “pro-rail infrastructure” line-up in Con-
gresshasexisted all along, backing thegoal of maintaining—
even expanding—Amtrak and acontinental rail system. Simi-
larly, onthestateandlocal level, in government, industry and
agriculture. Sen. Harry Reid (D-Nev.), the Senate Whip, gave
speechesin August, sayingthat theremust bea“ Marshall Plan
for Renewal” of U.S. infrastructure, whichincludesrailroads.

However, these circles have not exerted |eadership, par-
ticularly after the Sept. 11 attacks. On the Democratic side,
Reid and Sen. Harry Byrd (D-W.Va.), called for some $15-
20 billion in spending on infrastructure for “ preparedness,”
saying a collateral benefit would be jobs. But no concerted
effort has been made. When the steel workers staged a“ Tent
City” protestin Washington, in December, against theclosing
of the integrated mills of bankrupt steel giant LTV, the obvi-
ousissueof steel for construction of high-speed and magnetic-
levitation rail, was not put forward.

The political and economic reality is, that only the tried-
and-true kinds of “American System” approaches will work
to provide basic utilities and services—from energy, to trans-
portation, to health care. Under conditions of financial and
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Amtrak’ s entire 22,000 miles of rail, stock, and infrastructure
faces shut-down in the Fall, unless Congress passes acts for rail
recovery.

economic breakdown crises, thesearetheonly “practical” re-
COUrses.

In rail, specifically, that means a Federa initiative for
upgrading key lines, expanding services, including long-dis-
tance, and building new, priority lines, such asthe north-south
route from Alaska through Canada s Y ukon Territories, and
down into the “Lower 48" states. Like the FDR projectsin
the 1930s, the Federal contracts can go to private firms, such
as engineering and construction, which will get thejob done.
In turn, thiswould create positive multiplier effects through-
out the economy.

Many local rail projects, once considered only asregional
“pet” priorities, should now be brought to thefore, and incor-
porated into coherent anti-depression, long-overdue eco-
nomic development projects for the continent.

Thenorthern“missing link,” through the Y ukon Territor-
ies, to connect Alaska, with the Canadian Provinces and
southward, isoneof themostimportant exampl es. Theunpop-
ulated state of the northern territories (there are only 30,000
residents in the Y ukon) exactly illustrates the point. A new
rail-based corridor through thevast region, providestheinfra-
structurefor new centersof economic activity and population,
and at the sametime, preservesand upgradesthe ecol ogy with
modern technology.

Another exampl e of what should be debated, isthe newly
announced “ Trans-Texas Corridor” plan (see below).
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LaRouche ‘Land-Bridge’ Approach

Lyndon LaRouche’ s2004 Presidential campaignismobi-
lizing to make known the redlity of the “Eurasian Land-
Bridge” of rail corridor projects now under way, and what
this approach—connecting Rotterdam to Vladivostok or Lia-
nyungang—could mean for the Americas. As shown in
LaRouche movement organizing in town meetings, Internet
exchanges, webcastswith the candidate, and so on, the poten-
tial for exciting constituency support is very great, for pro-
ceeding with a Land-Bridge railroad-building drive in North
America

Inone Amtrak scenario, instead of the government selling
off looting rightsto passenger services, whilethegovernment
foots the bill for maintaining track and eguipment, private
companies could indeed take over certain main gridsin are-
regulated environment. Thiswould mean areturn to the type
of regulated rail system earlier in place in the United States
for decades, in which routes, fares, infrastructure mainte-
nance and renewal, and safety standards must be met, and a
decent rate of profit, rather than piratical, factored in for the
privaterailroad companies. Thiswasthetraditional U.S. sys-
tem of the Penn Central, the Chesapeake & Ohio, and
Acheson, Topeka & SantaFe, among all the other legendary
names.

Or, Amtrak could be the designated national corporation.
Asitis, Amtrak leasesamost al of the 22,000 route-milesit
operates, from the freight railroads. Outright, Amtrak owns
only the 730 milesof track inthehigh-speed Boston-to-Wash-
ington corridor.

What Is ‘Profitable’?

Sesttle-based rail expert Hal Cooper, whoisactively pro-
moting the maximum Land-Bridge approach to therail crisis,
commented on Feb. 2 on Amtrak President Warrington's
threat to shut down U.S. passenger service (see interview):
“There is a need for more money with Amtrak, and | under-
stand the cutbacks are for the long-distance trains. Unfortu-
nately, Amtrak’ s management has greatly contributed to the
problem that we have. Frankly, they’'ve been cooking the
books. They’ve been showing the long-distance trains [as]
the big money losers, when in fact, they are the really profit-
able onesin the system.

“If every one of the those long-distance routes across the
country—both north-south, and east-west—were run at two
trains per day frequency or more, in each direction, [you]
would be basicaly at breakeven, or you would be making
aprofit.

“1 think that there needsto bean entirely new management
approachand philosophy... . . I think what' sultimately behind
thisistheeffortsof theeconomicinterestsof oil, automobiles,
highways, airlines, and mall real estate, to make surethereis
noviablerail aternative—asit hasalwaysbeeninthiscountry
since after World War 11.

“The states, unfortunately, have been put in the posture
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.. .todothison their own.”

On Jan. 28, Texas Gov. Rick Perry unveiled his state
transportation plan, the “Trans-Texas Corridor,” caling for
some 4,000 route-miles of rail and highway to be built, based
on state funding authority. The map shown of thisvery ambi-
tiousundertaking, projected over two generations, isthe* con-
ceptual” sketch from the Texas Department of Transporta-
tion. Perry spesaks in terms of $175 billion in public and
private money, over 50 years.

Trans-TexasCorridor

As described in his press release, “The corridors will
[each] consist of six highway vehicle lanes—three in each
direction—and six rail lines—three in each direction. One
rail line will be dedicated to high-speed commuter rail, one
to high-speed freight rail and one dedicated to short-haul re-
giona rail, which could serve asthe backbone of alocal com-
muter railsystem serving all Texans.” Therail isto be built at
the same time as the roads. There will be built-in easements
for ail, natural gas, electric and telecommunications lines,
even water linesand lift stations.

Funding? The Trans-Texas outlines four funding mecha
nisms, and authorizes the Department of Transportation to
make public/private partnerships. To begin with,“Toll Eg-
uity” is intended to “jump start” construction, by attracting
seed money to invest in future toll revenue. In addition, the
“Texas Mobility Fund,” recently enacted, is seen as aframe-
work for the State Transportation Department “to dedicate
general revenuefundsto bond construction of someprojects.”

Politics and the North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA) are heavy co-factors in the release of the Trans-
TexasPlan. Perry ismaking hisfirst electoral bidfor governor
inthisyear’smid-term elections, after being appointed to fill
out George Bush' sterm. Texas is geographically the natural
corridor for NAFTA's “freetrade” routes, and its rail, high-
way and water infrastructure—which were aready inade-
quateasof 1990—havedeteriorated drastically sinceNAFTA
suddenly intensified truck traffic and other flows.

Interview: Hal Cooper

“Transport Corridors Are
The Right Approach’

After Texas Gov. Rick Perry's announcement that Texas
would begin building the Trans-Texas Corridor, EIR inter-
viewed transportation constultant Hal Cooper.

Cooper: | understand Governor Perry’s proposal is for
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$174 hillion [over 50 years] for 4,000 miles of transportation
corridors. This is the first proposal of any kind that begins
to approach the LaRouche policy for transportation corridor
development, and integrated economic development. . . . It
will provideagood start. | think that theideathat we can have
railroads, and roads, and utility corridors and pipelines and
so forth, al in the same corridors, is exactly the right ap-
proach. And Governor Perry’ s proposal isbasically that.

| understand the first corridor would be from Laredo to
Dallas. That, of course, would be for passengers, and aso
for taking trucks off the road. It would seem to me that
that particular approach is absolutely essential, when you're
dealing with the question of the truck traffic. There has been
awholelot of discussion about the saf ety features of Mexican
trucks. . . . The answer is, the trucks that are coming to and
from Mexico, shouldn’t be going on the road! They should
be going on the train. And then, we have American drivers
drive them in the United States, and Mexican drivers drive
them in Mexico. And | have never heard any discussion, or
any proposals to do that by any political leader. Including
by our Sen. Patty Murray, here in the State of Washington,
who is the one who led the fight against the Mexican
trucks.

EIR: How doesthe “Trans-Texas’ fit in with your view of
linking North and South America for real development, not
NAFTA schemes?

Cooper: | see Texas as like the hub of awhed, if you are
looking only in a north-south, and east-west direction. Ex-
cluding Mexico, for the moment.

First of all, isthe Central North American Corridor—up
to North Dakota, from Texas. Thisis, of course, going from
Eagle Pass, all the way up to North Dakota, on the Great
Plains. That is something that provides the most direct route
between Alaska and Central America, if you are looking at
an intercontinental system, for rail.

Now in addition to that, Governor Perry’ s proposal of the
Interstate 35 Corridor, from Laredo up to Dallas, should be
extended all the way up to Duluth, Minnesota. . . .

In addition to that, we need the corridor from Houston
to Los Angeles, of course, going east to New Orleans. And
one going to Chicago. All these things are like spokes of a
whesl. | think thisiswhat Governor Perry’s proposal begins
to address.

But the problem is, the railroads are not factoring in the
passenger transportation, or—to the extent that they need
to—the intermodal freight, and especially the movement of
trucks off the roads, onto the trains. That needs to be done.
... We need to get off this“Point A to Point B,” where we
don't serve any of the intermediate cities, because we juggle
the economics so that “it doesn’'t work,” when it fact, it
really should. And all those intermediate communities need
to be served, because then, things could work in a viable
way between road and rail. Otherwise, they can’t. This has
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Texas Governor Perry’ slong-termidea for development of combined road-rail-
infrastructure corridors across the state. Lines reaching to the north could make thisa
large hub for rail corridorsfrom Alaska to Central America, and from Southern

Californiato the Gulf of Mexico.

been asad lot. But | think Governor Perry’s proposal is the
first thing that I've seen, that actually begins to address
these questions.

EIR: Soyouaresaying, it addsto the agendaof discussion?
Cooper: | want to make a specific proposal: | think, on the
Interstate 35, the concept that | talked about on the West
Coast—the proposal for the road and rail, and utility and
pipeline corridors [from Vancouver, to Tijuana]—could be
very well [replicated] on Interstate 35, between Laredo, and
Duluth, Minnesota. You have a corridor that has a number
of major areas. You have atruck traffic level that averages
5,000 to 7,000 a day. It's a little bit less than Interstate 5
on the West Coast, but it's certainly plenty. And you have
several major metropolitan areas in between: San Antonio,
Austin, Dallas/Fort Worth, Oklahoma City, Kansas City,
Des Moines, and the Twin Cities [Minneapolis-St. Paul].
All those are along the corridor, and thereis plenty of justifi-
cation for [rail] traffic.

That’ swhy | think you would need to develop arail corri-
dor. But there, now, therail iskind of fragmented. It’s under
different ownerships, and there are certain placeswherethere
isnorail. That needsto be done, just aswell asthe road, and
not just focus on the Interstate highway.
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EIR: Soyouarestressingthecontinen-
tal scale of development?

Cooper: Right. But Texasisreally the
only state that is so large in geographic
area. The only other onewould be Cali-
fornia. Alaskais far away, and not that
big in population. But Texas is a very
big place, and it's probably one of the
few places that you could begin to de-
velop this kind of concept within one
state.

Cadlifornia should be doing what
Texas is proposing, but so far, we
don’t hear that kind of proposal com-
ing from anywhere in the state of Cali-
fornia.

EIR: There is aso the funding ques-
tion, in the discussion.

Cooper: There is something that you
need to emphasize. Toll roadsarereally
of questionable economic viahility. . . .
If you are trying to use that approach
with roads, as compared to paying for
the shipment of goods and people on
trains, ral is a far more viable ap-
proach, which tends to produce a much
higher economic rate of return than the
roads. You are fighting a losing battle
with roads, because your capital costs
are higher, and your maintenance cost is astronomically
higher—especially when you start running lots of trucks on
the roads.

So, you are better off putting as much as you can into
the rail, and getting far more value for the money you are
spending, than you are in roads—both from a capital, and
from an annual cost standpoint. Plusthe fact, you can haul an
equivalent capacity for much lower capital costs, and annual
costs—maintenance costsin particular.

That issomething that never gets addressed by any of the
transportation community in this country, and that is because
everything is completely locked into roads and highways.
That, of course, goesback to the Federa funding poliicesthat
developed in this country after World War I1.

EIR: TheNationa Defense Highway Construction Act?
Cooper: That hasn’t changed.

EIR: Wadll, since, as Amtrak shows, rail is at an end, as far
as the way things have been financed; and the airlines, as
United Airlines shows; and the highways in Texas, with al
thetraffic onthem, areall falling apart, we have anew oppor-
tunity.

Cooper: Right.
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The Enigma of The
Fulbright Memorandum

by Edward Spannaus

The following reportis a component of the “Zbigniew Brzez-  ers against involvement in a land-war in Asia, of the sort
inski and September 11th” Special Report, soon to be issuedhich was in fact foolishly but deliberately carried out after
by the LaRouche in 2004 Presidential campaign, the main ~ the murder of President Kennedy; and (3) Sen. J. Willian
feature article of which was published in the Jan HR. Fulbright's 1961 Memorandum alluding to a military-coup

In that feature article, Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr. identified ~ dangerinthe United States. Itis of particular significance that
three distinct elements to be investigated in the aftermath ofulbright referenced “the revolt of the French generals’—
the Sept. 11 developments: 1) the military coup-attempt itself, which takes us into the assassination attempts against Fren
the intended “detonator” of the operation, which, in the worst President Charles de Gaulle, in which were implicated the
case, could have resulted in a potential, runaway thermonu-  same international terrorist networks which played a central
clear-superpower-escalation; 2) the general political-strate- role in the subsequent assassination of President Kennedy.
gic factor of the “clash of civilizations” policy of Brzezinski, To provide the reader with a glimpse of a now-forgotten
Samuel Huntington, et al., which was the main body of theaspect of recent U.S. history—which illustrates the continuity
operation as a whole; and 3) the “implicit suicide-bomber- of this institutionalized phenomenon—we present the follow-
like role of the current Israeli regime,” the intention of which ing report on the “Fulbright Memorandum.”
was to set off a wider war in and around the Middle East.

This report, by examining the military-coup-type tenden-Six months into the new administration of President John F.
cies and capabilities which existed in the United States durind<ennedy, Senate Foreign Relations Committee Chairman J.
the period which extends from the firing of Gen. Douglaswilliam Fulbright (D-Ark.) was warning about the dangers
MacArthur, up through the assassination of President Johrof arevolt by right-wing military officersagainst theadminis-
F.Kennedyin 1963, isintended to draw the reader’s attentiortration. Although Fulbright himself did not use the word
to the continuity of an institutional phenomenon from that“coup,” others did—including some who deniedplanning
period to the present day. such acoup.

To understand what happened on Sept. 11, it is useful to  Because of itsimplications for the attempted coup d’ état
attend to this institutional factor, which was highlighted, eachagainst the U.S. government that began with the events of
from their own standpoints, by 1) President Eisenhower’sSept. 11, 2001, we present here the preliminary results of the
Farewell Address, with its largely misunderstood warning offirst phase of aninquiry into the significance of the* Fulbright
the threat emanating from the growing influence of what héVlemorandum” —subject to the qualification, that this by no
called the “military-industrial complex”; 2) General Mac- means represents the last word on this crucial matter, but
Arthur’s persistent warnings to President Kennedy and oth-+ather, constitutes the first fruits of an ongoing historical in-

vestigation.

1. Theauthor wishesto acknowl edgethe assi stance of the Special Collections The bac',(dmp to,the July 19_61 Ful b”gh,t Memorandum
Divisionof theUniversity of ArkansasLibraries, which housesthed William ~ Was the April 1961 firing of M. Gen. Edwin Walker, who
Fulbright Papers. had been indoctrinating his troops in Augsburg, Germany,
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with John Birch Society propaganda. But this was only the
most notorious case of a much broader pattern of political
activity by military officers, which prominently included mil-
itary collaboration with the H. Smith Richardson Founda-
tion's Frank Barnett; the Foreign Policy Reseach Ingtitute
(FPRI) of Robert Strausz-Hupg, then attached to the Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania; and the Institute for American Strategy
(IAS). (Later, in the 1970s and ' 80s, Richard Mellon Scaife
picked up much of thefunding for theseoperations, alongwith
the Smith Richardson Foundation, and the Olin Foundation.)

But the actual context—and it is certain that Fulbright
was hot fully aware of al this—was: 1) the extraordinary and
mostly secret building of “special warfare” capabilities and
operationsin thewaning months of the Eisenhower Adminis-
tration, and 2) Eisenhower’s own warning of the danger to
“our liberties and democratic process’ posed by the growing
influence of the “military-industrial complex,” following
eight yearsof heated battl es between Eisenhower and hisown
military chiefs.

And then, within a few months of Fulbright’s warning,
secret planning began in the Pentagon on “ Operation Mon-
goose” —plotting the overthrow (or assassination) of Cuba’'s
Fidel Castro, which soon came to include plansto use acts of
terrorism to drag the Kennedy Administration into awar in
Cuba. From this Pentagon/CIA operation, centered around
Cuban exiles, led many threads into the complex operation
which culminated in the assassination of Kennedy himself in
November 1963.

Fulbright’sWarning

The Fulbright Memorandum was drafted in July 1961
as a personal communication between the Senate and the
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Sen. J. William
Fulbright (left) warned
inaJduly 1961
memorandum to
Secretary of Defense
Robert McNamara, that
“extremely radical
right-wing” speakers
and/or materials from
private organizations
were circulating among
the U.S military, “ with
the probable net result
of condemning foreign
and domestic policies of
the administration in the
public mind.” Here,
Fulbright is shown with
Sen. Eugene McCarthy
in 1966.

Secretary of Defense, who was Robert McNamara.? Entitled
“Propaganda Activities of Military Personnel Directed at
the Public,” the memorandum began by noting that a 1958
National Security Council directive had made it the policy
of the United States “to make use of military personnel and
facilities to arouse the public to the menace of the Cold
War.” Fulbright reported that private organizations were
preparing material that was then distributed by the military,
material which was contrary to the President’s policies. He
noted that the actual programs being carried out under the
1958 directive “made use of extremely radical right-wing
speakers and/or materials, with the probable net result of
condemning foreign and domestic policies of the administra-
tion in the public mind.”

Fulbright’s allusion to a military coup, came as follows:
“Perhapsit is farfetched to call forth the revolt of the French
generals as an example of the ultimate danger. Nevertheless,
military officers, French or American, have some common
characteristicsarising from their profession and there are nu-
merous military ‘fingersonthetrigger’ throughout theworld.
Whilethisdanger may appear very remote, contrary to Ameri-
cantradition, and even American military tradition, soalsois
the‘long twilight struggle’ [referring to President Kennedy’s
characterization of the Cold War as a conflict which may not
be solved ‘in our lifetime'], and so also isthe very existence

2. Senator Fulbright’s memorandum was printed in the Congressional Re-
cord, on Aug. 2, 1961, pp. 14433-14439 (Senate). The Fulbright Memoran-
dum was not, as James Bamford erroneously statesin his 2001 book Body of
Secrets, a report of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. The author
credits Bamford' s book with first drawing his attention to the existence of
theFulbright Memorandum andto* Operation Northwoods,” describedinfra.
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of an American military program for educating the public.”®

Fulbright called for areview of the mission and operation
of the National War College—asto whether it should operate
under the Joint Chiefsof Staff (JCS)—and also urged that the
relationships among FPRI, 1A S, the Richardson Foundation,
the National War College, and the JCS, bereexamined “from
the standpoint of whether these relationships do not amount
to official support for aviewpoint at variance with that of the
administration.”

Fulbright cited 11 examples of questionable educational
and propaganda activities involving military personnel;
these included:

» A“Strategy for Survival” conferenceheld at Fort Smith
and Little Rock, Arkansas, dominated by George S. Benson
and other speakers from Harding College in Searcy, Arkan-
sas. (Benson, one of the leaders of the Church of God which
produced “ Get Clinton” operative, independent counsel Ken-
neth Starr, among others, was a British-linked intelligence
operativeand evangelist.) Harding College produced awidely
circulated film, “Communism on the Map,” which blamed
theadvance of Communismon Franklin Roosevelt (for recog-
nizing the Soviet Union) and on Gen. George Marshall (for
allowing the Communist takeover of China).

* A “Fourth Dimensional Warfare Seminar” in Pitts-
burgh, including a prominent speaker from the lASwho said
that U.S. foreign policy since World War 1l had played into
Soviet hands, and that some of Kennedy's advisers “have
philosophies regarding foreign affairs that would chill the
average American.”

* Other meetings and seminars which promoted the pro-
House Un-American Activities Committee film “Operation
Aboalition,” and which featured Dr. Fred C. Schwartz of the
Christian Anti-Communist Crusade, Herbert Philbrick, Frank
Barnett of the Richardson Foundation and |AS—all of whom
warned of Communist subversion and infiltration and at-
tacked the policies of the Kennedy Administration.

Attached to the Fulbright Memorandum were a number
of documents, including an article from the Bulletin of the
Atomic Scientistswhich focussed onthebook American Strat-
egy for the Nuclear Age, which wasdescribed asoutlining the
master curriculumfor themilitary-related seminars. Thebook
was written by Frank Barnett, then the research director for

3. In 1958-61, Charles de Gaulle put down three attempts at coups d’ état
against the government of France, and faced a total of 14 assassination at-
tempts. A group of military officers, enraged at de Gaulle and other political
leaders of France who wished to grant independence to the French colony of
Algeria, organized an underground organization, called the Organisation
Armée Secréte (OAS). The OAS's civilian leader was Jacques Soustelle, a
member of France's Parliament, and aformer Governor General of Algeria
Asaresult of theFrenchgovernment’ sinvestigationsinto OA Sresponsibility
for the coup and assassination attempts, Soustelle was forced into exile in
Italy. The shadowy organization called Permindex, with which Soustellehad
been associated since World War 11, was kicked out of France when it was
discoveredthat it had providedtheinternational fundingfortheOAS. Permin-
dex waslater implicated in both the John F. Kennedy and Martin L uther King
assassinations in the United States.
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both thel ASand the Richardson Foundation, and it contained
contributions from FPRI director Robert Strausz-Hupé (see
Profile, in this section), and Col. William Kintner (then as-
signed to FPRI).

Thearticle accurately described the |AS as having grown
out of a 1955 symposium in Chicago called the “National
Military-Industrial Conference” ; thel ASwasestablished and
financed by the H. Smith Richardson Foundation to carry
forward the work of the Conference. In 1959, the |AS began
aseriesof “National Strategy Seminars,” which were author-
ized by the JCSto take over the education of reserve officers.
|AS and Strausz-Hupé worked closely with the National War
Collegeinthisperiod. (Among the speakersat these seminars
were Harvard’'s William Yandell Elliott and Henry Kiss-
inger.)

The Fulbright Memorandum, as could be expected, set
off ahuge controversy, with articles and editorials—and not
alittle behind-the-scenes activity aswell.

For example, FPRI and its Director Strausz-Hupé went
onamobilization to deny that they were organizing amilitary
coup. FPRI circulated a private letter to its “Associates,
friendsand supporters’ on Oct. 18, 1961, containing an attack
on Fulbright and alengthy defense of itsown actions. Among
other things, it stated: “ The Foreign Policy Research Institute
takes acertain pridein being linked to the four organizations
mentioned inthe Fulbright memorandum. However, aninves-
tigation of our relationships with them will be a disappoint-
ment to our critics. There is no sinister plot underfoot at the
Foreign Policy Research Ingtitute to inspire United States
military personnel to launch a coup d’ état along the lines of
the abortive French affair in Algeria.”

Shortly after this, Strausz-Hupé drafted aletter to the Bul-
letin of the Atomic Scientists, and sent a copy to William
Yandell Elliott, with a “Dear Bill” cover letter. Elliott had
been a speaker at some of the seminarsin question, including
one at the National War College in July 1960, and another in
Chicagoin April 1961.4

Thecirculation of the Fulbright Memorandum also led to
authorization of extensive Congressional hearings on “Mili-
tary Cold War Education and Speech Review Policies,” by
the Specia Preparedness Subcommittee of the Senate Armed
Services Committee. These hearings were conducted in late
1961 and thefirst half of 1962. General Walker was naturally
a major focus of the hearings, as were the IAS seminars.
But the way the hearings evolved, was to make a dubious
distinction between the seminars run by the circles of FPRI,
Frank Barnett, and the IAS—which were treated as the “re-
sponsible’—in contrast to the “cockle-doodle seminars’ or

4. FPRI and Strausz-Hupé correspondence, William Y andell Elliott Collec-
tion, Box 100, Hoover Institution Archives, Stanford, California. For aprofile
of Elliott, see EIR, Jan. 25, 2002. Lyndon LaRouche described him as “a
modern Mephistopheles,” thefollower of H.G. Wells' influencewho created
such monstersasZbigniew Brzezinski, Samuel Huntington, and Henry Kiss-
inger (“Zbigniew Brzezinski and September 11th,” EIR, Jan. 11, 2002).
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“curbstone seminars’ run by the outright wackos. (Those
were Barnett’ sterms.)

When Walker testified before the committee in April
1962, he began by asserting that our Armed Forces are para-
lyzed by our national policy of no-win and retreat from vic-
tory. “I am avictim of this ‘no-win’ policy,” he stated. He
said that civilian control of the military had been transformed
into a commissar-like system of control. Our will to resist
Communismisfast being sapped, hecharged. “| wasascape-
goat for an unwritten policy of collaboration and collusion
with the international communist conspiracy.”

Eisenhower’s Farewell Address

It was only about six months before the Ful bright Memo-
randum, that President Dwight D. Eisenhower had issued his
warning about the “military-industrial complex.” In his Jan.
17, 1961 Farewell Address, Eisenhower stated:

“ A vital element inkeeping the peaceisour military estab-
lishment. Our arms must be mighty, ready for instant action,
so that no potential aggressor may be tempted to risk his
own destruction.

“Our military organization today bears little relation to
that known by any of my predecessorsin peacetime, or indeed
by the fighting men of World War Il or Korea.

“Until the latest of our world conflicts, the United States
had no armamentsindustry. American makers of plowshares
could, with time and as required, make swords as well. But
now we can no longer risk emergency improvisation of na-
tional defense; we have been compelled to create apermanent
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President Dwight D. Eisenhower
warned of the acquisition of
unwarranted influence by the
“military-industrial complex,” in
hisfarewell address on Jan. 17,
1961. “ Only an alert and
knowledgeable citizenry,” he said,
“ can compel the proper meshing
of the huge industrial and military
machinery of defense with our
peaceful methods and goals, so
that security and liberty may
prosper together.”

armaments industry of vast proportions. Added to this, three
and a half million men and women are directly engaged in
the defense establishment. We annually spend on military
security morethanthenetincomeof all United Statescorpora-
tions.

“This conjunction of an immense military establishment
and alargearmsindustry is new in the American experience.
The total influence—economic, political, even spiritua—is
feltinevery city, every Statehouse, every office of the Federal
government. Werecognizetheimperative needfor thisdevel -
opment. Y etwemust not fail tocomprehenditsgraveimplica
tions. Our tail, resources, and livelihood are al involved; so
isthe very structure of our society.

“In the councils of government, we must guard against
the acquisition of unwarranted influence, whether sought or
unsought, by the military-industrial complex. The potential
for the disastrous rise of misplaced power exists and will
persist.

“Wemust never let theweight of thiscombination endan-
ger our liberties or democratic processes. We should take
nothing for granted. Only an alert and knowledgeable citi-
zenry can compel the proper meshing of the huge industrial
and military machinery of defensewith our peaceful methods
and goals, so that security and liberty may prosper together.”

Eisenhower’ s warning—which was echoed by President
Kennedy in March 1961, and again by Gen. Douglas Mac-
Arthur (ret.) in 1962—is usually brushed off as smply an
alusiontothe growing power of defenseindustries. But there
are substantial grounds for believing that it was much more
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than that—and that when Eisenhower warned that the politi-
cal influence of the military establishment was being felt “in
every city, every statehouse,” he wasreferring not just to the
military, but to the cabal of Wall Street-backed foundations,
think-tanks, and private institutions which were promoting a
vast military buildup and confrontation with the Soviet
Union.

To understand the circumstances under which John F.
Kennedy took officein 1961—and which ultimately contrib-
uted to his assassination—it is essential to review the largely
forgotten battles which President Eisenhower waged against
the Cold Warriorsand themilitary during hisownadministra:
tion, especialy initslast two years.

Eisenhower was at odds with the Joint Chiefs from the
beginning of his first administration—which was not what
the Chiefs had expected from the five-star general. By the
end of 1954, the Joint Chiefs were in public opposition to
Eisenhower’ s cutsin the military budget. In accordance with
hisbelief inthedoctrine of “massiveretaliation,” Eisenhower
did not believe it was useful or wise to keep building up
conventional forces. Herepeatedly argued that excessive mil-
itary spending distorted the economy, and that a strong and
healthy economy was the best defense.

The military budget, and strategic doctrine, were not the
only areas of difference. On three occasions during 1954,
as the French were being defeated in Indochina, the Joint
Chiefs—with the fervent backing of Secretary of State John
Foster Dulles—advocated the preemptive use of nuclear
weapons. Thefirst twotimeswereto beagainst theViet Minh,
and thethird time against China, after the Frenchinsisted that
the Chinese were about to intervenein Vietnam in support of
Ho Chi Minh.

Eisenhower called in his Joint Chiefs, and told them that
an atomic strike on Chinawould certainly bring Russiainto
the war; therefore, he said, the only way to fight such awar,
wouldbetolaunchnuclear first strikessimultaneously against
both Russia and China. Eisenhower said that he thought it
would be possibleto destroy Russia, and then told his Chiefs
to contemplate this: “Gain such a victory, and what do you
dowithit?Herewould beagreat areafrom the Elbeto Vladi-
vostok . . . torn up and destroyed, without any government,
without its communications, just an area of starvation and
disaster. | ask you what would the civilized world do about it?
| repeat, thereisno victory except through our imaginations.”®

A fourth instance in which the JCS advocated nuclear
war, wasin the Spring of 1955, around the Formosa (Taiwan)
crisis. But, while Eisenhower was trying to avoid going to
war with the Chinese, the JCS and the Secretary of Defense
were publicly predicting imminent war with China, causing
Eisenhower to state, “these fellows don't realize they have a
boss,” and to threaten to personally take over the Defense
Department.

5. Stephen E. Ambrose, Eisenhower: The President (New Y ork: Simon and
Schuster, 1984).
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Gen. Maxwell Taylor (ret.) wastargetted by CIA director Allen
Dullesto function as the chief advocate and front-man in the White
House for counterinsurgency and unconventional warfare.

In 1955, when Maxwell Taylor became Army Chief of
Staff, Taylor’'s advocacy of “flexible response’—smaller,
more mobile units that could fight limited wars, such as So-
viet-backedinsurgenciesinthe Third World—cameinto open
conflict with Eisenhower’ smassive-retaliation doctrine. Tay-
lor, rather than engaging in a public dispute with his Com-
mander-in-Chief, began to recruit aliesin Congress and aca-
demiato his “flexible response” policy. Among his recruits
were Sen. John F. Kennedy, Paul Nitze, and McGeorge
Bundy; this began to lay the groundwork for Taylor’s take-
over of military policy during the Kennedy Administration.

After the 1957 Soviet launch of Sputnik, Eisenhower
came under intense attack for allowing the so-called “ missile
gap” to develop—although, to be sure, the issue had been
kicking around before this. Democrat Adlai Stevenson had
raiseditinthe 1956 election campaign. In 1957, the Air Force
produced a report predicting that the Soviets would have a
first-strike capability by 1963—an assessment with which
even the CIA adamantly disagreed.

Thesameyear, H. Rowan Gaither of the Ford Foundation
headed a commission which concluded that the Sovietswere
rapidly catching up with the United States, and would soon
havethecapability tolaunch asurpriseintercontinental ballis-
tic missile (ICBM) attack. The report demanded a huge de-
fense buildup, to which Eisenhower responded that he didn’t
want to turn the United States into a“ garrison state.” (Three
members of the commission even advocated preventive nu-
clear war.)
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Then, inearly 1958, the Rockefeller Brothers Fund issued
areport on national security which concluded: “Unless pres-
ent trends are reversed, the world balance of power will shift
infavor of the Soviet bloc.” TheRockefeller report also called
for asharp increasein defense spending.

Adding fuel to the fire, the Washington Post’s Joseph
Alsop ran severa articles in 1958, using falsified figures
which purported to show the U.S. falling far behind the Sovi-
ets in production of ICBMs; privately, Eisenhower de-
nounced Alsop as “about the lowest form of animal life on
earth.”

Eisenhower was certain that the allegations about the
“missile gap” were not true, but he was constrained from
disclosing classified information obtained from U-2 flights
and other surveillance, which showed the Soviets lagging
behind. He also knew that the United States was devel oping
the relatively invulnerable Polaris submarine missile
launcher, which would mean that the United States would
retain a massive second-strike capability in responseto a So-
viet first-launch.

Moreover, the Cold War propaganda machine was
spreading theimpression around the country that Eisenhower
was under-reacting to the 1958-59 Berlin crisis, and it was
demanding that he order a general mobilization and foment
popular uprisings in Eastern Europe. Eisenhower regarded
these demands, and theincessant lobbying for increased arms
spending, as “ahysteriathat islargely political.” Asbiogra-
pher Stephen Ambrose putsit when writing about this period:
“Oneof Eisenhower’ smajor taskswasto calm people down.”

TheU-2Incident and the Paris Summit

Fearing that Richard Nixon would be his successor (al-
though much preferring Nixon to the next alternative of Nel-
son Rockefeller), Eisenhower spent much of hislast twoyears
in office trying to achieve an end to the arms race and world
peace. Eisenhower found himself increasingly in conflict with
his Defense Department, with the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and
the CIA—who were, for instance, pushing for more U-2
flights over the Soviet Union, which Eisenhower regarded as
provocative, and for increased armsspending. In March 1959,
Eisenhower felt compelled to send a message to the JCS,
reminding them that “the military in this country isatool and
not apolicy-making body; the Joint Chiefsarenot responsible
for high-level political decisions.”

Eisenhower hoped to cap his Presidency with a test-ban
agreement at the mid-May 1960 summit with Khrushchev in
Paris, which he hoped could then pave the way toward a
disarmament agreement. This was violently opposed, not
only by Democratswhoweregearing up the 1960 Presidential
campaign, but by much of his own administration, particu-
larly the JCS. Within the Republican Party, Rockefeller also
publicly opposed Eisenhower’ speacepolicies. Goingintothe
1960 campaign, all sideswere calling for increasing defense
spending. When the Pentagon publicly opposed Eisenhower
because of his opposition to the proposed B-70 bomber, and
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the Air Force Chief of Staff testified before Congressthat the
B-70 was“vital” to the nation’ s defense, Eisenhower angrily
denounced the military’s public opposition to their Com-
mander-in-Chief, as“ damn near treason.”

The Paris Summit—and Eisenhower’ s plans for the test-
ban treaty and détente with the Soviets—were all shattered
by the crash-landing of the CIA’sU-2 spy planein the Soviet
Union on May 1, 1960. In the U-2 affair, Eisenhower was
twice set up, by CIA director Allen Dulles in particular—
which helater realized. First, to Eisenhower’ sdismay, inthe
Spring of 1960, Dulles kept insisting on just one more flight,
which Eisenhower argued could destroy the summit, if any-
thing went wrong. Dulles and CIA Deputy Director Richard
Bissell assured the President that, if anything went wrong, the
plane would be destroyed by its self-destruct mechanism, the
pilot would be killed, and no proof would be found by the
Soviets. Asaresult, when the plane went down, Eisenhower,
at first, unwisely denied any knowledge of the flight. Mean-
while, Khrushchev was setting atrap for him, eventually pro-
ducing not only the plane, but thevery-much-alivepilot, Gary
Powers. There is every probability that the plane itself was
deliberately sabotaged, for the purpose of thwarting Eisen-
hower’ s plans and destroying the summit.

This effectively marked the end of Eisenhower’s Presi-
dency. Thereafter, he was relegated to fighting rear-guard
actions against elementsin his own administration, in which
the JCS continued to publicly oppose his policies. In June,
the Geneva disarmament talks predictably collapsed aswell,
and soon the arms race was, in Eisenhower’s view, out of
control. He stated that the U.S. nuclear arsenal was so much
larger than anything necessary to maintain superiority over
the Soviets, that he called it “crazy” and “ unconscionable.”

The Transition to Kennedy

Taking advantage of Eisenhower’s weakened state, Dul-
lesand his“specia warfare” aliesin the Pentagon were put-
ting operationsin placefor the next administration—whether
it would be headed by Nixon or Kennedy. Thisincluded esca-
lating the preparations for a paramilitary invasion of Cuba.
Again, under pressurefrom Dulles, Eisenhower approved the
creation of aparamilitary force, but he opposed any invasion
unless a viable government-in-exile had been established.
And, as he aways did, heinsisted that any CIA paramilitary
operation be small and be deniable.

Dulles, Col. Edward Lansdale, and their aliesin the Pen-
tagon also were able to establish the Army Special Warfare
Center at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, shortly before the No-
vember elections. Their plans were greatly aided by the re-
cruitment of Maxwell Taylor to “unconventional warfare’
programsduring thelast year of Taylor’ sterm as Army Chief
of Staff, in 1959. More than anyone else, Taylor facilitated
the marriage of the Army Special Forcesand the CIA around
counterinsurgency operations.

The curriculum for the Special Warfare school was
drafted by Lansdale, the CIA’ stop counterinsurgency expert
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(athough officially onthe Air Force payroll), who spent most
of the 1950s in the Philippines and then in Vietnam. By this
time, Lansdale had returned from Vietnam and was posted to
the Office of Special Operationsinthe Pentagon. Thecurricu-
lumwasheavily weighted toward counterinsurgency and pac-
ification tactics modelled on the British experiencein Malaya
and the French tactics in Algeria. (Ironically, the school at
Fort Bragg was later named the “John F. Kennedy Special
Warfare Center.”)

Simultaneously, the CIA and its allied Special Warfare
proponentsin the Pentagon were building up their “ advisory”
operationsin Vietnam during 1960, preparing yet another fait
accompli, thistime for the new President.

As background to this, it should be recalled that Eisen-
hower had been adamantly opposed to bailing out the French
in Vietham. While he was NATO Commander, he urged the
French to grant independence to Indochina. In large respect,
Eisenhower shared Franklin Roosevelt’ santi-colonial views,
telling Winston Churchill in 1953 that old-style colonialism
could not last. In hisfirst meeting with Churchill and French
Premier Laniel, Eisenhower isreportedto have regarded them
as blind on the question of colonialism. Eisenhower later re-
fused to support the French in Algeria, saying: “We cannot
abandon our old principles of supporting national freedom
and self-determination, and we cannot join the coloniaists.”

In 1954, as the French were nearing defeat in Vietham,
Eisenhower was confronted with demands for U.S. military
intervention, ranging from sendinginground troops, to bomb-
ing the Viet Minh with atomic weapons. He declared that
such an intervention “would lay us open to the charge of
imperialismand colonialism.” After the French weredefeated
at Dien Bien Phu, when the JCS and the National Security
Council proposed attacking China with atomic weapons,
Eisenhower responded: “Y ou boys must be crazy. We can’t
use those awful weapons against Asians for the second time
intenyears. My God.”

Nevertheless, Eisenhower did agree to Dulles' demand
that the United States send military advisers into Vietnam
under the auspice of the CIA; Lansdale was brought from
the Philippines to Vietnam in mid-1954 to head the Saigon
Military Mission—which set the groundwork for the growth
of the U.S. intervention forces during the Eisenhower and
Kennedy Administrations.

But, by the time of his assassination, President Kennedy
had publicly announced his plans to bring the U.S. troops
home and to end the war. Kennedy’s policy was reversed
literally within days of hismurder, so that by the early 1970s,
the United States had more than 50,000 troops there—some-
thing whichwas unimaginabl eto Eisenhower. Indeed, during
the transition period, Eisenhower briefed Kennedy on two
occasions that Laos (not Vietnam) was the biggest problem
he would face in Southeast Asia.

To sum up the situation: In the period running up to his
handing over the Presidency to Kennedy, Eisenhower was
faced with attacks on his defense policies from both Republi-
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cansand Democrats, andwith arising frenzy over the“ missile
gap” and“rocket gap.” Hehad lost hisfight torestrainmilitary
spending, and his hopes for a peace agreement and détente
with the Soviets lay in tatters. And the “Special Warfare”
capabilities in the military-CIA interface were being rapidly
expanded in preparation for escalating U.S. involvement in
Vietnam and other “limited” wars.

Eisenhower’s Farewell

Exemplary of what Eisenhower faced from the “clash
of civilizations’ crowd in that period, was the 1960 book A
Forward Strategy for America, published by Strausz-
Hup€& sFPRI.

Forward Strategy started from the assumption that
Americawaslosing the Cold War, that the Sovietswerewin-
ning, andthat it wasillusory to believethat any sort of general
settlement with the Soviets could be reached. Strausz-Hupé
et a. claimed that during the previous five years (i.e., since
about 1955), the United States* has been caught in an uncom-
fortable trap set by the communists” around disarmament
plans, and that the U.S. leadership has been trying “to placate
world opinion on the subject of disarmament.” They con-
tended, in discussing the nuclear test ban negotiations, that
since October 1958, “ American policy, especialy the unilat-
eral moratorium ontests, hasactually jeopardized national se-
curity.”

Without doubt, the entire argument for an aggressive
“forward strategy” against communism, wasexplicitly aimed
at what Strausz-Hupeé et al. described as the failure of U.S.
policy during the Eisenhower Administration.

Thisisthe backdrop to Eisenhower’ s January 1961 Fare-
well Address. In addition to warning against the growing
influence of the military-industrial complex, Eisenhower also
declared hisdisappointment over hisfailureto achieveadisar-
mament agreement.

“Disarmament, with mutual honor and confidence, is a
continuing imperative. . . . Because this need is so sharp and
apparent | confessthat | lay down my official responsibilities
in this field with a definite sense of disappointment. As one
who has witnessed the horror and the lingering sadness of
war, asonewho knowsthat another war could utterly destroy
this civilization which has been so slowly and painfully built
over thousands of years, | wish | could say tonight that peace
isinsight. Happily, | can say that war has been avoided.”

Kennedy in the Presidency, Surrounded

Four days later, John F. Kennedy was sworn in as Presi-
dent. Having campaigned asa“ hawk” relativeto Eisenhower,
both Jack Kennedy and his brother Bobby were susceptible
to the blandishments of Allen Dulles. The first trap set for
them was the April 1961 Bay of Pigs invasion, the invasion
force having grown from the 300 approved by Eisenhower,
to 3,000. The Joint Chiefs thought the CIA operation was
doomed to failure, but they kept their mouths shut, letting
Kennedy go ahead with the operation. Besides the CIA’s
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President John F. Kennedy signs the proclamation placing a
quarantine around Cuba, in response to the Soviet deployment of
ICBMsthere, Oct. 23, 1962. The utopian faction in the military,
and itscivilian affiliates, tried unsuccessfully to goad Kennedy into
amilitary strike against the Soviet missile sites and an invasion of
Cuba.

overestimation of the Cuban population’s propensity to rise
up in revolt against Castro, the crucial element in the disaster
was the calling off of the planned air strikes, for which Ken-
nedy wasblamed, but whichwasactually doneby hisNational
Security Adviser, McGeorge Bundy.

Kennedy took full responsibility for the failure, but he
was determined to get to the bottom of why it had happened.
Unfortunately, he called Maxwell Taylor back from retire-
ment to sit on an investigative commission, the Cuba Study
Group. From this point on—if not before—CIA Director Al-
len Dullestargetted Taylor for recruitment to function asthe
chief advocate and front-man inthe White Housefor counter-
insurgency and unconventional warfare. The Cuba commis-
sionalsoincluded Bobby Kennedy, and of course Dulles, who
was able to orchestrate the commission’s hearings so as to
shift the blame for the Bay of Pigs fiasco to the JCS and the
military, away from the CIA.

Dulleswasalso ableto manipulatethe commission’ spro-
ceedings with respect to the future, not just the past, so that
Jack and Bobby K ennedy became convincedthat it wasurgent
to expand U.S. counterinsurgency and counter-guerrilla-war-
faretraining and capabilities.

EIR February 15, 2002

But President Kennedy drew another lesson from this—
that hehad to gain control over the CIA and the military. With
guidance from Taylor, Kennedy drafted National Security
Action Memorandum (NSAM) #55, which made the Joint
Chiefsresponsiblefor peacetime clandestineoperations. This
would have removed such responsibility from the CIA—
which, it can be argued, it was never supposed to havein the
first place. (Under the National Security Act of 1947, the CIA
wascharged withthecoordinationand analysisof intelligence
gathered by others, not with either collection of intelligence,
or covert operations.) In any event, the Joint Chiefs, headed
by the more traditionalist Gen. Lyman Lemnitzer, did not
want the responsibility for clandestine operations, and the
CIA did not want it taken away, so Kennedy’s policy was
never implemented.

The second trap being set for Kennedy was Vietnam. On
the same day asthefinal failure of the Bay of Pigsinvasion—
April 20, 1961—Kennedy approved a proposal for an ex-
panded counterinsurgency program for Vietnam; the task
force created to implement the program, was headed by Dep-
uty Secretary of Defense (and Wall Street lawyer) Roswell
Gilpatric. The task force's chief operating officer was
Lansdale—who had gotten hisfoot in the door giving aface-
to-face briefing on Vietnam to the new President only aweek
after the inauguration.

But Kennedy was getting some other, contrary advice on
Vietnam—uwhich made alasting impact on him—from Gen.
DouglasMacArthur (ret.). Kennedy first called on MacArthur
in late April, and then had a three-hour discussion with him
at the White House in July 1961. MacArthur gave Kennedy
his famous warning against getting involved in a land war
in Asia, imploring Kennedy to avoid a military buildup in
Vietnam or anywhere else in Asia, and declaring that the
“domino theory” was ridiculous. During 1963, when Ken-
nedy was under enormous pressure to escalate in Vietnam
and to send U.S. combat troops, he would often say, “Get
General MacArthur to agree, and | will, too.”

In October 1963, Kennedy made his policy on Vietnam
official, withtheissuanceof NSAM #263, which calledfor the
withdrawal of 1,000 U.S. troops from Vietnam by Christmas
1963, and for the bulk of U.S. troops to be pulled out by
1965. Six weeks | ater, Kennedy was dead, and hispolicy was
reversed almost instantaneously.

‘Operation Northwoods

Meanwhile, inlate 1961, the Cuba Study Group gaverise
to the Cubatask force, whose objective was the overthrow of
Fidel Castro, in what was known as “ Operation Mongoose.”
The chief operations officer of the Cuba task force was, not
surprisingly, Edward Lansdale.

That the Cuba project was plotting the assassination of
Castro is well known. What was not known, until recently,
wasthat, during 1962, the Cubatask forcewas al so proposing
to carry out acts of terrorism against the United States, to be
blamed on Cuba, for the purpose of dragging theUnited States
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Gen. Douglas MacArthur, the greatest U.S. general of the 20th
Century, was the foremost representative of the classically trained,
anti-utopian faction in the U.S. military, who warned President
Kennedy in July 1961 against getting involved in aland war in
Asia. Here, heisbeing awarded a medal from President Trumanin
1950—six months before Truman fired him, for oppositionto U.S.
policy inthe Korean War.

into awar against Cuba.

The 1962 terrorism plan was called “Operation North-
woods,” and it was issued under the signature of JCS Chair-
man Lyman Lemnitzer. But, in the manner in which such
thingsweredone, it wasamost certainly drafted by Lansdale
and his team on the Cuba task force, and then presented to
Lemnitzer for his signature, so that he would then present it
to Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara. (It is not certain
that McNamara ever received the documents; in April 2001,
the Baltimore Sun quoted McNamara saying, “1 never heard
of it. | can’t believethe Chiefswere talking about or engaged
inwhat | would call CIA-type operations.”)

Lemnitzer’s covering memorandum stated that the Joint
Chiefsof Staff “haveconsidered” the attached memorandum,
whichisa" description of pretextswhichwould providejusti-
fication for military intervention in Cuba.” He saysthat it is
assumed “that asingleagency will begiven primary responsi-
bility for developing military and para-military aspectsof the
basic plan,” and he recommends that this responsibility be
assigned to the Joint Chiefs.

The attached memorandum, entitled “Justification for

28 Investigation

U.S. Military Intervention in Cuba,” statesthat it is assumed
that apolitical decision for aU.S. military intervention “will
result from aperiod of heightened U.S.-Cubantensionswhich
place the United Statesin the position of suffering justifiable
grievances.” World opinion and the United Nations “should
be favorably affected by devel oping the image of the Cuban
government asrash and irresponsible, and asan alarming and
unpredictablethreat tothe peace of theWestern Hemisphere.”

What then follows, is a series of proposals for actions
which would be used to provide the justification for U.S.
military intervention.

The first proposal was for “a series of well-coordinated
incidents’ to take placein and around the U.S. Navy base at
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba; theseweretoincludehaving friendly
Cubans dress in Cuban military uniformsto start riots at the
base, to blow up ammunition inside the base, to start fires, to
burn aircraft on the air base, to sabotage a ship in the harbor,
and to sink a ship near the harbor entrance.

The next: “A ‘Remember the Maine' incident could be
arranged. . . . We could blow up a U.S. ship in Guantanamo
Bay and blame Cuba,” or blow up a drone ship in Cuban
waters. Thememorandum coldly predicted: “ Casualty listsin
U.S. newspapers would cause a helpful wave of nationa in-
dignation.”

The memorandum continued: “We could devel op aCom-
munist Cubaterror campaigninthe Miami area, in other Flor-
idacitiesand even in Washington. Theterror campaign could
be pointed at Cuban refugees seeking haven in the United
States. We could sink aboatload of Cubansenrouteto Florida
(real or smulated). We could foster attempts on the lives of
Cuban refugeesin the United States. . . .

“Exploding afew plastic bombsin carefully chosen spots,
the arrests of Cuban agents and the release of prepared docu-
ments also would be helpful .

Among other actions proposed were to use fake Soviet
MiGaircraft toharasscivil aircraft, to attack surface shipping,
and to destroy U.S. military drone aircraft. “Hijacking at-
temptsagainst civil air and surfacecraft” wereal so suggested,
and then—the most elaborated plan of all—to simulate the
shooting down of achartered civil airliner in Cuban airspace.

President Kennedy rejected the plan, and the military di-
rected that all the pertinent documents be destroyed. Never-
theless, some of the documents did survive, and, hidden by
heavy classification for decades, they only came to light re-
cently.

‘Political Warfare

Paralel to the operations being run by Dulles and
Lansdale within the CIA/military apparatus, were the “pri-
vate” operationsrun by FPRI, IAS, and the Richardson Foun-
dation networks that had been identified in the Fulbright
Memorandum.

A key operative in these networks was Frank Barnett,
then the Director of Research for the H. Smith Richardson
Foundation, and also IAS's Program Director. For the sake
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Gen. Lyman L. Lemnitzer was Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
when “ Operation Northwoods” was proposed (here heisshownin
alater post, as NATO Supreme Allied Commander). The plan for
the U.S military to carry out acts of terrorism against the
American population, to create a pretext for the invasion of Cuba,
was circulated under his signature—but President Kennedy
rejected it.

of historical continuity, itisworthnotingthat,in 1961, Barnett
helped to found the National Strategy Information Center
(NSIC) of Prescott Bush (G.W. Bush's grandfather) et al.,
which later picked up major funding from Richard Mellon
Scaife. It wasthe NSIC which brought usthe 1981 Executive
Order 12333—the charter of the Reagan-Bush “ secret gover-
ment” and “Iran-Contra,” among other things.

Back in 1951, Barnett had proposed to create an Ameri-
can-sponsored foreign legion recruited from among refugees
from the Soviet bloc, to be called the “captive nations bri-
gade.” It wasto be composed of Russians, Poles, Hungarians,
Ukrainians, Chinese, Koreans, and others. Barnett also urged
the creation of aseparate Cabinet officeon Cold War strategy,
and the creation of a“West Point of palitical warfare.”

By 1961, Barnett appears to have dropped hisideafor a
foreign legion, but he was promoting aform of low-intensity
warfare-cum-terrorism which he called “political warfare.”
Hewrote an articletitled “ A Proposal for Political Warfare,”
published in the Military Review journa in March 1961,
which can be seen as a specific follow-up to FPRI's 1960
Forward Strategy. Barnett defined political warfare as much
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more than just propaganda:

“Political warfare is a sustained effort by a government
or political groupto seize, preserve, or extend power, against a
definedideol ogical enemy, throughall actsshort of ashooting
war by regular military forces, but not excluding thethreat of
such awar. Political warfare, in short, is warfare, not public
relations. It isone part persuasion and two parts deception. It
embraces diverse forms of coercion and violence including
strikes and riots, economic sanctions, subsidies for guerrilla
or proxy warfare and, when necessary, kidnapping or -
nation of enemy elites.”

Barnett then muted histalk about riotsand assassinations,
and called for a sustained campaign to mobilize and educate
key military and civilian leaders in the fight against commu-
nism. He complained that the Free World hadn’t even agreed
yet to define communism asthe enemy. In some countries, he
griped, Communist partiesarelegal, Communistsfreely raise
money for subversion, teach in universities, control labor
unions, even in vita industries. “The West has not clearly
defined an enemy. We do not admit we are at war. ... We
have no agreed ideological goals.”

Barnett argued that most Sino-Soviet advances could be
rolled back, if public opinion in the Western democracies
were sufficiently alert to the nature of communist aggression.
But “if the American people do not do their homework on
Mao, Lenin, and Clausewitz, they are likely to put pressure
on Washington for more social welfare [sic].” Just as the
British people demanded luxury and peace-in-our-time on
the eve of Dunkerque, Barnett wrote, “An American public,
indifferent to Communist aims and techniques, might lobby
for more fringe benefits, special interests, and privileges as
usual.”

Asacase study of what should be done, Barnett described
the seminars then being conducted jointly by the military
and IAS. IAS was created in 1958 and was sponsored by
the Richardson Foundation, he said, and could be caled “a
travelling civilian war college.” The IAS had recommended
to the JCS that a two-week Strategy Seminar for Reserve
and National Guard officers be held, which would include
educators, political leaders, businessmen, editors and pub-
lishers, etc. This was held at the National War College in
1959, and its curriculum on Communist protracted conflict
and possible American counter-strategies was prepared by
FPRI. Since then, Barnett boasted, more than 25 regional,
weekend seminars had been held around the country.

Barnett proposed targetting four specific segmentsof mil-
itary society for his “political warfare” legions: 1) Reserve
Officer Training Corps (ROTC) students and Reserve Officer
educators; 2) enlisted personnel whowill bereturningtocivil-
ianlifeasteachers, editors, businessmen, etc.; 3) foreign mili-
tary officers who come to the United States for training, and
who form personal relationshipswith their counterparts here;
and 4) retired military officers and reserve officers, particu-
larly those who work overseas for U.S. banks, corporations,
and trade associations, aswell asthose in the United States.
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON 25, O.C.

13 March 2982

MEMORANTIM FOR CHIEF OF OPERATIONS, CUBA PROJECT

Subject:
in Cuha (TS)

1. Reference is made to memorandum from Chief of Upera-~
“Operation

ticns, Cuba Froleet, for Genersl Cralg, subject:
MONGOUSE", dated 5 March 1952, wiich requested brief but

precise descriotion of pretexts whick the Joint Chiefs of
Staff consider would provide Justification for U3 military

Interventien in Cuba.

2. The projects listed in the enclosurs hereteo are for-

warded as a preliminary submission suitable for planning
purpeses. 1t i1z azsumed thet there will be similar sub-

missicns from other agencies and that these inputs will be

used as a basis far developing & time-phased plan. The
individual projects can ther be considered on a ease-by-
case basis.,

3. This plan, in&orpcrating srojests selected from the

attached suggeatlons, or from other sourczs, shauld be
dayveloped to focus ail efforts on a speeific ultimate
objective which would provide adeguate justificatlion for
U5 military intervention. Sueh a plan would enable a
logical build-up of incidants to be comblned with other
seeningly unrelated events 0 camouflasze the ultimate
objective and create the necessary impression of Cuban
rashness and irrespensibility on a large scale, direeted
at other eountries as well as the United Statas,
would also properly integrate and time phase the courses
of agtion to be pursued. The desired resultant frowm the

execution of tals plan would ke %o place the Uhited States
in the apparent positlen of soffering defensible grievances

from a rash end irresponsible goveroment of Cuba and <o

develop &n international image of 2 Cuban threat to peace

in the Western Hamisphere.

L, Time 1s an impartant Factor in resoZuticn of the
Cuban preblem. Therefore, the plan shouid be s¢ time-

phazed that projects would be operable within the next {ew

menths.

Justification for US Military Inservention

The plan

ENCTOSIRE
SRETENTS 10 JISTIFY US MIZITARY IWTHRVENTION IN CUBA

(the: The gourzes of gotlon whiled follow are = prellalnary

aubmisglen sultable cply Ffor wlanoing puerpoaea. They are

Tne terrow emrpaizn osuld be polnted ab Cuban refugees aceking

havesn 1p the United Stales, We vould 2ink o 2oatload of Cubans

pnzoxlie to Flerdds (re:\_'l or ulipulated).  We could Sester attespto

C. LUNSLELG i g e e

3. 0 "Renmcmber the Malre" frxeldent could be arranged in
sevaral CoTnws:
a. We gould blow up a U3 ablp Iz Guanbzname Lay and

T. Eijaeking attenpbs ggalosh elvil alr and surlace crafs
should appear ba eontlnue a3 harcesing measures condotcd by the

sovernment of Quba,  Concurrently, peoulno defectlona of Cuban

clvil and mllltory alr and surface oraft showld be epcouraped.

DOES KQT APFLY

EXCLUDED FROK AUTOMATLL
RECR&NIRG; DOL DIR 5200.10

The Cuba Sudy Group'’s 1962 memorandum, “ Justification
for U.S Military Intervention in Cuba,” which called for
terrorist actions, noted that “ casualty listsin U.S.

P SEERE SREGHAL HANBLING NOFORM

Barnett concluded with a plea for “the U.S. military—
with itsdisciplined organization, training methods, and civil-
ian contactsthrough ROTC, reserves, and industry” —to take
a leading role in helping others wage “non-military,” i.e.,
political, warfare.

The coincidence of Barnett’'s proposals, and the types of
actionswhich Lansdale and the Office of Special Operations
inthe Pentagonwerecarrying out during the Kennedy Admin-
istration, are obvious.

What Did Fulbright Know?

Onefinal note: After the Congressional hearingsin 1961-
62 on military propaganda and “ Cold War education” activi-
ties, and despite Barnett’ s grandiose plan, the seminars and
related activities appear to have gone underground for a pe-
riod of time. But in 1965, Lansdale, by now “retired” from
thegovernment, proposed arevival of the Cold War seminars.
Hewasaprincipal author of aproposal tothe American Secu-
rity Council (of which he was then an official) to create a
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newspaperswould cause a helpful wave of national
indignation.”

new forum, called the Freedom Studies Center, which was
established on an estate near Culpeper, Virginia. (The prop-
erty was still in the hands of the American Security Council
until thisyear.)

On the planning committee for the Freedom Studies Cen-
ter was one Ed Butler, who only acouple of yearsearlier had
been a key part of the operation in New Orleans to create a
“legend” around Lee Harvey Oswald, the patsy in the Ken-
nedy assassination.

As we noted at the outset, the Fulbright Memorandum
warned that the political activities being carried out by the
military, and by private institutions such as FPRI and the
Richardson Foundation under official military auspices, con-
stituted a threat to President Kennedy’s programs and poli-
cies. Towhat extent Senator Fulbright wasaware of the emer-
gence of thethreat to Kennedy’ slifeisnot known—although
it is confirmed that Fulbright warned President K ennedy not
to go to Dallas a few weeks before Kennedy’s fateful trip.
But, when taken in light of what we now know today—and
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the reemergence of a military coup threat today—Senator
Fulbright’ swarnings from 1961 are indeed worth pondering.

Profile

FPRI’s Crusade for
An American Empire

In order to throw further light on the utopian military net-
worksdiscussed in the preceding article, we publish this pro-
file of the Foreign Policy Research Institute, one of the key
private-sector think-tanksthat has shaped policy for the uto-
pians for nearly half a century. See also EIR, Jan. 25, 2002,
for a profile of FPRI founder Robert Strausz-Hupé.

Foreign Policy Research Ingtitute
1528 Walnut St, Suite 610
Philadel phia, Pennsylvania 19102
fpri@fpri.org

History:

The Foreign Policy Research Ingtitute (FPRI) was
founded in 1955 by Robert Strausz-Hupg, initially as part
of the University of Pennsylvania. FPRI began publishing a
quarterly, Orbis, AJournal of World Affairs, in 1957. Strausz-
Hupé served as founding editor; William Yandell Elliott—
a utopian in the tradition of H.G. Wells and the Nashville
Agrarians, whose protégésincluded Carter National Security
Adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski and former Secretary of State
Henry A. Kissinger—and Kissinger were members of the
founding editorial board of advisers, and continued on the
board for many years.

The Ingtitute’ s long-term Wellsian mission—to promote
an American world empire, without nation-states, in a post-
Soviet world—was championed in Strausz-Hup€' s lead arti-
cle in the inaugural edition of Orbis, under the title, “The
Balance of Tomorrow.” After the fall of the Soviet Union,
“TheBalanceof Tomorrow” wasreprintedinthe Winter 1992
issue of Orbis, by then-editor Daniel Pipes. According to
Pipes, the purpose of reprinting Strausz-Hupé' sthesiswasto
re-commit FPRI to itsfounding imperial mission.

Pipes asserted that a new world order, based upon an
American world empire, was needed now more than ever,
in order “to assure the survival of Western culture and of
mankind” against the growing threats posed by the “ political
emergence of the Asian peoples’ and by their acquisition of
weapons of mass destruction. Thus, FPRI is explicitly com-
mitted to the “clash of civilizations’ war-drive, afact further
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highlighted by the presence of both Harvard Prof. Samuel
Huntington, author of Clash of Civilizations, and Princeton
University-based British geopolitician Bernard Lewis on the
Ingtitute' s advisory board.

The 1957 “Balance of Tomorrow” founding statement by
Strausz-Hupé read, in part:

“The issue before the United States is the unification of
the globe under its leadership within this generation. How
effectively and rapidly the United Stateswill accomplishthis
task will determine the survival of the United States as a
leading power, probably the survival of Western Culture, and
conceivably the survival of mankind.

“. . .Thistask must beaccomplished withinthenear future
because of two overriding considerations: 1) The political
emergence of the Asian peoples, together with their tremen-
dous population growth, is altering profoundly the interna-
tional and regional balance of power and presages regional
and international conflictsand war; 2) Within the foreseeable
future, anumber of nations other than the United States, the
Soviet Union, and Britain will acquire nuclear weapons and
other means of mass destruction.

“. . .The establishment of such a universal order has be-
come now the sole alternative to anarchy and the destruction
of what man haswrought since his ancestors | eft their caves.
Theoneand only question thereforeiswho will bethe people
that will establish universal order in their image and under
their domination. . . .

“. .. Nationalismisthegreatest retrogressiveforce of this
century; . . . it has become the school for violence and dicta-
torship. It is narrowly parochial; it negates the promises and
requirements of modern technology; it impedes the ex-
changes of good and ideas and thus stunts economic and cul-
tura growth.

“. . .The United States now meets with historical neces-
sity. TheUnited Statesremainsasthesole holder of federative
power. The one question to be answered is: Will the United
States do what must be done? . . .

“Will the coming world order be the American Universa
empire? It must be that—to the extent that it will bear the
stamp of the American spirit. . . . Thecoming order will mark
thelast phasein ahistorical transition and cap the revolution-
ary epoch of thiscentury. The mission of the American people
isto bury the nation-states, lead their bereaved peoplesinto
larger unions, and overawe with its might the woul d-be sabo-
teurs of the new world order who have nothing to offer man-
kind but putrefying ideology and bruteforce. . . . For the next
fifty yearsor so thefuture bel ongsto America. The American
empire and mankind will not be opposites but merely two
names for the universal order under peace and happiness.
Novus orbisterrarum (New world order)” [sic].

The outlook expressed in Strausz-Hup€' s FPRI mission
statement was consi stent with his sponsorship by | saiah Bow-
man, aleading figurein the brain-trust of Col. Edward House,
Walter Lippmann, and Theodore Marburg, which ran the
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Woodrow Wilson Presidency, via a series of private Wall
Street-London intelligence circles, including “ The Inquiry.”
While professing a right-wing anti-communist ideology,
Strausz-Hupé actually represented the H.G. Wells utopian
world-federalist outlook, which detested the American repub-
lican intellectual tradition.

Raobert D. Crane, a Harvard Islamist, co-founder of the
Center for Strategic and International Studies, principal for-
eign policy adviser to Richard Nixon (1963-68), and Deputy
Director of the National Security Council under Kissinger,
turned down Strausz-Hup€'s offer to take over the director-
ship of FPRI. Hedid, however, promote Strausz-Hup€' sideas
as acounterweight to Kissinger’s concept of acondominium
with Moscow, to rule theworld viabipolar imperial arrange-
ment. “For Strausz-Hupg,” Crane wrote, “unlike Kissinger,
Communism was not ageopolitical force but an evil empire.
When Strausz-Hupéasked mein 1965tojoin hisorganization
as hiseventual successor, he asked meto write abook on the
false premises(i.e., false gods) of compromise with Commu-
nism, which werethen being installed under Kissinger’ saus-
picesin astrategy of ‘condominium’ or bipolar control of the
world.” Crane cautioned, “Although he never attended the
global strategy councils in London and elsewhere, Strausz-
Hupé was never far removed from the inner councils of the
secular establishment. . . . Nevertheless, Strausz-Hupéwasin
and out of the councils of pragmatic power wielders, perhaps
because his penultimate goal was the same as Kissinger’s,
namely to orchestrate global power by intellectual control of
elite thought in America. ... The genius of Strausz-Hupé
... lay in his elaboration of a‘forward strategy’ to win the
‘protracted conflict’ against these forces of chaos.”

FPRI has aso come to house some of the leading right-
wing Zionist networks in the U.S. foreign policy apparatus,
andtofully integratethelsraeli “ breakaway ally” war-trigger-
ing capability into his“forward strategy.”

Months after Huntington’s “ Clash of Civilizations” arti-
cle appeared in the Summer 1993 issue of Foreign Affairs,
theMiddle East Forum (MEF), whichwascreated asasection
of FPRI in 1990, launched the Middle East Quarterly, ajour-
nal devoted to promoting theideaof |slam asan enemy image
and embracing Huntington’ spolicy for theMiddle East. Pipes
editsMiddleEast Quarterly. The M EF wasjettisonedtoarms-
length “independent” statusin 1994, although Pipes remains
director of FPRI.

FPRI and the MEF are responsible for providing “ schol-
arly” research, testimony, and comment to the U.S. Con-
gress, Federal agencies, think-tanks, and various national
and international media, all with the same theme; Islam is
the enemy, and America must bear the responsibility to
confront and take military action against any and al so-
caled Middle Eastern and African “terrorist regimes’ that
are at war with the West.

FPRI was also at the center of the clamor to treat China
asthe next great enemy of the United States, which also pro-
vided the basis for much of the “Chinagate” attacks on the
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Clinton Administration. The centerpiece for the campaign
predicting inevitable war with China, wasthe 1997 book The
Coming Conflict with China, co-authored by FPRI’s Ross
Monro, who was Director of its Asia Program, 1990-97. The
book said that much of China s success in influencing U.S.
Chinapolicy could be attributed to the “New China L obby”
inthe United States. However, oneof theformer U.S. govern-
ment officialsidentified as profiting from business dealswith
China was Alexander Haig, who sits on FPRI's Board of
Trustees. Haig had thelast word, and Munro went looking for
anew job.

Key Personnd:

Daniel Pipes, Director (1986-93). Director also of MEF
(1993-present); columnist for the Hollinger Corp.’s Jerusa-
lem Post and Rupert Murdoch’s New York Post; Ph.D. from
Harvard University, spent six years studying abroad, includ-
ing in Egypt; has taught at University of Chicago, Harvard
University, and the U.S. Naval War College; held positions
in Departments of State and Defense; former Vice Chairman
of Fulbright Board of Foreign Scholarships (1992-93); mem-
ber of Department of Defense“ Special Task Forceon Terror-
ism Technology”; and member, New Y ork Council on For-
eign Relations.

Ronald S. Lauder, an heir the Estée Lauder cosmetics
empire; leading financial backer of Isragli Prime Minister
Ariel Sharon and former Isragli Prime Minister Benjamin
Netanyahu; President Ronald Reagan’ s Ambassador to Aus-
tria, from which post he launched the campaign against Aus-
trian President Kurt Waldheim, along with World Jewish
Congress president Edgar Bronfman; former president of the
Conference of Presidents of Major Jewish-American Organi-
zations; designated successor to Bronfman as president of
the WJC.

Alexander M. Haig, Jr., former Nixon WhiteHouseaide
under Kissinger, where he was widely suspected of being
the “Deep Throat” leak to the press in Watergate; former
Secretary General of NATO; Secretary of Stateunder Reagan
Presidency, until hewasfired for duplicity with Sharoninthe
1982 Isradli invasion of Lebanon; later implicated, along with
Kissinger, in the Propaganda 2 Freemasonic scandal in Italy.

JamesCourter.

Midge Decter.

Samuel P. Huntington (seeprofilein EIR, Jan. 25, 2002).

John F. Lehman, former Secretary of the Navy.

Bernard Lewis (seeprofilein EIR, Jan. 25, 2002).

Martin Peretz, editor and publisher of The New Repub-
lic, former Harvard professor, and mentor and financial
backer of Al Gore.

Donald H. Rumsfeld, Secretary of Defense.

Richard Thornburgh, former Governor of Pennsylva-
nia, former Attorney General under Presidents Reagan and
the elder George Bush, infamousfor “ Thornburgh Doctrine,”
asserting global reach of American laws.

R. JamesWoolsey, CIA director duringfirst Clinton Ad-
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ministration; leading proponent of war against Irag as* Phase
II" in*“war against terrorism.”

Current Operations:

In addition to Pipes, one of the most widely used mouth-
piecesfromthe FPRI stableis Steven Emerson. Emerson was
sponsored by FPRI to write the book Mohammed's Army:
The Rise of Islamic Fundamentalism. FPRI researcher and
MEF editorial board member Khalid Duran worked with Em-
erson to produce the video “Jihad in America,” which aired
onthePublic TV Broadcasting System and promoted theidea
of Idam asthe enemy. Other FPRI operatives and associates
who appear widely in the mass media calling for expanded
military action against Middle Eastern states include Laurie
Mylroie and David Wurmser, both of the American Enter-
prise Institute.

FPRI offers a monthly lecture series, “The World After
Sept. 11,” and also monthly briefings on the “War on Ter-
rorism.”

On Jan. 17, 2002, FPRI sponsored the Fifth Annual
Strausz-Hupé L ecture, given by author Robert D. Kaplan on
the subject of his book Warrior Palitics. (Kaplan is a FPRI
Associate Scholar and afrequent speaker at FPRI events.) In
this book, advocating Strausz-Hupé's idea of the need for a
global imperium, to oversee the dismantling of the nation-
state system, Kaplan promotes the need for a “new pagan
ethos’ to match the imperial militarist policies of this Well-
sian world dictatorship.

FPRI’s and MEF's political ties to current government
officials are significant. Donald Rumsfeld, a former FPRI
advisory board member, isthe current Secretary of Defense.
FPRI is sponsoring Richard Perle, the chairman of the De-
fense Policy Board, which advises the Pentagon. FPRI’s
website offers E-Notes, America at War, Nov. 30, 2001,
“Next Stop, Irag,” Remarks of the Hon. Richard Perle.

MEF launched its 2002 Middl e East Briefings, on Jan. 22,
with Perleasitsfeatured speaker. FPRI former board member
and Asianspecialist Dov S. Zakheimiscurrently Undersecre-
tary of Defense (Comptroller) and Chief Financia Officer for
the Department of Defense.

A satellite of FPRI-MEF is the United States Committee
for a Free Lebanon (USCFL); Daniel Pipes functions as an
official adviser toitsmonthly publication, Middle East I ntelli-
genceBulletin. A rabidly right-wing organization, its I nternet
home page is entitled “World’s Most Wanted—State Spon-
sors of Terrorism,” with photos of Ali Khamenel of Iran,
Saddam Hussein of Irag, Bashar al-Assad of Syria, Muammar
Qaddafi of Libya, Fidel Castro of Cuba, Kim Jong-il of North
Korea, Omar Hassan al-Bashir of Sudan, and Osama bin
L aden of Afghanistan. The home page al so boastsacomplete
List of Terrorist and Insurgency Groups World Wide. Mem-
bersof the USCFL Golden Circle of supportersinclude Rich-
ard Perle, David Wurmser, Daniel Pipes, and others associ-
ated with FPRI and MEF (see www.freelebanon for a full
listing).
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FPRI and M EF directly interfacethe Washington I nstitute
for Near East Policy (WINEP), on whose board sits severa
key members of the Mega committee of right-wing Zionist
billionaires, including Edgar and CharlesBronfman, and Max
Fisher. Of the 56 policy papers published by WINEP since
itsinception in 1985, almost one-third have been written by
editors or board members of FPRI, Orbis, MEF, or Middle
East Quarterly.

Patrick Clawson, formerly of the International Monetary
Fund and World Bank, is WINEP sdirector for research. He
was a leading member of FPRI and is currently the Senior
Editor for Pipes Middle East Quarterly and remains a con-
tributing editor to Orbis. Martin Kramer, athree-timefellow
at WINEP, isthe editor of Middle East Quarterly.

FPRI Funding:

(According to IRS 990 Forms from 1985-2000)

Bradley Foundation (21 separate grants): $1,373,600

Sarah Scaife Foundation (15 grants): $1,070,000

Carthage Foundation (2 grants): $75,000

Olin Foundation (17 grants): $995,000

Smith Richardson Foundation (2 grants): $97,500

Total (57 grants): $3,513,600

Note: The Middle East Quarterly received five grantsto-
talling $130,000 from the Bradley Foundation according to
IRS 990 forms for the years 1996-1998. WINEP received
eight grants totalling $574,509 from the Smith Richardson
Foundation and the Bradley Foundation accordingto IRS990
forms 1992-2000.

Orbis:

Founders:

Editor: Robert Strausz-Hupé

Editorial Board: Hans Kohn, Norman D. Palmer, Stefan
Possony, Arthur P. Whitaker

Editorial Advisory Board: William Y. Elliott, William R.
Kintner, Paul M.A. Linebarger, Froelich G. Rainey, Henry
A. Kissinger

Executive Director: Walter F. Hahn

Current Staff and Contributors:

Editor: Walter A. McDougall

Contributing Editors: Bruce D. Berkowitz; Paul Bracken,
Yae University; Patrick Clawson, Washington Institute for
Near East Policy; Mark Falcoff, American Enterprise Insti-
tute; Michael Radu, FPRI; Harvey Sicherman, FPRI; Vladi-
mir Tismaneanu, University of Maryland.

Middle East Quarterly:

Editor: Martin Kramer, Tel Aviv University

Senior Editor: Patrick Clawson, director of research
WINEP

FPRI officers and board of trustees, see www.fpri.org/
about/board.

MEF board of governors, see WWW.meforum.org/gov-
ernars.
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Worldwide Opposition Rises To
Bush’s ‘Axis of Evil’ Statement

by Jeffrey Steinberg

There s little doubt, in the minds of the vast majority of world The President’s speech precipitated a firestorm of pro-
leaders, and even among more sane elements within the U.@sts, from government officials, political leaders, and edito-
political establishment, that President George W. Bush “lost  rial writers from an amazing array of nations, including many
it” during his State of the Union speech on Jan. 29, when héraditionally allied with the United States, and almost all of
lashed out at the freshly minted “axis of evil,” comprised of ~ which actively participated in the “coalition” war in Afghan-
Iran, Iraq, and North Korea, and warned that the United Stateistan.

would take preemptive action against any states threatening ¢ Javier Solana, former Secretary General of NATO, who
world security with the use of weapons of mass destruction.is now the European Union’s foreign policy and defense chief,

But the real “story behind the story” being pursued by  told reporters on Feb. 4 that Bush’s “axis of evil” formula “is
ElIRinvestigators, is that President Bush, who came into officea statement which will not carry any meaning.” He singled out
ill-prepared to handle the immense array of crises facing the Bush’s targetting of Iran, reporting that the EU “is working on
United States and the world, is now, himself, facing politicala possible agreement with Iran which is in the making,” to
blackmail pressure from a combination of Sen. John McCain back up the moderate forces. “We would like to see Irar
(R-Ariz.), and the Democratic Leadership Council (DLC), playing a role . . . as an important regional power for a con-
the so-called “New Democrats” of Sen. Joseph Lieberman  structive and stable region.” He made the statements after |
(D-Conn.). The operations against the President being ruand two other EU officials concluded nine hours of closed-
by the McCain-Lieberman-DLC crowd, do not excuse the  door meetings with top Iranian government officials.
President’s flight forward into the clutches of those behind ¢ The same day, the chairman of the German Free Demo-
the Sept. 11 attempted coup tieagainst his Presidency. But cratic Party (FDP), Guido Westerwelle, called on Chancellor
they represent an important piece of the picture, and a key tGerhard Schider and Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer to
freeing the Bush Administration from a potentially disastrous  voice public opposition to the Bush “axis of evil” formula.

turn, which can still be reversed. “If we are partners in NATO,” he told German reporters, “we
must talk to each other at the same level. ... There is a real
A Firestorm of Protest deficit here. . .. We need resolute protests from the side of

In his State of the Union address, the President declared, the Europeans.”
“States like these [Iran, Iraq, North Korea] and their terrorist « The German state-owned radio, Deutschlandfunk,
allies, constitute an axis of evil, arming to threaten the peace  aired a broadcast on the evening of Feb. 4, labelling the “ax
of the world . . . All nations should know America will do of evil talk” a threatto world peace. Maybe the Bush language
what is necessary to ensure our nation’s security. ... I will  was “just muscle-flexing, but it cannot be that this dangerou:
not stand by as peril draws closer and closer. The Unitedholding of a fuse on a geopolitical powder keg is accepted
States of America will not permit the world’s mostdangerous  without opposition.”
regimes to threaten us with the world’s most destructive ¢ Germany’s Deputy Foreign Minister, Ludger Volmer,
weapons.” told German national television's ZDF “Morgenmagazin”
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program on Feb. 4, “We Europeans are
warning against a strike on Irag; we have
no evidence whatsoever of Iraq's aleged
support of terrorism.”

» The chief foreign policy spokesman
of the German Christian Democratic
Union, Karl Lamers, simply stated that “it
cannot be that you [the United States] de-
cide, and wefollow.”

* Russian Defense Minister Sergei
Ivanov, in Munich for the annua
Wehrkunde international security confer-
ence, rejected the Bush targetting of Iran,
Irag, and North Korea, countering that
some American alies, including Saudi
Arabia and other Gulf states, have been
sponsoring terrorism in Afghanistan and
Chechnya, which the United States does
not like to talk about. Ivanov wasjoined in
his criticisms by Dmitri Rogozin, the pow-
erful chairman of the internationa rela
tionscommittee of the Russian Duma, who
told the Iranian news agency, IRNA, that
“Iranisnot Afghanistan, nor will global conditions allow for
the formation of an anti-Iran coalition. . . . The cases of Iran
and Iraq are different from that of Afghanistan.” Rogozin
issued his statements following a meeting with the Iranian
Ambassador to Russia.

Alsoin Asia, Mideast

« Indian Chief National Security Adviser Braheesh Mis-
hrasharply rejected the“axis’ line, telling AFP news agency
that terrorism can only be “tackled effectively with a global
and comprehensive approach. Compartmentalized national
approaches cannot advance our collective purpose of crush-
ing terrorism, since terrorism has devel oped a seamless web
of international linkages.”

» China's Deputy Foreign Minister Wang Yi issued a
strongly worded repudiation of the U.S. targetting of thethree
nations, arguing that the war on terrorism cannot be “arbi-
trarily widened.” Xinhua, the official Chinese news agency,
published an editorial on Feb. 3, warning against the United
Stateswidening of the“war onterrorism.” “ No small number
of peoplesuspect that by labelling Iran, Irag, and North Korea
asan ‘axisof evil,” the United States seeksto prepare public
opinion for possible strikes against those countries under the
banner of anti-terrorism. Using theword ‘axis' makes people
think of the powerful military alliance formed by fascist Ger-
many, Italy, and Japan, which turned the world upside down
with their atrocities.” Foreign Ministry spokesman Kong
Quan told reporters that “the Chinese side does not advocate
using thiskind of languagein international relations.”

« Al Riyad, amajor Saudi Arabian newspaper, in an un-
usual break with Washington, editorialized, “ The sole super-
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The Senator from Arizonais playing a leading part in the drive to goad the President
into a dangerous flight-forward on foreign policy—while preparing his own “ Bull
Moose” candidacy for 2004.

power is alone taking decisionsto put the whole world under
its mandate. President Bush is [behaving] arbitrarily to im-
pose American domination on theworld.”

* France' scombative Foreign Minister, Hubert Védrine,
told Radio Francelnternational on Feb. 6, “ Wearethreatened,
today, by a new simplicity that wants to solve the problems
of the world through the fight against terrorism, alone, and
that is not serious.” He criticized the American tendency to
approach global affairs“in aunilateral fashion, without con-
sulting othersbased ontheir interpretationsof their interests.”
This approach, he warned, “poses a mgjor problem for the
regulation of globalization. . . . The Europeansare, today, not
onlinewiththepolicy of theWhite Housetowardthe Mideast,
and they think that it isamistaketo support the policy of pure
repression that Ariel Sharon pursues.” Védrine, while saying
that the three states singled out by President Bush do pose
problemsfor international security, “thereare other factors of
risk of the Mideast conflict, which are asthreatening, but find
no mention by President Bush.”

The criticisms of the “axis of evil” hype were not re-
stricted to foreign government officials alone. According to
the Feb. 4 Washington Post, Brent Scowcroft, the chairman
of President Bush’ sForeignIntelligence Advisory Board, and
the elder George Bush's National Security Adviser (1989-
93), told reportersontheplane, returningfromtheWehrkunde
meeting, “The Americans and the Europeans are drifting
apart, and that partly affects the course of the war on terror-
ism.” Citing the “axis of evil” statements, Scowcroft said, “I
really don’t know what it wasdesigned to do.” He argued that
the next phase of the war on terrorism will be fought in the
domain of intelligence activity, and the full cooperation of
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the Europeans and other nations will be essential. Robert
Hunter, aformer U.S. Ambassador to NATO, told the Post
that Bush'’s formulation “sent absolutely the wrong signal to
theallies.”

If success in the war on terrorism is to be realized, the
United States must work with Russia, China, and India The
three Asian powers have greatly advanced theideaof a“stra-
tegictriangle” of cooperationin the past several weeks, high-
lighted by high-level diplomatic visits by Russian Foreign
Minister Igor Ivanov to Beijing and New Delhi, and by Chi-
nese Prime Minister Zhu Rongji’s earlier groundbreaking
visit to New Delhi (see articlein Economics).

Prior to the State of the Union provocation, all three Asian
powers had been deeply involved in cooperation with Wash-
ington, in the anti-terror campaign. The message coming out
of Moscow, Beijing, and New Delhi now, isclear: The coop-
eration and partnership with Washington can move forward,
but not if the Bush Administration pursues such insanely pro-
vocative policies as those implicit in the “axis of evil”
formula.

What is driving President Bush to pursue such a patently
self-destructive course of action?

The*McCain Factor’

As LaRouche has written, in a soon-to-be-released
LaRouchein 2004 campaign special report, Zbigniew Brzezi-
nski and September 11, President Bush was able to surpress,
but not crush, the military coup d'état attempt, behind the
attacks on the Pentagon and the World Trade Center, through
close collaboration with Russian President Vladmir Putin.
This well-documented President-to-President collaboration
averted apotential United States/Russia thermonucl ear esca-
lation, and temporarily defeated a policy putsch, aimed at
drawing the United States into the “clash of civilizations’
global religious war, promoted by Samuel Huntington, Ber-
nard Lewis, and Zbigniew Brzezinski, and aggressively pur-
sued by Ariel Sharon and the lIsraeli Defense Forces
command.

Thelunatic Anglo-American faction behind the Hunting-
ton-Brzezinski drivefor aglobal Thirty YearsWar, isprinci-
pally motivated by the fact that their post-Bretton Woods
international financial and monetary systemisonitslast legs.
They fear that there is growing momentum toward a new
set of strategic arrangements, based on Lyndon LaRouche’s
Eurasian Land-Bridge proposals—arrangements that would
strip them of their hoped-for ability to shape the post-crash
world system to their own benefit.

For the desperate financier oligarchs behind the drive for
a new Eurasian conflagration, world war is preferable to a
revival of American System political and economic relations
among leading sovereign nation-states, led by the United
States, Russia, China, India, and Western Europe.

Itisinthiscontext that Senator McCain, President Bush's
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rival for the 2000 Republican Party Presidential nhomina-
tion—or a possible third-party alternative—has surfaced in
recent weeks as a prop in the ongoing effort to draw the Bush
Administrationinto thetrap. McCain hasbeen cast intherole
of the clash of civilizations faction’ s very own “Manchurian
Candidate.”

Much of the story behind the McCain operation was ex-
posed in the Feb. 4 issue of New Yorker magazine, which
published a promotional piece for McCain by Nicholas
Lermann. The story touted the prospects of a McCain third-
party Presidential bid in 2004, modelled on Theodore Roose-
velt's1912 “Bull Moose” candidacy, which defeated the ree-
lection bid of his fellow Republican, William Howard Taft,
and threw the Presidency to Democrat Woodrow Wilson, a
pawn of the British Fabian circlesof H.G. Wells. Aswiththe
1912 Roosevelt-Wilson collusion, McCain today is in bed
with Sen. Joseph Lieberman, Al Gore’ s 2000 Vice Presiden-
tia running-mate, who is today the Democratic Leadership
Council’s favored candidate for the 2004 Democratic Party
Presidential nomination.

Lermann spelled out the M cCain blackmail game against
the President: “What works best for McCain right now,” he
explained, “is a dynamic in which he keeps presenting tests
to Bush, with the idea that, if Bush flunks, McCain might be
motivated to run for President. Bush has to keep placating
him, and if he doesn’t, McCain gets to run on the basis of
principle, rather than ambition. . . . The conduct of thewar is
an ongoing test, in which McCain is monitoring Bush for
signs of getting soft because of afear of asking Americansto
sacrificein an election year.”

McCain and Lieberman have made no secret of their col-
lusion to force President Bush to adopt precisely the flight-
forward against such Mideastern targetsasIran and Iraq, that
was seen in the State of the Union tirade. The two men led a
Senate delegation to Central Asiaand Afghanistan during the
Congressional recess, and used the opportunity to press for
the rapid launching of “Phase I1” of the war on terrorism—
centered in the Mideast.

The two Senators, along with the Bush Administration’s
leading “Sharonist,” Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul
Wolfowitz, and Defense Policy Board chairman and long-
suspected I sraeli agent Richard Perle, led the U.S. delegation
to the Wehrkunde security conference in Munich from Feb.
2-3 (see accompanying article). While Wolfowitz was con-
strained by the fact that he was the senior representative of
the Bush Administration at the event, and his speech text was
clearly worked over by the office of Secretary of Defense
Donad Rumsfeld, McCain and Lieberman were free to be-
havelikeapair of insane provocateurs: whichisexactly what
they did.

Addressing the conference on Sept. 2, McCain invoked
the “axis of evil” formula: “Just this week, the American
people heard our President articulate a policy to defeat the
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McCain'’s Big-Noose Party

Presidential precandidateLyndonH. LaRouche, Jr.issued
the following statement on Feb. 8, 2002.

Sending those four stooges, Wolfowitz, Perle, McCain,
and Lieberman, to the Munich Wehrkunde conference,
was like putting a Hollywood Don Juan onthe Larry King
show, to tell the heart-rending story of his terrible fight
against aresistant strain of gonorrhea. It turned out to be
about the quickest way to end alot of alliances.

Maybe that was theintention, all along.

At Munich, Joe Lieberman, the only member of the
team capable of parsing, performed afour-stooges parody
of Groucho Marx, while McCain played “Harpo.” The
conclusiontobedrawn, isthat thosefour knuckle-draggers
were not sent to deliver amessage, but to accomplish ex-
actly the effect their performance produced: provoke an
incident which would, among other things, more or less
break up NATO, infavor of a“WeDo Asl Please” organi-
zation run from Washington, D.C.

Granted, as Secretary O’'Neill’s statements on the
health of the U.S. economy should remind us, we must
alwaystakeinto account the fact, that not only the present
U.S. Administration, but the minds of pretty much the
entirety of the present official |eadership of the Republican
and Democratic parties, are not living mentally in the real

world. Most of these leading circles could be compared,
on numerous stress-filled occasions, to a troop of dried-
out, sun-crisped travellersin a desert, ready to go to war,
in Afghanistan, or ailmost any other place, over the rights
to permanent occupation of amirage. They will probably
fight that war, but will they ever successfully occupy that
mirage?

All of which brings us to what a recent edition of the
weekly New Yorker has described, as McCain’s threat to
forma“Bull Moose” party. What isthat New Yorker story
trying to tell us? What has that to do with McCain’s un-
caged performance at Munich?

My point, isthat weareliving under circumstances, in
which the apparent intentions of leading charactersare no
longer necessarily areflection of atrend in policy, but, are
a symptom of a breakdown in the ability to accept the
reality of the circumstancesin which leading political and
related forces are now situated. What McCain says he is
doing, for example, may haveno correlationwith theeffect
of the current movements of his mouth, hands, and feet.
The question, therefore, isnot, what isMcCain’ sown vol-
untary intention; but, rather, who is using him, as if he
wereakind of hand grenadethrowninto the neighborhood,
for what effect, as we witnessed in his part in the four-
stooges act at Munich?

| remember the notorious* Gulf of Tonkin” resolution.
Often what the leaders of our government and political
partiestell us, is not what is actually happening, but what
they wishtofool usintodoing. That is, asit wasat Munich,
Senator “hand grenade” McCain.

axis of evil that threatens us with its support for terror and
development of weapons of mass destruction. Dictators that
harbor terrorists and build these weapons are now on notice
that such behavior is, initself, acasus belli.”

McCainzeroedinonlrag: “Nowhereissuchanultimatum
more applicable than in Saddam Hussein’s Irag. Almost ev-
eryone familiar with Saddam’ srecord of biologica weapons
development over the past two decades agrees that he surely
possesses such weapons. He also possesses vast stocks of
chemical weapons and is known to have aggressively pur-
sued, with some success, the development of nuclear weap-
ons. He is the only dictator on Earth who has actually used
weapons of mass destruction against his own people and
neighbors. Hisregimehasbeen implicated in the 1993 attacks
on the World Trade Center. Terrorist training camps exist on
Iragi soil, and Iraqi officials are known to have had a number
of contactswith al-Qaeda.”

McCain then got to the point: “A day of reckoning is
approaching. Not simply for Saddam Hussein, but for al
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members of the Atlantic community, whose governments
face the choice of ending the threat we face every day from
this rogue regime, or carrying on as if such behavior, in the
wake of Sept. 11, were somehow still tolerable. . . . The com-
bined examples of regime change in Afghanistan and Irag
would likely compel several other state sponsors of terror to
change their ways or go out of business, accomplishing by
example what we would otherwise have to pursue through
force of arms. These nations—Syria and Sudan, for in-
stance—have a choice, and it isin their interest to make the
right one.”

The next day, in his own speech, Lieberman fully en-
dorsed McCain’sincendiary message: “We cannot claim vic-
tory in our war against terrorism until we decisively address
the profound threat posed by Saddam Hussein and his weap-
onsof massdestruction. As President Bush declared on Tues-
day inhisState of the Union address, ‘ Americawill not permit
the world's most dangerous regimes to threaten us with the
world' s most destructive weapons.””
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At Munich Wehrkunde Meeting, U.S.
Speaks Loudly About Carrying Big Stick

by Rainer Apel

Many essays have already been published on the new Ameri- The latter point was stressed even more strongly, in Se
can doctrine of war, and President George W. Bush’s State afohn McCain’s (R-Ariz.) conference speech on the “new
the Union address with its new enemy image of the “axis of ~ American internationalism”: “Turkey is a frontline state in
evil.” But more than that, the personal appearance of somthe war on terrorism, as Germany was a frontline state during
main propagators of that doctrine, at the famous Munich  the Cold War.” Only days later, on Feb. 5, the “reward” prof-
“Wehrkunde” (International Conference on Security Policy)fered to Turkey for such a role was announced: another $9
on Feb. 1-3, illustrated for Europeans the dangerous flight- billionloan to fromthe International Monetary Fund, bringing
forward tendency in present U.S. strategic thinking. up to $40 billion the total credit that the IMF has now ex-
At this 38th annual Wehrkunde meeting, presentationsby  tended—in sharp contrast to Argentina, for example.
the American delegation delivered a shock—even stronger The American message at the Munich conference soun-
than President Bush'’s Jan. 29 State of the Union address—to  ded as though NATO would be of use to the United States
attendees both from Europe, as well as from Russia, Chindhe future if at all, only if it were reshaped according to the
and India. Never in the 25 years tHaR has been covering “requirements of responding to the new kinds of threats.”
this annual Munich event, has such a deep split been exposed Though some Americans, like former National Security
between the United States and its European NATO allies.  Adviser Brent Scowcroft—now chairman of the President’s
Whereas the Americans focussed on the “new American inForeign Intelligence Advisory Board—voiced concern that
ternationalism,” the Europeans voiced opposition and posed an overconfident Bush Administration would widen the ga
concerned questions as to the future of the United Statesvith Europe too much andtoorapidly, andbreak NATO apart,
European alliance within NATO. the new doctrine was not really challenged, even by those
From the American side, Deputy Secretary of DefenseAmerican critics. Their proposal was rather, that Europe do
Paul Wolfowitz, who delivered the main keynote address on more in defense spending, to narrow that gap to the Unite
Feb. 2, made it clear: The United States can and will wage th&tates.
“war on terrorism” alone, if necessary, predominantly based As for the “war on terrorism” itself, its scope and particu-
on its own resources, and it does not need either NATO, olar “rogue” targets, Wolfowitz said the “terrorists” were hid-
the United Nations. ing “not merely in the mountains of Afghanistan, but in the
There “will not be a single coalition” any more, with fixed towns of cities of Europe and the United States.”
alliance partners, such as NATO has been, Wolfowitz as- Sen. Joseph Lieberman (D-Conn.) spoke of a “New Iror
serted, quoting his boss, Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfel@urtain,” or “New Wall” that was stretching “from the terror-
“but rather different coalitions for different missions—flexi- ist camps in the hills and and valleys of Central Asia, to the
ble coalitions. Some will join us publicly, others will choose sands of Somalia, Sudan, and Saudi Arabia, to cells in Singa-
quietand discreet forms of cooperation.” Moreover, Wolfow- ~ pore, Indonesia, the Philippines, and many other places in:
itz added, a “key concept” of future warfare will “not rule out cluding Europe and America.” McCain thundered that the
anything”; it will involve everything from combat on horse- rest of the world should “dispel any notion that America’s

back to space-based high-tech weapons systems. commitment to the defeat of our enemies is mere rhetoric.
o . Just ask the Taliban. The successful military campaign we
Coalition With IMF and Turkey? and our allies waged against the government that harbored

In a later contribution to the conference, Wolfowitz em-  our enemies, sends what | hope is a clear signal to leaders i
phasized, again, that “the U.S. can do it alone, because wkehran, Damascus, Khartoum, and elsewhere, that sponsor-
have a degree of overwhelming support in Congress, today, ing terrorism places national survival at risk.”
that we did not have back in 1991,” during the anti-lraqwar.  The recent change of regime in Afghanistan and—next
Among the other NATO allies, Wolfowitz named only Tur-  onthe list—Iraqg, McCain said, “would likely compel several
key as an outstanding, preferential ally, because, as he put iither state sponsors of terror to change their ways or go out
it was “a model” within the Muslim world. of business.” He included Syria and Sudan on his list of states
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The Four Baboons present the new Bush Doctrine.

that either “make the right choice or face the consequences.”
Wolfowitz, again: “Those countries that choose to tolerate
terrorism and refuse to take action—or worse, those that con-
tinue to support it—will face consegquences.” Wolfowitz
added another target, when he said of Palestine Authority
President Y asser Arafat, that “ unfortunately, our main inter-
locutor on the other sideisinvolved deeply in terrorism.”

There was, finally, the ubiquitous “Prince of Darkness,”
Defense Policy Board head Richard Perle, who said that now
isthetimeto attack Iraq’s military, and that the Iranian gov-
ernment would fall soon. “There is no time for diplomacy,”
Perle said.

ProtestsFrom Eurasia

This American posture met open protest at the Munich
event: most outspokenly, from Russia, Chinaand India, but
also from Europe; and, notably, even from the usually over-
cautious Germans. Russia' s Defense Minister Sergel [vanov,
Deputy Foreign Minister of China Wang Yi, and Braheesh
Mishra, chief national security adviser to Indian PrimeMinis-
ter Atal Behari Vajpayee, repudiated the U.S. talk about an
“axisof evil.”

Ivanov said of Irag, Iran, and North Korea, “1 don’t have
any evidence whatsoever that the governments of these three
nations support terrorism.” He said that Russia had “its own
list of rogue states,” including such traditional U.S. allies as
Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, and Dubai, whose support for Islamic
terrorismwaswell-documented—in stark contrast totheU.S.
charges which haven't been, to this day. The Chinese diplo-
mat warned against any “arbitrary widening of the war,” in-
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sisting that every such action against terrorism proceed
gtrictly “onthe basis of international law” and “under the UN
Charter.” India, insisted Mishra, vehemently opposed “any
compartmentalized national approaches,” precisely the new
direction advertised by Wolfowitz.

AlsotheEuropeansvoicedtheir protest; for example, Karl
Lamers, chief foreign policy spokesman of the German
Christian Democrats: “It cannot be that you decide, and we
follow. . . . Ever since Sept. 11, NATO hasnot existed.” For-
mer deputy defense minister of Germany, Lothar Ruehl, ad-
dressed “ genuine differences betweenthe U.S. anditsallies,”
specifying that in addition to NATO member Turkey, other
Islamic countries, such as “Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and Syria
areopposedto anintervention against Iraq.” German Defense
Minister Rudolf Scharping a so spoketothelraqissue, saying
that “military planning should not start from the wrong end.”

Thefact that German conference partici pants came out so
openly, underlines how deep the gulf has grown between
Europe and the United States, since German opposition to
American military policiesisrarely stated. Clashes over cru-
cial issues of strategic policy and defense were even more
fierce behind the scenes at Munich, EIR learned from the
conference’ ssidelines.

If NATO aswe have known it ceased to exist after Sept.
11, it has not been revitalized since, and it won’t be, should
the present tendency of U.S. strategic policy continue. How
Russia, China, and India will react, is less of a mystery, as
relations among these three states have grown very intense,
over the recent period. How the Europeans, especially those
on the continent, will react, isan open question, however.
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State of Union Speech Arouses
Unusual Opposition in Europe

by Mark Burdman

The flight-forward of American international policy since
President George W. Bush’s Jan. 29 State of the Union “axis
of evil” outburst, and as evidenced by the bulk of the U.S.
delegation at the Feb. 1-3 Wehrkunde meeting in Munich,
has caused a singular development within the oligarchical
establishment. Certain highly-placed individuals who have
long associated themsel ves with the most miserable policies,
and strong factionsin Great Britain or with very close British
connections, have gone into opposition to a policy that they
perceive as a catastrophe.

In Europe, includingintheUnited Kingdom, senior policy
circleshavebeen quick to observe—andtoagreewith Lyndon
LaRouche—that the Enron scandal is one significant factor
in the recent derangement from Washington, featuring and
the use of this scandal by forces typified by U.S. Sen. John
McCain (R-Ariz.), to force or blackmail Bush into the new
flight forward. Others see the latest from the administration
asanill-conceived attempt, to reverse the economic collapse
through vastly increased military spending.

But at the same time, many informed observers, even
those usually strongly opposed to LaRouche, share his con-
cern, as he recently expressed it in his “Brzezinski and
September 11th” feature (EIR, Jan. 11), that the events of
Sept. 11, have propelled to prominencethose U.S. “ utopians’
personified by Zbigniew Brzezinski, Samuel Huntington,
and Paul Wolfowitz, who have unleashed a neo-imperial
frenzy.

‘On aVery Dangerous Course

On Feb. 5, EIR spoke to a continental European source,
who hasbeenamover-and-shaker in such oligarchical institu-
tions as the Club of Rome, the Bilderberg Society, and the
Trilateral Commission, and who has decades-long links to
higher echelons in the British monarchy. Insisting that he
would speak strictly on background, he launched into anim-
passioned attack on the “axis of evil” thrust.

He warned: “I think the American government is on a
very dangerous course. What thisadministration issaying, is
making it a danger to world peace. What it is doing, will
only increase terrorism, not diminish it. For this American
government, everything has been reduced to power. This
takes us back to the balance of power way of thinking, and
we should have learned, from history, that the balance of
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power always breaks down. Thisis al, purely, the thinking
of Thomas Hobbes.”

And further, “ It underminestheruleof law, if you say that
international law must confirm to the interests of America
Thismeansthereis no law any more, and it makes the advo-
cate of such an idea, an outlaw. Can you imagine a German
getting up now, and saying something like this, especially as
we regrettably heard such language from Germany, at avery
unfortunate time?’

“Itisamazing,” he said, “for the United Statesto say that
other countries cannot build weapons of mass destruction. |
am certainly not in favor of biological-warfare weapons, but
itisrather strange, for the United Statesto say other countries
cannot develop what the United Statesis developing. Thisis
the worst kind of unilateralism. With this kind of attitude,
thereisnointernational law, andfrankly, the country insisting
onthis, becomes, itself, aterrorist state. | fear, that the United
States is becoming the most dangerous terrorist state, and its
attitude is 100% wrong.”

ThisTrilateral figureinsisted that only apolicy of “reduc-
ing the gap between rich and poor, and development,” can
stop terrorism.

‘Britain IsJoining Europe

On Feb. 6, asecond continental European strategist, also
caught up in oligarchical policy institutions, stated that what
isstriking and singular, in the current reaction to the “ axis of
evil” offensive, is that the United States' “ special relation-
ship” partner, Great Britain, has joined the opposition.

“Everybody and anybody outside the United States finds
this policy outrageous, but what is of extreme importance, is
that this includes the British,” he said. “The British are pub-
licly supporting the Europeans’ policy onthe Middle East, as
stated at the recent European Foreign Ministers meeting in
L uxembourg, whichisexactly contrary tothe policy weheard
in the State of the Union speech.

“Absolutely for the first time, Britain is joining Europe,
in relation to recent developments in the United States. On
both sides in the House of Commons, you hear voices that
say the direction of American policy is unacceptable. Thisis
making life very difficult for [British Prime Minister] Tony
Blair, because he went so far in backing the United States,
and hasto figure out what to do. It hasbecome more and more
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apparent to everybody, including in the United Kingdom, that
nobody in hisright mind, could support military actionagainst
Irag, Iran, and North Korea. If they had stuck to Irag, they
would have been at the dividing line between opposition and
support, but to add these other two, has outraged everybody,
including the British.”

Because of the“ extent of resistancein Europe,” amilitary
attack by the United States, of the sort being mooted, “is
logistically not possible,” thesourcesaid, “ becausetheUnited
States is indeed a superpower like nobody else, but it can’t
carry out such vital operations all by itself, if it doesn't have
the sympathy, or blessing of itsallies.”

Asfor Iraq, he added that an attack is not in the offing,
despite all the rhetoric, because “at least in Afghanistan, the
ground fighting was done by the Northern Alliance, but in
Irag, the Iragi National Congressis ajoke, just theater, with
no capability to do anything at all, no matter what Wolfowitz
may say.”

TheEuropean strategi st emphasi zed that asidefromimpe-
rial delusions and the Enron matter, what is driving the war
rhetoric in the United States more than anything else, is“the
collapse of theeconomy, and the belief that amassivedefense
buildup would turn this around.”

‘The Arrogance of Power’

A notable confirmation of this point, was a commentary
in the Feb. 7 London Times, by Anatole Kaletsky, whose
usual viewsfavor the most extreme and brutal “free-market”
nostrums. Having spent the past days in the United States,
including at the World Economic Forum in New Y ork (see
articlein Economics), hewarned of the extreme danger posed
by a growing mood of “war fever” and “irrational hysteria’
in Bush Administration circles. He said that the American
policy elites, predominantly, are suffering from a“collective
nervous breakdown,” and “ manic-depressive paranoia.”

Kaletsky concluded with a curious—for him—echo of
the late U.S. Sen. William Fulbright (see Investigation in
thisissue), when he warned that “the arrogance of power” in
Washington now represents a great threat. Kaletsky stated
that the irony of the situation, is that the “war fever” in the
United States is now so extreme, that thiswill trigger an in-
creasingly negative reaction around the world, and bring
about a defeat for those insisting on the extension of Ameri-
can power.

Consistent with this, aBritishinfluential, whoisaleading
“NATO lobby” fi gure, a member of the Trilateral Commis-
sion, and a strong supporter of the “war on terrorism,” had
stated, aday earlier, that he was “very worried, that tremen-
dous damage could be done to the Atlantic Alliance, if this
‘axis of evil’ policy isredlly to be implemented, rather than
just spoken about.”

“l think the international situation is becoming pretty
raw,” he said. “Our Foreign Office insists, as our Foreign
Secretary [Jack Straw] stated in Washington last week, that
al this*axis of evil’ talk is just American domestic palitics,
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drivenby factorslikethe Enron scandal, and that we shouldn’t
take it seriously, as a guide to future action. However, the
same Foreign Officeistelling meto expect rough timesin the
United States, when | go there later this month, because of
my particular view.”

Asked what he meant, hereplied: “1 think it isamistake,
to lump together all these countries, under one slogan; it only
makes the situation more complicated. | also think it a big
mistake, to usethe war against terrorism, to reverse what was
not achieved in the last Gulf War. This is very dangerous
indeed. But my main worry, is the tremendous damage that
could be done to the entire Atlantic Alliance. | am very un-
easy, because we made all this effort, to articulate Article 5
of NATO, after Sept. 11. | redly fear this was a mistake,
because this is the most sacred bit of NATO. It's been in-
voked, yet, in practical terms, it meansnothing, asweare now
seeing.” (Article 5 specifies that if one NATO member is
attacked, the other members will provide assistance, includ-
ing, if necessary, taking military action.)

The source further stated: “I fear that all the gains we
have made in Afghanistan, could now giveway to apolitical
disaster. An attack on Iraqg would break up the coalition, and
turn the Middle East into turmoil. It would unleash Israel
completely. And aren’ t these peopl ein Washington reflecting
onthevery heavy pricewewould pay, for what would happen
in Egypt and Jordan?’

Lastly, he said that many policy elites in Britain are
alarmed, that the United States is not putting more pressure
on Prime Minister Ariel Sharonin Isragl. “ Too many people
in Washington are obsessed with reversing everything Bill
Clinton did, and | find this very distressing, for the Middle
East situation.”

‘Dumber Than Dumb’

Such sentiments are spilling over into certain interesting
U.S. circles. For example, one attendee at the Wehrkunde
gathering wasBrent Scowcroft, former National Security Ad-
viser, former head of Kissinger Associates, and now the head
of the President’'s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board
(PFIAB). Hestated, in abriefing whilereturning to the United
States from Germany; “The Americans and the Europeans
arestill drifting apart, and that partly affectsthe course of the
war onterrorism.” Onthe“axisof evil” line, hesaid: “| realy
don’'t know what it was designed to do,” and he warned that
thenext part of thewar would beanintelligencewar, inwhich
Europe must play acentral part.

On Feb. 2, Belgian Count Arnaud de Borchgrave, known
usually for nasty diatribesasan editor of the Reverend Moon-
owned Washington Times, ridiculed the “axis of evil” po-
lemic. He stated that to call North Koreaevil, “ can only jeop-
ardize South Korea's diplomatic efforts;” and that were the
United States to attack Irag, it would be aone, and without
basing rights for the 100,000 troops that would be required
for such acampaign. “ The dual evil status conferred on [Irag
and Iran] isdumber than dumb,” de Borchgrave concluded.

International 41



Israeli Soldiers Refuse
To Commit War Crimes

by Dean Andromidas

By Feb. 5, inagrowing resistance, almost 200 reservesoldiers
and officersfromthel sragli Defense Forces (IDF) werecircu-
lating a powerful |etter declaring their refusal to servein the
Israeli occupied territories. The soldiers charge that they
“wereissued commandsand directivesthat had nothing to do
with the security of our country, and that had the sole purpose
of perpetuating our control over the Palestinian people. . . .
We, who sensed how thecommandsissuedtousintheterritor-
ies, destroy all the values we had absorbed while growing up
inthiscountry. . .."

The resisters charge that the “price of the occupation is
the loss of IDF s human character and the corruption of the
entirelsraeli society.” Recognizingthat thelsragli settlements
are illegal and will have to be withdrawn, their open letter
declares “that we shall not continue to fight this war of the
settlements. We shall not continue to fight beyond the 1967
bordersin order to dominate, expel, starve and humiliate an
entire people.”

Thereaction of IDF Chief of Staff Gen. Shaul Mofaz has
been harsh; hetold Israeli Army Radio Feb. 1 that the signers
had political motives: “If this is the case, then this is not
dissent, but aseriousrebellion that the country’ sleaders must
address.” A few dayslater, Mofaz went even further and told
aKnesset Foreign Affairs and Defense Committee, “If some
of the officers haveideological motives and are trying to ad-
vancethose by means of theIDF, it's much worse than refus-
ing to serve. It's mutiny.” He has ordered all signers of the
letters to be interrogated by their commanders, and ordered
the officersto be relieved of their commands. Three officers
have been relieved so far, and others have been suspended. It
is expected that several may go tojail.

Although Mofaz did not speak of court-martialing the
soldiers, Ra anan Gissen, Prime Minister Ariel Sharon’s of -
ficial spokesman, did. (see EIR, Feb. 8, 2002).

‘The Oslo Generation’

The charge among the Israeli right wing that the signers
are ideologically motivated “leftists’ or “peaceniks’ is ab-
surd, given that the majority of the signers are members not
only of combat units, but of eite units such as the paratroop-
ers. Many had served in southern Lebanon during the years
Israel maintained its so-called “ security zone” there. The let-
ter was released only days after it was revealed in the Isragli
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mass-circulation daily Ha' aretz on Jan. 27, that Isragli offi-
cers have been studying the Nazi destruction of the Warsaw
Ghetto to learn “useful lessons” on how to conduct war in
Palestinian cities (see EIR, Feb. 8).

A spokesmanfor the soldiers, Amit Mashiach, denied that
the group has any political motivation, or even contact with
politicians. “If the Chief of Staff has information suggesting
otherwise, then he should reved it. If not, then thisisacam-
paign by the army to silence and smear us.”

Public support for the soldiers has been gaining momen-
tum. Following the publication of their letter with theinitial
50 signatories, asapaid advertisment in Isragl’ s leading dai-
lies, the list of signatories has increased four-fold. At least
one-third of the signatories are officersfrom the rank of lieu-
tenant to major. Averaging between the ages of 25 and 35,
these men can be seen asthe “ Oslo Generation,” who saw for
themselves the possiblity of peace with the Palestinians as
demonstrated by the 1993 Oslo Accords. They also saw the
Israeli unilateral withdrawal from southern Lebanon which,
contrary to the hysterical warnings of the right wing, has left
Israel’ snorthern border initsquietest state sincethefounding
of thelsraeli statein 1948. They al so experienced the assassi-
nation of Israel Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabinin 1995, at the
hands of a right-wing extremist, who received support from
the extremist elementsin the settlements. These are the same
settlements, to protect which the soldiers have been ordered
to commit war crimes.

Thewebsite of theletter’ sinitiators (www.seruv.org) has
reeceived over 2000 e-mails, 70% of which offer support
for their effort. Many of these e-mails are from officers and
soldiers, some of whom then decided to add their signatures.

In Lebanon, the major English-language newspaper, the
Daily Star, expressed support for theinitiative, in an editorial
calling for the Arab world to “break bread” and engagein a
dialogue with the “other Isragl . .. one which Arabs need
desperately to engage in dialogue and on which the Jewish
state’ s supporters among world Jewry need to focus.” This
“other Israel,” the Daily Star writes, “is made up of a few
dozen reserve officers who have publicly declared that they
will no longer servein the occupied territories.”

This display of moral principle coming out of the IDF,
which is till a citizen-army of conscripts, is not unprece-
dented. In was in 1978 that the famous “Officers Letter,”
which was signed by scores of officers, was sent to then-
Prime Minister Menachem Begin, urging him not to missthe
opportunity of signing apeacetreaty with Egypt. Many of the
signatoriesto that letter of 24 years ago, in 1982 formed the
core of the leadership of Peace Now, the leading Isragli
peace organi zation.

The Checkpoint War Crimes

At the core of this growing movement is the refusal to
continue to commit what are clearly war crimes. While the
international media have focussed much of their attention
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Reserve Combatants Lethter

Suppert US' 1o join the supperting civilian Peticion cligk |

.

“ Courage To Refuse

reservists say they receive ordersin the Occupied Territories which
morally must be refused, asthe IDF shifts toward occupation tactics
characteristic of fascist regimes.

on “targetted assassinations’ and the brutal demolition of 56
homes in the Gaza strip, which has|eft 600 people homel ess,
even graver arethewar crimesthat are committed, every hour
of every day, at the endless numbers of checkpoints used to
enforce the closures that have turned the entire West Bank
into a checkerboard of mini-Warsaw Ghettos.

These checkpointsare not to be confused with toll booths
on New York’s George Washington Bridge! They are forti-
fied positions, complete with tanks and armored personnel
carriers. They constitute the core of the policy of “collective
punishment,” the war crime now being committed. These
checkpointskeep Palestinianswaiting onlonglinesfor hours,
turningwhat wasa20-minutetrip fromonevillageto another,
into atwo- or three-hour ordeal, in which a Palestinian could
very well lose hislife. People cannot get to work, let aloneto
hospitals, or simply to visit friends and relatives.

The Orwellian logic of these checkpointsisthe claim that
every Palestinian is a potentia terrorist—even the unborn.
L ast December, two pregnant women who were being rushed
to hospitalswererefused passage through the checkpoints. In
one case the soldier told the distraught husband, “1 have the
right to kill you, but not to alow you to pass.” Both babies
died before they could get to ahospital .

After putting their signatures to the letter, many of the
soldiers gave pressinterviews, revealing the brutal reality of
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" : the open letter of refusal to servein the Occupied
Territories, circulated by 200 Israeli reservists as of early February. The

enforcing the occupation.

One signatory, Ariel Sharil, told the Israeli daily
Yediouth Ahronoth of the lie that the Israeli soldiers
only shoot in self-defense: “ People say that the Pales-
tinians shoot first and we just respond. Thisis untrue.
Oneofficer theretold soldiers, doing guard duty inthe
lookout posts: ‘ If things are too quiet, or if you don’t
feel certain about the situation, just let off a few
rounds.” Shotswere fired every night; we would start
shooting and they would fire back.” Other soldiers
reported how Palestinian children or youths, who, if
armed, were armed with stones, were shot by snipers
fromasfar as2.5 kilometers away.

Reserve Lt. Itai Swirski revealed how suspicious
objects—e.g., potential bombs—are routinely dealt
with: “Instead of waiting for demolition experts to
arrive, the soldiers would go to the nearest vehicle
driven by Palestinians and tell the driver or one of
the passengers to pick up the object. It goes without
saying that the soldiers and settlerswatch from afar.”

And Lt. Ishai Sagi wasguoted in the presssaying,
“1 don’t think that what the I sraeli Defense Forces do
in the territories contributes in any way to defending
Israel itself. . . .

“Everything that we do in there—all the horrors,
all the tearing down of houses and trees, all the road-
blocks, everything—is just for one purpose: the set-
tlers, who | believe are illegally there. So | believe
that the orders | got wereillegal and | won’t do them
again.”

Theargument being posed against thesol diers, isthat they
have no right to refuse to serve in the territories; and that if
they say war crimes are being conducted, or they are being
givenillegal orders, they should report it to the army’ sjudge
advocate general or the state prosecutor. The senior military
correspondent of Ha' aretz, Amir Oren, revealed the hypoc-
risy of such an argument, by way of revealing what goes on
at the highest level of the IDF. Oren described a briefing last
May, to all career and reserve officer field commandersinthe
West Bank, by Chief of Staff Mofaz. Oren’ saccount is based
onareport, now reveal ed, onthat meeting, by former Shin Bet
(domestic intelligence) chief and former Navy commmander
Ami Aylon, who “spoke of a certain commander who de-
manded that troopsbring him* sevendead bodies.” ” The" cer-
tain commander” was Mofaz.

Within afew days of the briefing, Oren writes, “one com-
mander attached to one of the reserve battalions who was
present at Mofaz' briefing, Lt Col. Yahuda Albek, lost no
timein getting himself needlessly caught in adeadly incident
involving Palestinian police officers. In his defense, Albek
used the chief of staff’sguidelines.”

Oren continued, “Neither Ayalon nor the commander of
the Central Command, Mgjor Yitzhak Eitan, ... dared to
approach the judge advocate general or the state prosecution
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The resistance movement of the IDF reservists—here, reservists
with a commander in the Occupied Territories—has drawn

worldwide notice and clearly given a shock to IDF chief Gen.
Shaul Mofaz.

with a demand to investigate Mofaz.” Oren concludes that
“the only way to change the course of the ship isto work for
replacing the captain, not by calling on the sailorsto mutiny.”

‘False Consensus Beginning To Crack

The soldiers’ letter comes at a time when serious cracks
are beginging to emerge in the rotten consensus within Isra-
el’s politicial and military-intelligence establishment that
has kept Sharon in power. That consensus has found Labor
Party leader and Foreign Minister Shimon Peres, “the archi-
tect of the New Middle East,” in the same government as
Benny Elon, the leader of the Moledet party, whose platform
includes deporting the entire Palestinian population to
Jordan.

In recent weeks, the peace camp, after being in serious
disarray for over ayear, isheginning to mobilizeitself. A new
political party is taking shape behind the scenes. It could
potentially include the pro-peace Meretz party, which now
leadsthe opposition; the Russian Democratic Choice, aliberal
party; and the peacecampwithinthe L abor Party, led by Y ossi
Beilen and Avraham Burg, who are said to be considering
leaving the Labor Party. Even the Isragli Arab parties are
considering joining such aformation, which could become a
social democratic party oriented to peace and social issues,
especially the collapsing economy.

Roman Bronfman, the leader of the Democratic Choice
party and a strong supporter of theidea, told Ha' aretz of Jan.
29 that the new party was necessary in order to stop Israel
from being taken over by “ordinary fascism.” Thisterm was
coined by Russian-Jewish director Mikhail Romm, to de-
scribetherise of fascismin Germany inthe 1930s. “1 say that
the false consensus that exists today in Israel, and the daily
atrocities in the territories,” said Bronfman, “will bring this
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type of fascism among us. | feel everying must be done to
stop the deterioration, and if | have to sacrifice my politicial
career for thisend, then | shall.”

Reflecting how this*“false consensus’ is starting to break
apart in Israel’ s all-powerful military-intelligence establish-
ment, Ami Ayalon—the former head of the Shin Bet—has
been speaking out on the dangers of Isragl’ s current policies.
In an interview on Isragli TV on Jan. 31, Ayalon said he
“has a lot of empathy for the reserve officers’ who signed
the letter. He went so far as to say that soldiers should
disobey illega orders: “As far as I’'m concerned, too few
soldiers are refusing such orders. For example, [an order]
to shoot an unarmed youth is a blatantly illegal order. | am
very worried by the number of Palestinian children shot in
the past year.”

Ayalon, who is also a retired admiral and commander
in the Israeli Navy. has become one of the most outspoken
members of the military-security establishment.

Inaninterview with the French daily Le Monde published
on Dec. 22, 2001, he went further than any former security
official of hisrank. “Since Sept. 11,” he said, “our leaders
have been euphoric. With no more international pressureson
Israel, they think the way is open. This obscures the conse-
guences of our holding on to the Palestinian territories. This
is not only a moral matter. Our founders saw a state that
provided a homeland for Jews and was a democracy. From
both points of view, timeis playing against us. Demographi-
cally, it worksin favor of the Palestinians. And politically, in
favor of Hamas and the settlers. But in the fight against Ha-
mas, we must evacuate the settlers, whose proximity to the
Pal estinians reinforces hatred.”

Further Upheaval Coming?

“Reoccupying the Palestinian Authority lands, and killing
Arafat, what would that change?’ Ayalon asked. “ Thosewho
want victory want an unending war.” He added, “what needs
to be done, urgently, isto withdraw from the territories. And
atruewithdrawal, which givesthe Palestiniansterritorial con-
tinuity in the West Bank linked to Gaza, open to Egypt and
Jordan. If they proclaim their own state, Isragl should be the
first to recognize it and to propose state-to-state negotiations,
without conditions, on the basis of the Clinton proposals to
resolve all pending problems.”

A senior Israeli member of the peace camp told EIR that
the soldiers' initiative is the most important shock given to
Sharon and his generals since the beginning of the Intifada.
Althoughit still was not strong enough to decisively shift the
situation, the source said it could be joined very soon with
another shock, which hewarned would bethe very real possi-
bility of mass social upheaval, in response to the collapse of
the Israeli economy.

“Thisisreal politics, based on ethics and morality, which
one does not see too often these days,” and that can be very
powerful, he concluded.
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Israeli Fascist Eitam
Pushes New War Plan

by Dean Andromidas

A group of senior reserve officers of the Israeli Defense
Forces (IDF), and senior members of the Israeli defense
establishment led by Brig. Gen. (reserves) Effi Eitam, have
drafted a “security-political plan”: It includes reoccupying
the Occupied Territories, destroying the Palestinian Author-
ity, and ethnic “cleansing” of the Palestinian territory. Eitam
seems to be modelling himself after Nazi Major General of
Police Jurgen Stroop, who architected the methods to crush
the Warsaw Ghetto, which are being studied for implementa-
tion by some IDF officers (see EIR, Feb. 8, 2002).

According to the Israeli daily Ha'aretz on Jan. 31, the
plan has been presented to Prime Minister Ariel Sharon. It
is also expected to become part of a political campaign that
Eitam intends to launch, in preparation for elections.

One of the formulators of the plan, says that Israel is
facing “evasive threat,” comparing the conflict with the Pal-
estinians to a“ cancer” which has to be dealt with before “it
will be too late.” Eitam adds, “Thisis afirst attempt by the
right, to present a political security plan that doesn’t make
do only with blocking Palestinian intentions, but proposes
solutions to the situation.”

Eitam’s “solution” intendsto be final: It includes a mas-
sive Isragli invasion of Palestinian cities, “cleansing” them
of terrorists and weapons, and then ruling the areas. The
move would include destruction of the Pal estinian Authority
and possibly physical elimination of its President, Y asser
Arafat. Claiming they have support from the top command
of the IDF, they say they could change the strategic reality
“in a week.”

The group calls for Israel to unilaterally declare that no
sovereignty other than that of Israel will ever be allowed
west of the Jordan River. In this regard they call for over-
throwing the Hashemite monarchy in Jordan, and declaring
Jordan “the Palestinian state.” Such a declaration, they say,
would lead to the withering of the Palestinian uprising, the
Intifada. Eitam affirms that “the suicide bombers are not
blowing themselves up out of despair, but out of hope they
can drive us out of the territories. As soon as they find out
that won't happen, the level of violence will also drop.”

The plan also calls for an aggressive Isragli military
approach to thealleged nuclear threat from Iran (if the United
States doesn’t deal with it); and for limiting the rights of
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Israeli Arabs, by preventing them from being elected to the
Knesset (parliament), through gerrymandering the election
districts. Eitam callsfor expelling the popul ation of the Gaza
Strip, to the Sinai in Egypt.

Eitam believes that circumstances may be such that the
current administration in Washington would not object to
such steps by Israel. Thisisin fact the case. Last November,
Eitam was the guest of the American Enterprise Institute
in Washington, and a featured spesker at a conference on
“Winning the War Against Terrorism,” co-sponsored by AEI
and the New Atlantic Initiative, many of whose members
form the lunatic hard-line faction both inside and outside of
the Bush Administration.

Shortly after Eitam’s proposal was presented to Sharon,
the IDF announced the construction of a simulated urban
battlefield in the middle of the Negev Desert, to train Israeli
troops on how to storm cities. According to an officia in
the Isragli ground forces command, quoted in the Jerusalem
Post, the $10 million project “will be modelled after Palestin-
ian cities, with four sections. These will include adowntown
area, rura village section, market area with narrow alleys,
and urban outskirts.” The project should be completed by
2003.

Two questions should be asked: 1) If Sharonisinterested
in a final peace agreement, supposedly after the elusive
“seven daysof quiet,” why would he entertain such aproject?
2) Will IDF troops be expected to learn tactics that the Nazis
used in the Warsaw Ghetto, since these tactics are now being
studied by certain IDF commanders?

Eitam: A New Model Fascist

The Eitam war plan, no doubt, has considerable support
among the hard-liners in the IDF, most likely including
Chief of Staff Gen. Shaul Mofaz. Nonetheless, as witnessed
by the ongoing revolt among reserve officers and soldiers
against serving in the Occupied Territories (see accompany-
ing article), resistance to such insanity is considerable, and
growing. Therefore, Eitam and his collaborators are building
a mass-based movement to ensure its implementation, even
if it drives Israel to the point of civil war.

Eitam left the IDF in February 2001 with the rank of
brigadier general. He shares many of the characteristics of
Ariel Sharon—from his hard-line policies to the girth of his
waistline. But unlike Sharon, Eitam is a so-called “religious
Zionist”; he is expected to become a leader of the National
Religious Party (NRP). While mainstream Zionism isasecu-
larly based political ideology, the National Religious Party
believes in establishing a Jewish state that combines messi-
anic Judaism with nationalism. The party is not only strong
in the settlements, but has a growing base in the IDF.

The NRP runs special religious schools caled Y eshivot
Hesdar, where students are given religious teaching along
with military training. Unlike many of the ultra-Orthodox
yeshiva students who seek draft deferrals, Y eshivot Hesdar
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students serve in the military. In fact their growing numbers
in the IDF has led to demands for special consideration
for dietary laws, and for strict separation of women from
men.

The NRP program isamong the most extreme on theright
wing of Isragli politics. The party was key in helping create
the Gush Emunim radical settlers movement. According to
their party platform, “There will only be one state between
the Jordan River and the Mediterranean Sea: the State of Is-
rael. No independent national Arab entity will exist within
the limits of the land of Israel. No part of Israel will be given
over to aforeign government or authority and no Jewish set-
tlementswill be uprooted.”

Needless to say, the party’s Knesset members voted
against the 1993 Oslo Accords; they are committed to their
overthrow, and are not members of the Sharon government.

Oneof the NRP srabbis, who wasalso amilitary rabbi in
the IDF reserves, Rabbi Yisrael Rosen, authored a commen-
tary on how Israel should deter Palestinian suicide bombers.
“Theintention,” he said, should be“to hurt the families of the
suicideterrorists, thefamiliesof those who send them and the
entire clan: through deportation, through the confiscation of
property, and even through wiping out villages of malefac-
tors.” He wrote that such a “blood-chilling” proposal was
necessary and that “the moral life commands that we skip
over moral qualms and pangs of conscience.” Inan interview
given to Ha'aertz on Feb. 1, he said that, according to his
interpretation of the Scriptures, Jewish morality is opposed
to Christian morality, in the sense that it is not based on the
idea of mercy.
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Under Israeli Chief of
Defense Shaul Mofaz
(right, meeting with U.S.
Deputy Defense
Secretary Paul
Wolfowitz), the Israeli
Defense Forces' most
extreme right-wing
currents are encouraged
to project “ final
solutions” to the
Palestinian problem.

‘War Now’ Party?

Although Eitam has not joined the NRP yet, he has
formed a new movement called “Mayim,” an acronym for
Mohaneh Y ehudi Meuhhad (United Jewish Camp), which
is the right-wing counterpart to Peace Now on the l€ft. Its
aimisto pull al the right-wing elementsinto a new political
formation. It could include extremist partiessuch asMoledet,
which calls for the transfer of the Palestinian population to
Jordan. It could even split Sharon’s Likud party and the
ultra-Orthodox parties, and become the basis of a real fas-
cist movement.

In an interview with the Jerusalem Post, shortly after
he |eft the army, he expressed hisidea of how to “revitalize”
Israeli Zionism, through messianic Judaism. He spoke of
the need for a synthesis of Jewish content and Western
technology, to replace the “Western, liberal, secular, demo-
cratic’ character of Israel.

“Am | scaring you?’ he asked his interviewer. “There
isgreat ignorance of Judaismin |srael today. Without Jewish
content, there will be assimilation in our own country. . ..
If Israel is a pale Western, liberal, secular, and democratic
copy of America, then why should an American Jew identify
with Israel more then America?’

Asked why he left the army, Eitam replied, “I could
have stayed in the army and watched the government of
Israel negotiate away the Temple Mount and Jersualem with
a gang of terrorist murderers,” referring to the site of Solo-
mon’'s Temple, which is also one of Islam’s holiest sites.
“If the leadership is weak, then it doesn’t matter how strong
the army is.”
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Sharon’s Other Fascist
Precedent: ‘Vlad Hitler’

by Harley Schlanger

Opposition is growing to the adoption, by Ariel Sharon and
thelsraeli Defense Forces, of measuresto crush the Palestin-
ian Authority, which are taken from the precedent of Nazi
control and deportation of the Jewish population in the
Warsaw Ghetto. It is worth noting that Sharon’s party, the
Likud, emerged from a movement founded by a man openly
called “Vladimir Hitler” by David Ben Gurion, the Founding
Father of Israel.

Vladimir Jabotinsky founded the World Union of Zionist
Revisionists, and its youth movement, Betar, in 1925, in a
rejection of “mainstream” Zionism. Opposed to the partition
of Palestine, into a Jewish and aPal estinian Arab state, Jabot-
insky’ s party adopted a“ maximalist” strategy for thecreation
of Israel. Thisstrategy was described by the party’ s newspa-
per, National Front, as onewhich “laid claim to all of Pales-
tine, including Transjordan and the Syrian Desert.”

Theeditor of National Front, whichwasfoundedin 1931,
was Abba Achimier, who called himself afascist.

OnMarch 30, 1933, shortly after Hitler’ sseizure of power
in Germany, an editorial in National Front expressed support
for Hitler: “The various socialists and democrats are of the
opinion that Hitler’smovement isjust a shell, but we believe
it has both shell and substance. The anti-Semitic shell must
be disposed of, but not the anti-Marxist substance.”

The self-designation as fascist was not unusual among
Jabotinsky’s minions. An attorney in his Party, Eliyahu Zvi
Cohen, elaborated upon thiseditorial opinion: “Werethe Hit-
leritesto removetheir hatred of the Jewsfrom their program,
we, too, would stand by their side. Had the Hitlerites not
risen in Germany, it would be lost. Yes,” he added, “Hitler
saved Germany.”

Betar youth members wore brown shirts, like the Nazis,
and were organized into street-fighting gangs modelled on
Mussolini’ s squadristi.

Ben Gurion vs. Jabotinsky

Jabotinsky deployed his brownshirts against the major
Zionist organizationsin an effort to destroy them. In Novem-
ber 1932, he authorized strike breaking against the Histadrut,
the Zionist labor organization. He declared it to be a“gross
cancer in the body of the Yishuv [the Jewish community of
Palesting], growing ever more malignant,” adding, “We will
wage war against this malignant growth until the end.”
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Lt. Ze'ev Vladimir
Jabotinsky in 1917:
called “ Vlad Hitler”
by David Ben Gurion,
he founded the Zionist
faction which liked
everything about
Nazism except its
hatred of the Jews of
Europe. That tendency
became the Likud

party.

Asthisbattle escalated, Ben Gurion responded. At amass
meeting in February 1933, hereferred to Jabotinsky as“Vla-
dimir Hitler,” and warned M apai (themajor Zionist party) not
to“underratethe severity of thisHitleristic peril inthe Jewish,
Zionist street.”

Hereiterated thisagain, at arally in support of the Hista-
drut on March 15, 1933, when he said it was time to declare
war against “our own Hitlerites. . .. We face a war of life
and death.”

Thiscall to self-defense agai nst the Jabotinskyitesby Ben
Gurion was not a spur-of-the-moment judgment, an instant
of emotional hyperbole. He had been studying closely both
Jabotinsky and the Nazis. Asearly as September 1930, hehad
compared Jabotinsky to the Nazis. Commenting on Jabotin-
sky’ s newspaper at that time, he said that, whilein Berlin, “I
read. . . Hitler' sorgan, and it seemed to methat | wasreading
Jabotinsky in Doar ha-Yom. Same words, same style, and
same spirit.”

This phase of the battle between Ben Gurion and Jabotin-
sky reached its peak on June 16, 1933, when Ben Gurion’'s
aly, Chaim Arlosoroff, who was the head of the Jewish
Agency’s Palitical Department, was murdered by operatives
of the Revisionist party.
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Rallies to Stop Mideast
‘Gotterdammerung’

LaRouche campaign organizers saturated the politi-
cal environment in Washington, D.C. during the
week before Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon’s
arrival: 400,000 copies of Lyndon LaRouche’s
“Gotterdammerung in Palesting” statements were cir-

culated nationally, the largest part in the capital area, HELF L aRKOUCHE
within a week. The statement called for stopping the EF _THEM Hlﬂlih',"l

crimes against humanity being carried out by the
Israeli Defense Forces. In addition, hundreds of
thousands of LaRouche's statement were distributed
in New York City and other urban centers across the
United States.

Word of increasing exposé and resistance in I srael
was spreading from other sources as well, by the
time Sharon arrived in the United
States on Feb. 6, so the response to
LaRouche's statement was strong.
Muslim-Americans were most
receptive to LaRouche's call for
citizens to join him in stopping the
adoption of Warsaw Ghetto tactics
by the Israeli military, and many
people took multiple copies to get
them around. Interest in LaRouche’s
statement was generally high in the
nation’s capital, and on campuses,
extending, appropriately enough,
to an employee of the Holocaust
Museum.

Top: LaRouche campaign
organizers circul ate the statement
in front of the Islamic Center of
Washington.

Above: A demongtration held
across from the meeting Sharon-
Bush meeting, was filmed by
numerous media, including the
Qatari satellite station al-Jazeera.

Left: The Feb. 7 demonstration
got out the message loud and
clear: No MoreWarsaw Ghettos!
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Arab League Secretary
Rejects Attack on Iraq

by William Jones

Amr Moussa, the Secretary General of the League of Aral
States, warned in a speech atthe National Press Club in Was
ington on Feb. 6, against U.S. military action against Iraq
“We cannot condone or accept any military action against a
Arab country,” Moussa told reporters. Asked about Preside
Bush’s “axis of evil” including Iraq, Iran, and North Korea,
Moussa replied, “The evil we see is the evil [perpetrated] i
the occupied territories. Our views don’t coincide with thosearab League Secretary Amr Moussa: * Our views don't coincide
of President Bush.” with those of President Bush.”

The head of the Arab League, an organization represent-
ing over 22 Arab nations, had arrived in Washington from
New York, where he had delivered to UN Secretary General “l will steer way from a description of the horrors perpe-
Kofi Annan a message from Iragi leader Saddam Husseirtrated,” Moussa said, “but the description of the Israeli offi-
indicating a willingness to begin discussions on implementacers should not go unnoticed.” While avoiding characterizing
tion of the UN Security Council resolutions regarding Iraq. Prime Minister Sharon’s policies as fascist, as did Lyndon
Annan had indicated that he was prepared to receive a delegaaRouche’s statement circulating widely in Washington that
tion from Iraq. day, Moussa returned several times to the revelations by the

U.S. Secretary of State Colin Powell, who has, in thelsrael officers regarding the policies of the IDF in the West
wake of the Bush enunciation of the “axis of evil,” been fully Bank. “Sharon must cease the type of actions that have been
occupied in convincing his coalition partners that the Unitedrevealed by these Israeli officers,” Moussa said.
States is not about to embark on some sudden military action
against one or more of the countries named, was rather did-he Key Role of Arafat
missive of the latest Iragi initiative. Speaking before the Sen-  “The peace process must remain in place,” Moussa said.
ate Foreign Relations Committee on Feb. 6, Powell said satWe are now entering the worst-case scenario. The role of the
castically, “There is reporting this morning that the Iraqgi United States is, in our judgment, crucial. It must be the role
regime has asked the UN to have a discussion. It should beaf an honestbrokerto call on both sides to honor their commit-

very short discussion.” ments.” Moussa warned against the present policy of attempt-
ing to marginalize Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat. “I hope
Gotterdammerung in Palestine the policy of isolation [of Arafat] will be reconsidered,” he

During the question-and-answer period at the Nationakaid. “Itis incomprehensible that Israel should choose who is
Press CIubEIR posed a question to Moussa: “It has beento be the Palestinian leader.”
revealed in the Israeli press that members of Israeli Defense While he expressed regret that President Bush had not yet
Forces are studying the Nazi methods used in the Warsamet with Chairman Arafat, Moussa felt that the visit, again,
Ghetto in order to deal with the ‘Palestinian question.’ Sinceof Prime Minister Sharon to Washington, could be an oppor-
the world reacted strongly against the ‘ethnic cleansing’ oftunity for the United States to influence the situation. “The
the Milosevic regime, should this not also provoke a similarU.S. must do everything to convince Mr. Sharon to do what
outcry from international opinion?” he must do in order to secure peace in the region,” Moussa
“I have always said that the situation in the occupied terri-said, emphasizing that the alternative would spell catastrophe
toriesis more extreme than people generally believe,” Mouss#r the region—and for the world.
replied. “The hundred or so Israeli officers, who are now “We call on the U.S. to perform that leading role. There
protesting, have revealed some of what is actually going omust be a road map. It must show that there is a light at
in the occupied territories. These have been even more d#he end of the tunnel. The present situation cannot continue.
tailed than what the Arab world has been saying.” (See articl®©therwise, it will affect stability in the entire region. It will be
in this section.) harmful not only to the parties, but to the entire Middle East.”
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Criticism of Israel Even
Breaks German Ban

by Muriel Mirak-Weissbach

Thereare many taboosreverently respected in German politi-
cal life, which al havetheir originsinwhat isritually referred
to as “Germany’s special history.” Their basic force is that,
since Germany wasruled by aNazi dictatorship for 12 years,
which committed atrocities against millions of Jewsand non-
Jews, and dragged Germany into a catastrophic war, all post-
war political leaders, burdened with “collective guilt,” must
observe certain rules and regulations. Among them, one
should bevery cautiousin voicing any criticism of the United
States, which, along with its alies, liberated Germany from
the Nazi horrors.

But the most sacred taboo of all, is the one governing
discussion of Israel. Given that the Jews were the leading
victims of the Nazi holocaust, no German dares to criticize
the policy of any Israeli government. Political careers can be
ended if awrong word is uttered.

Lyndon LaRouche has not respected such taboos. At a
conference in Oberwesel, Germany in August 2001, he de-
clared that as an American, he could say what Germanscould
not: that the current policy of the Ariel Sharon government
and the Israeli Defense Forces (IDF) against the Palestinian
population, is the same as that implemented by the Nazis
against the Jewsin the Warsaw Ghetto.

Five months later, the startling admission was published
by the Israeli daily Ha' aretz on Jan. 27, that the IDF isdoing
precisely that, and consciously so.

Straw That Broke European Backs

With LaRouche's followup statement, “Gotterdammer-
unginPalestine,” circulating internationally, the unthinkable
has happened: German paliticianshave broken thetaboo, and
openly attacked theviciouspoliciesof thelsragli government.
There are many factors leading to this. Most important has
been Sharon’ s preemptive liquidation of Palestinian leaders,
demoalition of Palestinian homes, armed incursions into Pal-
estinain-ruled areas, and military aggression against Pal estin-
ian installations. For the Europeans, what hurt most was the
factthat thelsraeli government wassystematically destroying
basic Palestinian infrastructure—the Gaza airport, the Gaza
port, radio station, etc.—all of which had been built with
European Union funds, pursuant to the 1993 Oslo peace ac-
cords.

The straw that broke the camel’ s back, was Sharon’ sdec-
larationin aninterview on Feb. 1, that heregretted not having
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“liquidated” Palestinian Authority President Arafat, in Leba-
non back in 1982.

On Feb. 3, the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, Germa-
ny’s newspaper of record, featured in its Sunday edition a
report on “harsh criticism of Sharon’ spolicy” in Germany. It
came not from one politician or one party, but from the entire
political spectrum. Leading the chargewastheforeign policy
spokesman of the Christian Democratic caucusin the Bunde-
stag, Karl Lamers, who told the daily, “The current policy of
Israel, which is no longer compatible with our conception of
respect for human rights, is discrediting the West and its or-
der.” Theforeign policy spokesman of the Social Democratic
(SPD) faction said, “Sharon demands that Arafat move
against the Palestinian terrorists, but simultaneously hetakes
out of Arafat’s hands, all the means he has for doing this.”
He described the destruction of Palestinian infrastructure as
“disastrous,” and lamented that Sharon “is no longer to be
influenced by arguments.” The Middle East expert of the SPD
faction, Christoph Moosbauer, said that Sharon’s policy is
“retribution/revenge, without any political perspective.”

The newspaper went on to report that what was inducing
politiciansto speak out, wasanew form of constituency pres-
sure. Former Foreign Minister Klaus Kinkel said, “I am per-
ceiving anamost anti-Israel mood, asad changeinvast layers
of the population.” Lamers said outright that the taboo had to
bebroken: “If itisestablishedthat criticismof Isragl’ spolicies
is growing throughout al the factions in the Bundestag and
asoinlargepartsof thepopul ation, then thequestionisraised,
whether it is correct to maintain thistaboo.” He feared that if
no open debate took place, “you would see undesirable feel -
ings and attitudes emerging.”

Moosbauer has called for a Middle East policy debate in
the Bundestag, because “the Parliament can no longer afford
to maintain silence.”

Most remarkableisthat thisparade of politiciansis speak-
ing thetruth about I srael, precisely inthe name of Germany’s
special historical responsibility. Lamers explained thisin his
lengthy interview with the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung.
“Precisely if onefeelsresponsiblefor Israel’ sfuture, thetime
hasnow cometo say something.. . . Wealso haveresponsibil-
ity for theconsequencesof thefounding of the Stateof Israel,”
whichinclude“themillions of Palestinian refugeeswho have
been living in camps for decades. Because of our guilt in the
past, we must not, through our silence, render oursel vesguilty
again. That would betragic.”

The settlements policy, “which the entire community of
nations correctly considers contrary to international law,” is
what for Lamers epitomizes the problem. “How should ara-
tionally organized, civilized society come into being under
these conditions? In a conflict where both sides are unrecon-
ciled, thereisaclear, morally unimpeachable measure: Each
has responsihilities, but each according to his capabilities.
Thismeansthe stronger—in thiscase, | srael—hasthe greater
responsibility.”
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Warlord Armitage Makes
Asia Problems for Bush

by Kathy Wolfe and Joe Brewda

Officials and the public in Korea, Japan, and Chinaarein an
uproar, as intended, over President George Bush's Jan. 29
statement that North Koreaisaringleader inthe* axisof evil "
selling terrorists weapons of mass destruction (WMD) to
threaten the United States. “ Our economic future depends on
North-South relations,” South Korean President Kim Dae-
jungtoldthe Cabinet thenext day. “ It isimportant to maintain
apeaceful atmospherein North-South relations,” since South
Koreaisre-orienting its exportstoward Chinaand the rest of
Asig, aspart of the New Silk Road strategy.

Since then, President Kim has taken the highest diplo-
matic road, stressing Seoul’ salliance with Washington ahead
of Bush's tour of Korea, Japan, and China on Feb. 17-22—
but hisfirst stunned reaction was revealing.

Many Seoul commentators, including many hostileto Py-
ongyang, have been more blunt, calling the speech an insult
to all Koreans. President Bush “should not show Caesar’'s
arrogance of power during histripto East Asia, especially not
after that speech,” the Korea Timeseditorialized on Feb. 3.
“One speech in the U.S. Congressis good enough to appease
the American ego. President Bush should be humble, as a
civilized man, during his visit to Seoul, Tokyo and Beijing.
... Arrogance of power, and the imperial presidency, are de-
plorable.”

Chinese reaction naturally was similar. “No small num-
ber of people suspect that by labeling Iran, Iraq and North
Koreaasan ‘axisof evil,’ the United States seeks to prepare
public opinion for possible strikes against those countries
under the banner of anti-terrorism,” the official Xinhuanews
agency said on Feb. 3. “Using the word ’axis' makes one
think of fascist Germany, Italy and Japan . . . and their atroci-
ties.” The Chinese Foreign Ministry said, “The Chinese side
does not advocate using such language in international rela-
tions.”

Eventhedocile Japanesereacted strongly. ” | wonder how
the United States can be using such words at this time, just
weeks before” Bush's trip, a high Foreign Ministry official
told Kyodo Newson Feb. 5. The United Statesmust be careful
in taking such a“high-handed” approach, which could cause
problems for Japan’s security, he said. He added that South
Koreaalso “ appears to be embarrassed by the situation,” an-
other protest at what is seen by most Asians as a national
insult.
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Threat of Force

Ignoring all this, aState Department official nearly threat-
ened military action against North Koreaon Feb. 5. Whilethe
United States wants to use dialogue to limit Pyongyang's
salesof missile partsto the Middle East, hetold Seoul’ shard-
line daily Chosun llbo,"We are studying other methods, in-
cluding force.”

But what, exactly, havethe North Koreans suddenly done
to provoke this, and why, as the Japanese official asked, has
this furor been started now, right before President Bush’'s
Asiatrip, hisfirst foreign trip since Sept. 11? Will the U.S.
administration ignore Asian reaction and turn up the heat,
with the world watching? What is the real diplomatic aim of
thistrip?

U.S. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld told ABC
News Sunday talk show, “This Week,” on Feb. 3, that the
United States now has “solid proof” that North Korea, Iran,
and Iraq are “ devel oping chemical, nuclear, biological or ra-
diological weapons,” and have extensive relations with ter-
rorists. Thenewsis, hesaid, that we“ now know” frominvesti-
gationsin Afghanistan that theterroristsare actively tryingto
get suchweaponsfromthethree supposedly evil nations. “It’s
that nexus between weapons of mass destruction and terrorist
networks that the President was citing as being different for
today, and something that we have to think very carefully
about what we do.”

Turning from military matters to politics, Rumsfeld then
insulted South Korean President Kim. On a question from
ABC’sSam Donaldson about Kim'’ s policy, the Defense Sec-
retary wasalmost contemptuous: “ The South Korean govern-
ment does have a so-called * Sunshine Policy’ where they’ve
been making agood deal of effort over aperiod of years now
totry to get the vicious, repressive, dictatorial government of
North Koreato behave rationally, and come into the world,”
Rumsfeld lectured. “But they won't. They’re starving their
people. They’ reengagedintheir weaponsof massdestruction
development, and ballistic missile development. And they’re
selling weapons of mass destruction and ballistic missiles
around the globe to anyone who wantsto buy them.”

President Bush could instead go to East Asiaasthe peace-
maker, as EIR suggested last week, to help Kim Dae-jung
driveinthelast spikecompletingthe“lron Silk Road” railway
between South and North Korea. Aswereported, that project,
in early January, had been put on fast track for compl etion by
May. In fact, the Korea Timespicked up the EIR proposal
in an editorial entitled “Is Bush Giving Up Hope of Being
Peacemaker?’ “If Bush intends to destroy Pyongyang asthe
next target of his anti-terrorism war,” the paper wrote, he's
passing up the chance to do what Nixon did in China: “He
might be passing a great opportunity to receive what Richard
Nixon said was the greatest honor history can bestow—the
title of a peacemaker.”

In fact, just as the attack of Sept. 11 was an attempted
coup against President Bush, the threatening shape of Bush’s
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Richard Armitage, a long-time geopolitician-“thug” in the
Defense and State Departments, who helped Zbigniew Brzezinskiof which the first was exactly the topic of President Bush’'s

create the Afghansi militias and the Taliban, is now publicly
pushing through a drastic shift in U.S. policy toward East Asia.

important Asiatour isalso notinthe President’ sinterests, and
he's not the cause of the mess. Neither is anything North
Koreasoldlast week. Thesameclash of civilizationsgeopoli-
ticians determined to have a war in the Mideast—Deputy
Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz, Samuel Huntington,
Zbigniew Brzezinski, et al.—are determined to halt al rap-
prochement between the two Koreas, Japan, and China, and
toturn East Asiainto a“zone of tension.”

Dictating ‘America’sNational I nterests

The Sunshine Policy itself isonereal target they wish to
destroy. Thereason, aswith the Mideast, isthe same: Prevent
the nations of the Eurasian land-mass from creating new
large-scal e devel opment projectswhich can lead them to eco-
nomic independence. President Kim Dae-jung himself isun-
der attack, diplomatic sourcestold EIR, after U.S. Ambassa-
dor to Seoul ThomasHubbardinsulted Kiminapublic speech
on Jan. 31, which Rumsfeld then repeated on ABC. “The
State Department wants to force President Kim to resign, if
possible, before Bush arrives in Seoul Feb. 19,” the source
said. “Their plan is to threaten a war with North Korea, and
say that Kim Dae-jung can't rule.”

TheEast Asiaspecialist running thisclash of civilizations
scenario, with North K oreaasthe excuse, is Deputy Secretary
of State Richard Armitage, former Assistant Secretary of De-
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fense for East Asia and Assistant Secretary of Defense for
International Security Affairs (1981-89). Armitage, with
Brzezinski, isone of the creatorsof the Taliban, andiswidely
reported to have introduced the use of heroin as a “tool of
war” in Afghanistan in the late 1970s, after using it earlier
during hislong tour in Indochina.

In fact, 20 months ago, in July 2000, Armitage helped
draft a policy paper which advocated using force against
North Korea as a major priority of U.S. foreign policy, “in-

cluding a willingness to interdict North Korean missile ex-

ports on the high seasWas this what the State Department
had in mind on Feb. 5, when it told the Chosun llbahat “we
are studying other methods, including force”? Could this be
why Armitage went out of his way recently to praise Japan
for sinking a suspected North Korean ship? Do we face a
“Korean missilescrisis’?

The“Commission on America’ s National Interests” was
set up in July 2000, by think-tanks such asthe Nixon Center,
the RAND Corp., and the Hauser Foundation. It released a
report to the new President coming in in January 2001,
identifying what it called “the major U.S. national interests.”
The Commission included Armitage, CondoleezzaRice, and
Brent Scowcroft, National Security Adviser under the elder
George Bush, whom Rice once described as amongst her
mentors. It identified only five vital U.S. national interests,

Jan. 29 State of the Union speech: “To prevent, deter, and
reduce the threat of nuclear, biological, and chemical weap-
ons attacks on the United States or its military forces
abroad.”*

Interestingly, the fourth vital national interest was “To
ensure the viability and stability of magjor global systems
(trade, financial markets, suppliesof energy, and theenviron-
ment),” whichisto say, the bankrupt International Monetary
Fund-runworld monetary system. Kim'’ sNew Silk Roadidea,
the Eurasian Land-Bridge concept as awhole, is a threat to
people who think thisway.

It was Armitage who launched the attack last year on the
Sunshine Policy, on Jan. 29, 2001, when he told leaders of
Kim’s party that the term should be dropped, since North
Korea would “abuse” it (see EIR, March 9, 2001). It was
Armitage who advised President Bush to rip up the Clinton
peace approach to Pyongyang.

The week before Bush's State of the Union, Armitage
brought South Korean opposition leader Lee Hoi-chang to
Washington, where he was féted by Vice President Dick
Cheney, Armitage, Zbigniew Brzezinski, Henry Kissinger,
the American Enterprise Institute (AEI), and the Heritage
Foundation—every Republican think-tank intown. Lee, who
was treated like the real President of Korea, was clearly

1. B. Raman, “Richard Armitage: His Past, Present And Future,” South
Asia Analysis Group Paper no. 204, Jan. 3, 2001. (The writer is Additional
Secretary (ret.), Cabinet Secretariat, Government of India, and Director of
the Institute For Topical Studies, Chennai.)
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briefed on the “evil axis’ speech in advance, and hit the
ground running, calling for North Koreato let in al the UN
nuclear inspectors, “or else.” “People in Seoul are asking
whether the U.S. istrying to get rid of President Kim,” one
diplomat said.

Destabilizethe Region

None of thisisin theinterests of the American people, or
the population of Asia, or President Bush. The Armitage plan
is to destabilize the entire region, not just Korea. Its second
major plank isto reverse Japan’ s rapprochement with Korea
and China—they havebegun holding joint headsof state sum-
mitsasthe “Plus 3" group—Dby turning Japan into the Penta-
gon’'s“unsinkable aircraft carrier” in Asia. Already on Sept.
14, Armitagetold Japan’ sU.S. Ambassador Shunji Y anai that
he wanted to “see the flag of the Rising Sun flying in the
Indian Ocean,” demanding Japan send its navy abroad for the
first time since 1945. “ There are no 50% or 60% measures,”
hesaid. “Itiswhether the government and the peopl e of Japan
arewithusor not. . . . If you areinvolved in this, you cannot
cherry-pick one thing you might do. Y ou have to participate
across the board, because thisisaglobal disease.”

That deployment, and similar Armitage operationsin Ja-
pan, have significantly soured the country’s relations with
Koreaand Chinasince last Fall.

Clipsof thevery large, even thuggish Mr. Armitage were
morerecently featured on Japanese TV, when Prime Minister
Junichiro Koizumi fired his Foreign Minister Makiko Tanaka
on Jan. 29, “under State Department pressure ahead of the
visit” of the Bush cabinet, an irate Tokyo Foreign Ministry
source said. Armitage has been demanding Tanaka's ouster
ever since she refused to see him after her appointment last
May. Tanaka had been promoting the “Plus 3" alliance, and
was trying to shift the balance inside the ministry away from
the powerful “State Department wing,” toward the “China
wing” and “Russia wing,” the bureaus most friendly to the
Eurasian Land-Bridge policy.

The Far East Economic Review on Jan. 24 noted that the
State Department plansto redouble pressureon Japanto* play
the key security rolein Asiaenvisaged in the report authored
by Republican Richard Armitage.” The “Armitage Report,”
as it became known, published by the Pentagon’s National
Defense University in November 2000, called for ditching
Clinton’s pro-China policy, in favor of a more “pro-Japan”
policy under which Tokyo re-arms as an American military
surrogate.

To reach us on the Web:
www.larouchepub.com
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Philippines: 1,2,3. . .
Many Military Exercises

by Michael Billington

On January 31, the“Balikatan-02-1,” or “ Shoul der-to-Shoul -
der,” joint United States-Philippines military exercises offi-
cially beganinandaround thelargely Muslim southernisland
of Mindanao. There have been months of political protests
against the “exercises,” in which hundreds of U.S. Special
Forces and combat troops will deploy on the front lines, to-
gether with the Philippines Army, in search-and-destroy mis-
sions against the terrorist Abu Sayyaf group.

Oneday after the opening festivities, on Feb. 1, an Ameri-
can military aircraft wasfired upon during asupposedly unre-
lated “exercise” taking place in the northernmost island of
Luzon. The suspected culprits were the Communist Party’s
military arm, the New People’ sArmy (NPA), whichisactive
in the area. The NPA, like the Abu Sayyaf, is on the official
U.S. list of terrorist organizations. The NPA also warned the
government afew weeksago, in regard to the U.S.-Philippine
operations against the Abu Sayyaf, that they would fight if
U.S. forces came into areas they considered to be part of
their territory.

A curious aspect of the shooting incident is that the
general population, and at least some among the political
leadership, were not even aware of the existence of this
second exercise, involving 400 U.S. Specia Forces person-
nel, despite the intense debate over the constitutionality of
the operation in the South. An American hiker had been
killed in theregion the day before. Although the NPA denied
responsibility for thisact, they wereinitially suspected. Since
the U.S. aircraft was engaged in alow-flying, counter-terror
operation, it raises the question as to whether it may also
have been engaged in a live-combat “exercise,” as in the
South.

Aretheremore“exercises’ in process? With many politi-
cal leaders and journdists in both the United States and the
Philippinesrecalling the* dlippery slope” that led to full-scale
war in the nearby jungles of Vietnam in the 1960s, and in the
context of the manic flight-forward by the Clash of Civiliza-
tions faction in the U.S. government, the actual intentions
of the United States and Anglo-American assets within the
Philippines are suspect.

Responsetothe State of the Union

Those who consider the Balikatan exercise to be aflimsy
cover for illegal U.S. involvement in combat operations on
Philippines soil—including even President Gloria Macapa-

International 53



gal-Arroyo’'s Vice President and Defense Minister, Teofisto
Guingona—were either strong-armed into acquiescence, or
ignored. The direction of Philippine government policy has
comeincreasingly from retired General and former President
(and continuing asset of Anglo-American financia interests)
Fidel Ramos, who has openly threatened President Arroyo
with acoup if shefailsto follow the dictates of “civil society
and the business sector,” referring to his networks among
the non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and the Makati
Business Club, which runsthe financial sector.

But even as the military operations were going forward,
President Bush’s belligerent State of the Union address has
kindled anew concern over them, from nearly every layer of
Philippines society.

Themost outspoken opponent hasbeen Sen. RudolfoBia-
zon, aformer Chief of Staff of the Philippines Armed Forces
and principal author of the Visiting Forces Agreement, which
redefined United States-Philippinesmilitary ties. Senator Bi-
azon had already protested that his questions on the rules of
engagement for U.S. troopshad simply beenignored. Follow-
ing Bush's speech, he warned that the existing “Terms of
Reference” for the exercise would allow the United Statesto
“act unilaterally if the Armed Services of the Philippines or
the Philippine National Police are not able or are not willing
to remove the threat.” This, explained Biazon, “is the exact
meaning when Bush said: ‘ If you don’t want to act, we will.
..." What is the limit to what they can do? When they are
under attack, canthey just call planesinfrom Guam and bomb
Mindanao? | am alarmed by this.”

Even the leading supporters of the U.S. military deploy-
ment reacted warily to the Bush speech. Ramos himself com-
plained that “ his speech was not well researched by his ghost
writers.” Justice Secretary Hernando Perez said: “It'sclear in
my mind that one president of a friendly country does not
threaten another friendly country. We don’t depend on what
the Americans claim to be necessary. We do seek assistance
from them in case of need, but that doesn’t mean they will
run our foreign policy.”

On the opposition side, Congresswoman Imee Marcos,
daughter of late President Ferdinand Marcos (deposed by
Ramos et d. in 1986), said: “This is frightening, because it
tellsusthat Americawill comeinwhether welikeit or not. It
really makes me wonder: If we do not have a Balikatan, do
we have a choice?’ Others warned of American arrogance
and possible unilateral actions.

Sitting on Sever al Powderkegs

This backlash, which is in keeping with the response
throughout the world to the tone adopted by the United States
from the State of the Union speech, hasled U.S. and Philip-
pine officials to go to great lengths to make assurances that
the“exercise” will not get out of hand. President Arroyo her-
self, in an interview with the Feb. 3 Washington Post, while
shewasin the United States for the World Economic Forum,
denied any evidenceof al-Qaedaconnectionsto the Abu Say-
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yaf since at least 1995, and said that she had informed Presi-
dent Bush that the* United States must not engagein combat,”
and that the operation was strictly limited to six months, de-
spite earlier reports that it could go for one year or longer.
Also, Adm. Dennis Blair, Commander of the U.S. Pacific
Command, has repeatedly denied the charge that the United
States intends to use the conflict as an excuse to set up a
permanent military base in the region.

Nonetheless, the rules of engagement as they now stand
are such that these pledges can be made irrelevant in the case
of provocations, either accidental or intentional, by any of the
numerous armed organizations operating in the country. In
Mindanao, both the NPA and the Moro Islamic Liberation
Movement (MILF) have warned that they will fight any U.S.
incursion into their areas of operation. The absurdity of the
situation was demonstrated by areport from Eduardo Ermita,
the Philippines peace negotiator with the MILF, who called
onthem to set markers on the ground to designate their areas,
and to “make sure that they will not let the Abu Sayyaf enter
their territories while [the latter] are being pursued by the
armed forces. They should take precautions so they don’t get
runover.”

The MILF signed acease-fire agreement with the govern-
ment latelast year, but sporadic clashesstill break out, includ-
ing two separate attacks on Feb. 4 which left two soldiers
dead. A mgjor faction of the Moro National Liberation Front
(MNLF), whoseleader, Nur Misuari,isnow in prison pending
trial for leading an assault on an army camp that left over 100
dead, is also active in the area of the American/Philippines
“exercises.”

In the United States, the slavish capitulation of the Con-
gressto the media-created popular opinion in support of any-
thing related tothe“war onterrorism,” hasleft the Philippines
military deployment compl etely unexamined and unchecked,
athough there are someofficialswho areprivately concerned
and may hold hearings when the smoke clears from the State
of the Union speech.

There are some sane voices, however, questioning the
dangerous charade. Gerald Finin, a Philippines specialist at
the government-funded East-West Center in Hawaii, wrote
that it is* unclear whether the U.S. missionisreally for train-
ing, rescue of the American captives, or subduing al-Qaeda
sympathizers. Moreover, the mission does not appear to have
aclear exit strategy or timetable.”

Finin told EIR that if the United States really wanted to
do something about Abu Sayyaf, it could have been done
more effectively, and more safely for al involved, by simply
providing more advanced equipment. He made the point that
in the jungle environment of Mindanao, there would be no
effective way for U.S. combat troops to distinguish between
armed combatants of the Abu Sayyaf and those of other orga-
ni zations, someof which represent broad layersof the popul a-
tion—precisely the kind of mistake now being admittedtoin
Afghanistan—which could turn the “exercise” into another
ugly war in Asia.
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Pope Promotes Dialogue of Civilizations,
At Ecumenical Conference in Assisi

by Claudio Celani

Thelargest-ever ecumenical meeting of religiousleaderstook
placeon Jan. 24in Assisi, Italy, ontheinvitation of Pope Paul
John 1. Two hundred people attended, including more than
50 delegations representing 12 world religions, to declare
their common intention to prevent religion from being used
asapretext tolaunch a“war of civilizations.” The event was
a counterattack against the geopolitical advocates of a clash
of civilizations, such as Zbigniew Brzezinski and Samuel
Huntington—the ideological godfathers of those who orga-
nized theterror attacksof Sept. 11. Called with special invita-
tionto Muslimreligiousleaders, themeeting brought together
al Christian churches (absent only the Greek Orthodox Patri-
arch), Jewish and Muslim leaders (including an Iranian dele-
gation), Buddhists, Sikhs, Hindus, and representatives of mi-
nor religions.

Thelocation of the meeting, Assisi, was the center of the
Franciscan movement. It was St. Francis (1182-1226) who
launched the first Christian-Idamic dialogue, against the
“clash of civilizations’ of his time, the Crusades. “We are
meetinginAssisi,” saidthePopeinhisaddress, “whereevery-
thing speaks of asingular prophet of peace known as Francis.
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Heisloved not only by Christians, but by many other believ-
ers and by people who, though far-removed from religion,
identify with hisideals of justice, reconciliation, and peace.”
TheAssisi meeting took placein and around the Basilicabuilt
by Francis followersafter hisdeath, whosevaultsarecovered
by frescoes about the saint’ slife, painted by Giotto, the artist
who, withtheintroduction of perspective, embodied the Fran-
ciscanrevolutioninarts. Of particular symbolic meaningwas,
for instance, the fact that the Ilamic delegations were as-
signed, for their prayers, the room belonging to Brother Elia,
Francis closest collaborator, who led the first Franciscan ex-
pedition to the Holy Land, in 1217. Thanks to Elia s work,
the Fifth Crusade was transformed into a peaceful agreement
between Egyptian Sultan al-Kamel and Emperor Frederick 11
Hohenstauffen, by which Jerusalem and theHoly Placeswere
given to Christianity.

Thedel egationstravelled from Rometo Assisi inaspecial
train, carrying the Papal insignia. During the two-hour trip,
the religious leaders had the opportunity to speak informally
with one another, aunique experience. According to the Ital-
ian Catholic daily Awenire, “Inthetalksaongthetrain corri-

Italian Prime Minister Sivio
Berlusconi (right, with German
Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer)
has put forward a“ Marshall Plan
peace program’ for the Mideast,
doing it in the spirit of Pope John
1‘ Paul 1I's Assisi gathering of world
religious leaders for dialogue.
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dors, the Mideast question played amajor role.”

After being greeted by Italian Prime Minister Silvio Be-
rlusconi and President Carlo Azeglio Ciampi, the delegations
heard the Pope’s address. In explaining that peace can be
achieved only through justice and forgiveness, John Paul 11
made clear that the basis for dialogue is natural law, i.e., a
commonimageof manand God. First lesson: “ In God wefind
preeminently the union of justiceand mercy. Heis supremely
faithful to himself and to man, even when people wander far
from him.” Hence, said the Pope, the two pillars upon which
peacerests are: “ commitment to justice and readinessto for-
give.” Second lesson: Manismadeintheimage of God: “ God
himself has placed in the human heart an instinctive tendency
to livein peace and harmony. . . . It isthe duty of religions,
and of their leaders above all, to foster in the people of our
time arenewed sense of the urgency of building peace.”

Don’t L eave Peacetothe Generals

In order to achieve peace, he continued, prayer is neces-
sary, sinceitis*union with God, the primewellspring of true
peace.” But prayer must inspire action. “To pray is not to
escape from history and the problems which it presents. On
the contrary, it isto chooseto face reality not on our own, but
withthestrengththat comesfrom on high, thestrength of truth
and love which have their ultimate source in God.” Through
prayer, man gains“the courageto face even the greatest diffi-

The Science of
Christian
Economy

And other
prison writings by
Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.

Includes

In Defense of Common Sense,
Project A, and The Science of
Christian Economy

three ground-breaking essays written by LaRouche
after he became a political prisoner of the Bush
administration on Jan. 27, 1989.

S15

Order from:

Ben Franklin Booksellers, Inc.
P.O. Box 1707 Leesburg, VA 20177
Toll free (800) 453-4108 (703) 777-3661 fax (703) 777-3661
Shipping and handling: Add $4 for the first book and $.50 for each additional

book in the order. Virginia residents add 4.5% sales tax. We accept MasterCard,
Visa, American Express, and Discover.

56 International

cultieswith asense of personal responsibility, never yielding
to fatalism or impulsive reactions.” By praying, each accord-
ing to their religious traditions, the delegations gathered in
Assisi will “show theworld that the genuineimpul seto prayer
does not lead to opposition,” said the Pope, concluding his
addresswith acall to the“young people of every religion” to
be“like Francis of Assisi, gentle and courageous‘ guardians
of true peace, based on justice and forgiveness, truth and
mercy!”

Following the Pope, other delegates spoke. Among these,
the most impressive intervention came from Rabbi Israel
Singer from New Y ork, adirector of the World Jewish Con-
gress. The WJC, chaired by Edgar Bronfman, has distin-
guished itself in the past for uncritical support of Israeli poli-
cies, and indeed, Singer's written speech contained a
statement of support for “wars agai nst specific groups, battles
which must be fought ruthlessly and mercilessly.” But, evi-
dently influenced by the situation, Rabbi Singer had a sort
of epiphany; he set aside his written text and instead spoke
extemporaneously, with ample and theatrical gestures. Turn-
ing to the Muslim leaders, Singer said: “Y ou should ask your
people, and we should ask ourselves, whether land and cities
aremoreimportant than humanlives,” an unmistakabl e attack
onlsraeli settlement policies. Then, turning toward the Pope,
Singer continued, “ When wehave assimilated that |esson, we
will learn how to make peace, as John Paul |1 hasindicated to
us, by playing apersonal rolewith hiseffortsof reconciliation
with Judaism, which have changed history.” “Peace is too
seriousathingtoleaveittothegenerals: Itisuptousreligious
leaders, to give the example first,” said Singer, who further
acknowledged the extraordinary authority of the Pope, by
saying, “Only you, Holiness, could call for such a meeting.
... But it would not have succeeded without us,” he added.

Other speeches were given by Ecumenical Patriarch of
Constantinople Bartholomeus | ; by the spokesman of Sheikh
Tantawi; by the Buddhist representative Tsering; and by Chi-
ara Lubitch, leader of a Catholic movement. After that, all
delegations moved to their places of prayer, before reassem-
bling for a banquet. The concluding part of the ceremony
consisted of each delegation reading a solemn commitment
to peace and dialogue, and lighting a candle. The last oath
was pronounced by the Pope: “Never more violence! Never
more war! Never more terrorism! In the name of God,” said
the Pope, “ every religion should bring justice and peace, for-
giveness, life, and love on Earth.”

Natural Law

Commenting on the success of the meeting, Cardinal Jo-
seph Ratzinger, whom the Pope had personally invited on
board the “ecumenical train,” said, “Wedo not expect imme-
diate effects, but all of uswant to know the unique God and
serve peace.” Cardina Ratzinger had helped prepare the
meeting by elaborating, together with the Pope, the concep-
tual basis of the Vatican’s ecumenical policy. In adocument
presented to the Pope on Jan. 18, Ratzinger discussed again
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Berlusconi Organizes for
Mideast Marshall Plan

Italian Prime Minister Silvio Berlusconi presented to his
European partners on Jan. 29, a peace initiative for the
Mideast based on the idea of a“Marshall Plan” for eco-
nomic development. Berlusconi announced the initiative
during avisit to the Rome M osque, before ambassadors of
al Arab countries, and in which he referred to his experi-
ence at the Assisi ecumenical meeting. “Just a few days
ago,” Berlusconi said, “in Assisi, from representatives of
all world religions, we heard words which the whole hu-
man family feels as corresponding to the deepest and sin-
cere expectations and desires, whatever religion, people,
or culture one belongsto.”

In this spirit, Berlusconi said, Italy has launched a
peace initiative which includes “a reconstruction effort
which could finally alleviate the suffering of many, and
turn poverty, which oppressestoo many human beingsand
deliversthem to despair, into serenity of life.” Berlusconi
recalledthat Italy hasatradition of being“abridge of peace
between Europe and the Mediterranean, which over the
centurieshasbeenthecradleof different civilizations. Pre-
cisely the Idlamic world, through the fertile dialogue be-
tween the two shores of the Mediterranean, has brought
and donated to Europe adecisive weal th of humanistic and
scientific culture. A treasury of knowledgewhich hasbeen

preciousto our history and to our progress, demonstrating
the fact that it is the meeting, and not the clash among
peoplesand civilizations, whichistheonly way to produce
good and development for humanity.” Never, since Sept.
11, Berlusconi said, “ have Western countries accepted the
idea of a clash of civilizations with ISlam.” Berlusconi’s
speech was enthusiastically received by the Muslim dele-
gations, led by the Saudi representative.

A source in the Italian government office confirmed
that Berlusconi presented his proposal to his European
partners, and that European Union representative Javier
Solana would go to Washington, to test American reac-
tions.

The proposal aims at convening an international con-
ference, with the participation of Israel, the Palestinians,
the European Union, theUnited States, and Russia. If Sola-
na' s mission to Washington is successful the conference
could take place in mid-February. The proposed confer-
ence and the Marshall Plan idea are one and the same
thing, said the source, who indicated that both Israelisand
Palestinians have reacted positively to theidea of adevel-
opment plan. After all, the first Israeli political leader to
connect the political issue to the solution of the economic
question was Israeli Foreign Minister Shimon Peres. The
planisnot yet drafted, said the source, and is still a*“con-
tainer” which must be filled with specific projects. The
Italian government has started to consult experts, as well
asthe Israglis and Palestinians, on the most important in-
frastructure projectsto be realized.—Claudio Celani

the issue of natural law, which the Pope characterized as “a
doctrine belonging to the great patrimony of human knowl-
edge” and “the participation of rational creaturesin God's
eterna law.”

Commenting on Ratzinger’ swork, the Pope had stressed
that natural law “allows also a broad base of dialogue with
personswith another orientation, or formation, in view of the
search for the Common Good.” As Lyndon LaRouche has
often stressed, only natural law can ensure the success of an
ecumenical dialogue. Without that basis, the dial ogue degen-
eratesinto a“ pantheon,” inwhich religionsare defined on the
basisof differencesamong them—the springboard for “clash
of civilizations’ scenarios.

Inthisspirit, theday after the Assisi event, the Popehosted
Christian leaders at abanquet in the Vatican. The “Brotherly
Agape,” asit wascalled, took placein the most beautiful hall
in the Vatican, the Sala Ducale, covered with Renaissance
frescoes. In his welcoming address, the Pope said, “What
happened in Assisi will remain for along time in our hearts
and, we hope, will have a deep echo among world peoples.”
To the Pope's right was Ecumenical Patriarch Bartho-
lomeus |; to the left, the Greek Orthodox Peatriarch of Anti-
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ochia and of the Whole Orient, Ignatius IV Hazim. At the
same table, sat Vatican Secretary of State Angelo Sodano
and the representatives of various other Western churches,
including Anglican delegate Bishop Richard Garrad.

A shadow was cast over the success of the Assisi meeting
by the absence of the Greek Orthodox Church, still unwilling
to forgive Rome for the sack of Constantinople in 1203, and
by the Patriarch of Jerusalem, whom the Israeli authorities
would not allow avisa. But a definite breakthrough was the
presence of adelegate from Moscow Metropolitan Aleksi 11,
Bishop Pitirim. Despite opposition to an ecumenical dialogue
inside the Russian Synod, relations between the Vatican and
the Russian Patriarchate showed of improvement recently,
when the Popewas visited by the Chorus of the Russian Patri-
archate, who sangin hisprivate chapel. It has been confirmed
that Pitirim’s presence was due to pressures on Aleksi from
both Russian President Vladimir Putin and by Patriarch of
Constantinople Bartholomeus. Singularly, the argument they
used was that the presence of a Russian Orthodox delegate at
Assisi would help improve relations with the Muslim world,
whichisintheinterest of both the Russian state and the Rus-
sian church. Theways of God really areinfinite.

International 57



Washington Policy Is Throwing Andean
Nations to the Narco-Terrorists

by Valerie Rush

The most dangerous narco-terrorist force in the Western
Hemisphere, the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia,
or FARC, has opened a qualitatively new phase of warfare
against Colombia. Nolonger content withambushing military
and police patrols, and terrorizing scores of small townsinto
coming under their “umbrella of protection”—under which
functions the world's largest cocaine cartel—the FARC is
now dynamiting bridges, highways, reservoirs, eectricity
transformers, pipelines, and airports, and is doing so with
the deliberate intent of encircling and isolating Colombia's
major cities.

For thefirst time, targets around the capital city of Bogota
have been hit, including the Chingaza Dam, which supplies
60% of Bogota swater. Whole areas of Meta, the department
just south of Cundinamarca, where Bogota is located, have
been left in darkness, its electricity cut.

The Armed Forces have been re-deployed, in avain at-
tempt to protect 2,000 of what the government has defined as
“strategic targets’ of nationa infrastructure. As a conse-
quence, the military cordon sanitaire that had been estab-
lished around the giant FARC-run “ demilitarized zone” inthe
south hasbeen lifted, and theterrorizing of Colombia scities
has begun.

Playing Wall Street’s Games

In testimony before the Senate Select Intelligence Com-
mittee hearing on “Nationa Security Threats to the United
States’ on Feb. 6, CIA chief George Tenet acknowledged that
the peace process in Colombia with the FARC “is not going
forward.” TheUnited Statesisconcernedthat the FARC* may
up the ante” in the run-up to the May Presidential elections,
he warned, and may not only threaten Colombians, “but us,”
although he made the ridicul ous assertion that the reason the
FARC “poses a serious threat to U.S. interests in Latin
America, [is] becauseit associates us with the government it
isfighting against.”

What Tenet, and the State Department officials who ac-
companied him at the hearings, failed to mention, isthat the
new phase of FARC warfare against Colombia, of which they
rightfully warn, is a direct consequence of the mid-January
decision by the Bush Administration itself, to continue the
Wall Street-dictated policy of negotiating with thesekillers.

Since Colombian President Andrés Pastrana took office
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in August 1998, the U.S. State Department has been the en-
forcer of that Wall Street policy upon Colombia, not only
encouraging, but ofteninitiating the Pastranaregime’ scontin-
ual concessionsto the FARC, under the cover of negotiating
apeace accord—including the shocking decision to split Co-
lombia into pieces, by granting the FARC sole control of a
terrority the size of Switzerland in the south of the country.

Inthewake of Sept. 11, however, that pro-terrorist policy
came under firein Washington, freeing Colombiato consider
another course. In mid-January, Pastrana challenged the
FARC to ashowdown. The narco-terrorists were told to end
their attacks on the civilian population and their destruction
of infrastructure, and agree to a cease-fire, or face amilitary
reoccupation of their southern refuge.

But by the time the Jan. 20 deadline Pastrana set had
arrived, the winds in Washington had shifted back toward
Wall Street’s policy of negotiations with narco-terrorism.
Pastrana backed down, withdrew the military’s cordon sani-
taire around the FARC' s demilitarized zone, and committed
his government to another round of negotiations—with the
added disaster of placing them under the supervision of the
“international community.” The narco-terrorists celebrated
their victory by turning against the cities.

It was bad enough that the Bush Administration’s much-
touted commitment to a“war on terrorism” was nowhere in
evidenceontheday that Pastranacapitul ated. Evenworsewas
the three-day deployment of a high-level State Department
delegation to Bogotain early February, to further the project
to restructure the Colombian Armed Forces along utopian,
“rapid deployment force” (RDF) lines, which will even fur-
ther cripple the nation’s ability to defend itself. The center-
piece of the Bush team'’s visit, was the plan to provide $98
million in funding for a specially trained RDF: not to protect
Colombia’s cities, but its oil pipelines and the millions of
dollarsin foreign investment they represent. One senior De-
fense Department official said that the brigade’s protection
might “eventualy” be extended to other nationa infra-
structure.

The FARC ‘Contagion’

The FARC contagionisadvancing across South America,
in the wake of that Bush Administratioan decision. Bolivia,
whose government under President Jorge Quirogaisengaged
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in the final stage of eradicating all illegal coca cultivation
within its territory, despite an empty treasury, is facing a
FARC-style insurgency which is threatening to overrun the
country.

In mid-January, thousands of coca-growers, instigated by
drug legalization mouthpiece and Sao Paulo Forum terrorist
Evo Morales, clashed with government forces sent to shut
down the coca markets which feed into the world’ s cocaine
pipeline. The casualties of that clash included a number of
policemen and soldiers who had been executed, some even
decapitated, by Morales' crazed supporters.

Blame for the deaths was laid squarely on the shoulders
of Morales, whose status as alegislator could no longer hide
his narco-terrorist actions. The Quiroga government moved
quickly to win Congressional approval for lifting Morales
parliamentary immunity, and then arrested scoresof provoca
teur collaboratorsof theterrorist leader. They also shut down
the cocaleros’ clandestine radio station, which had been agi-
tating for expanding the violence.

Moralesresponded by warning that hisforceswould come
up with “new forms of argumentsto defend what has always
been theirs: land, coca, and their dignity.” Those “new forms
of arguments” arealready beingimplemented by Moralesally
FelipeQuispe. “El Mallku,” asQuispecallshimself, ishead of
theBolivian CSUTCB peasant unionand aprominent agitator
for forging an “Indian Brotherhood” across the Americas.
Following Moraes' ouster from Congress, Quispe called for
an unlimited general strike throughout Bolivia, to begin on
Feb. 1 and to last “for one to two years,” or until the govern-
ment ends its coca eradi cation program and reopens the coca
markets. Quispe demands that foreign agricultural products
be seized and burned, food transport into the cities blocked,
and cocalero patrols deployed to beat and whip strike “vio-
lators.”

The critical Cochabamba-Santa Cruz highway has been
targetted. These sameforcesarealso calling for the shutdown
of the Bolivian Congress, and convocation of a Constituent
Assembly to rewrite the national Constitution, precisely the
demands of their narco-terrorist brethren to the north, the
FARC.

There are other similarities, as well. While the FARC
narco-terroristswere literally embraced by Wall Street (New
York Stock Exchange President Richard Grasso hugged
FARC financial manager Ralll Reyes after their meeting in
1999), Quispehassimilarly found favor withtheinternational
banking elites, who see South America sdrug cropsasavita
revenue source for their dying financial system. The City of
London’s Financial Times carried an article in its Feb. 2-3
issue, in which author Paul Keller describes Quispe glow-
ingly: “The media-savvy Quispe cannot be brushed aside as
an extremist. He speaks for Andean highlanders who feel
cheated by 15 years of harsh economic adjustment. He has
numbers on his side, too. Quechua and Aymara Indians out-
number those of mixed or European blood by three to one.
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... If any South American country is ripe for revolution, it
hasto be impoverished Bolivia.”

Incredibly, this description was written after Quispe
stunned the world with his chilling comment on the Sept.
11 attacks, that his peasant federation “ sends a fraternal and
revol utionary saluteto thosewho carried out the attack. I mpe-
ridlismiskilling theworld. . . . | believe we need these kinds
of actionsto destroy the enemy.”

FARC Spreadsinto Peru and Venezuela

Neighboring Peru, which under former President Alberto
Fujimori had succeeded in turning the tide against the narco-
terrorist onslaught, is facing a renewed insurgency. Latest
reports are that a FARC column has crossed the border from
Colombia, to hold negotiations on common strategy with the
remnants of the Shining Path narco-terrorists.

But the country where the narco-terrorists are closest to
wielding real power is Venezuela, where the Hugo Chavez
government has moved more and more openly to acknowl-
edging its alliance with the FARC. In recent weeks, Chavez
dismissed hisformer mentor, Luis Miquilena, from the cabi-
net, and nominated in his place as Interior and Justice Minis-
ter, the special operations and intelligence operative, retired
Navy Capt. Ramon Rodriguez Chacin, despite the fact that
Chacin has been repeatedly identified as Chavez' sliaison to
theterrorists.

In the aftermath of that nomination, public accusations
that the Chavez government is complicit in working with the
FARC flooded theV enezuelan and Colombian media. During
that time, agroup of Venezuelan journalistsled by newspaper
editor Ibeyise Pacheco released a video showing high-level
representatives of the Venezuelan Armed Forces secretly en-
tering Colombian territory, to facilitatethe release of aVene-
zuelan captive of the 33rd Front of the FARC. The close
relations between the Venezuelan officers and the terrorist
leader Rubén Zamora were unmistakable on the tape.

Chavez admitted that the mission had taken place, but
baldly insisted it was an “ humanitarian gesture,” and that no
proof of hisalliance with the FARC exists.

That same week, Congressman Gerardo Blyde charged
that Rodriguez Chacin’ sappointment aslnterior Minister was
intended to put Chavez's “Bolivarian Militias’ into training
under FARC commandos, with all that implies.

Further evidence of FARC/Chavez collaboration sur-
faced the sameweek, during atel evised interview with former
Venezuelan intelligence director Jestis Urdaneta Hernandez,
who claimed that through Rodriguez Chacin, the Chavez gov-
ernment had offered the FARC medicine, ail, bank credit, and
refuge in Venezuela, in exchange for their commitment to
keep the border area between Colombia and Venezuela free
of banditry and violence. Urdaneta said that he had |eft the
government before the program wasimplemented, but that he
assumes, given Chavez' sideological closenessto the FARC,
that the program is fully operational today.
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Bush Budget, Defense Increase
Both Ignore Economic Reality

by Carl Osgood

If nothing else, the fiscal 2003 Federal budget proposed by
theBush Administrationwill giveplenty of ammunitiontothe
Democratic budget hawks in the Congress. The Democrats
political “take” on the suddenly erupted Federal budget defi-
cits, was given by Senate Budget Committee chairman Kent
Conrad: “we will be taking $2.2 trillion of Socia Security
and Medicare trust fund money to pay for his [President
Bush’g] tax cuts and to pay for his spending proposals.”

For election purposes, the Democrats are likely to take
that “spin” for what is actually adepression collapse of reve-
nues, asfar asthey can. Last year’ shuge projected surpluses,
forecast at $5.6 trillion through 2010, never really existed, as
only Lyndon LaRoucheand El Rstated flatly, beginning 1999.
Now it's “official,” that more than 80% of this mirage has
disappeared; a$1 trillion surplus to 2010 is now forecast, all
of it contained in the Social Security, Medicare and other
trust funds.

What thismeansfor 2003, according to Office of Manage-
ment and Budget (OMB) figures, isatotal deficit of $80 hil-
lion; but, if the trust funds are excluded, then OMB says the
on-budget deficit will be $259 billion.

Even without taking into account the fantasy economic
projections underlying the budget, there are charges flying
about of Enron-like accounting practices employed in the
figures. Robert Greenstein, the executive director of the Cen-
ter on Budget and Policy Priorities, noted in a Feb. 4 report
that the projections used in the budget are “unredlistic,” be-
cause “they are based on an array of budget devices and im-
plausi ble assumptions, that mask hundreds of billions of dol-
lars of tax reductions and government expenditures that are
virtually certain to occur but are omitted from the budget.”

Greenstein cites as one example, the assumption that the
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number of taxpayers paying the Alternate Minimum Tax will
swell from 1.4 million in 2001 to 39 million by 2012, some-
thing which Congressis not likely to allow to happen. Reve-
nues are thus greatly overestimated for the future, and the
administration has used that overestimation to ask that the
recent and ongoing tax cuts be made permanent.

Two other CBPP reports indicate that the budget’s tax
deductionsfor health insurance and home health care, would
not only disproportionately benefit upper-income taxpayers,
but would also undermine employer-based health insurance,
whichisalready being hit by shock increases of 30% or more
in premiums this Winter and Spring.

Y et another gimmick to overstate revenue and understate
costs, isthe assumption that the Transitional Medical Assis-
tance Program will be extended only one year. Infact, itisa
well-established part of “welfare reform,” as CBPP points
out, and will be continued, asit has been for years.

Big Jumps: Not Just Defense, But Also FEMA

The biggest winner in the Bush budget is, of course, the
Department of Defense. The Pentagon request is for $379.3
billion, including a$10 hillion “ contingency” fund, should it
be needed for the war on terrorism. When funding for the
Energy and Transportation Departments’ national defenseac-
tivitiesisincluded, the total national defense budget callsfor
$396.1 billion, plusthat $10 billion fund.

The Pentagon increase over fiscal year 2002 amounts to
about $48 billion, less than half accounted for by the war on
terrorism. Some $19.4 hillion is due to the war, $6.7 billion
is an adjustment for inflation, and $13.3 billion is a topline
increase granted to the Pentagon by the Office of M anagement
and Budget. Another $11.4 billion comes from accruals for
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military and civilian retiree and health-care benefits. Built
into the estimates areincreases designed to avoid the need for
a supplemental request for operations and procurement, as
hasbeen theroutinefor the past several years, which amounts
toabout $4 billion. Thebudget plan projectsthat the Pentagon
budget will grow to about $451 billion by 2007.

Therea unknown isthe actual costs of the war on terror-
ism. A senior defense official said on Feb. 1 that the $10
billion for contingency war costsis only aworking estimate.
The war in Afghanistan, plus continental United States de-
fense activities, such as the air patrols over Washington and
New Y ork, arerunning at about $1.8 billion amonth, or about
$7 billion so far. That's arate of about $27 billion per year,
which makesthe $10 billion estimate “ exceedingly conserva-
tive,” inthewords of that official. Thisisunderscored by the
administration’ splan to ask for asupplemental appropriation
for fiscal 2002, in March, of undetermined amount.

The budget earmarks $38 billion for homeland defense
activities, including $3.5 billion in grants to state and local
emergency and law enforcement agencies for training and
equipment, $4.4 billion for bioterrorism defense and $4.8 bil -
lion to implement the Transportation Security Act passed by
Congresslast year. Most of that will gofor hiring and training
30,000 new airport security workers, and for the procurement
and installation of explosive detection machines in the na-
tion'sairports. It also includes $380 million for a system for
tracking the entry and exit of immigrants.

The grant program for emergency and law enforcement
agencies of the states and localities, will be administered by
the Federa Emergency Management Administration
(FEMA), whichwill a so seeitsown budget morethan double
between fiscal 2002 and 2003. Despite that doubling, FE-
MA'sdisaster relief fund actually is cut by almost $300 mil-
lion. Theincreasegoesinto emergency management planning
and assistance.

Economic Collapse Will Have More To Say

Other areas of the budget will lose, and contention is tak-
ing shapeinthe Congress. Overall, discretionary non-defense
spending isheld to anincrease of about 2%, bel ow thefraudu-
lently low official rate of inflation, and far below last year's
4-5%. Federal highway spending promises controversy; it
takes a $9 hillion hit in the 2003 budget. Sen. Kent Conrad
(D-N.D.) complained, “Cutting $9 billion out of highway
spending, at the same time the President says his number one
priority isjobs, createslots of problems.”

Another areafought out will bethebudget for the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration. In his Feb. 4 budget
briefing, thenew NASA Administrator Sean O’ K eefefocused
onthecrisisinthelnternational Space Station program, which
the administration decided would not be funded at alevel to
allow its designed completion, despite the impact on all of
America sinternational partnersin thisfrontier project. Also
up in theair is the how many shuttle flights shall be funded.
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The administration had proposed reducing the number of
flights from six to eight per year down to four, but when
pressed by reporters, O’ K eefewaffled, and said that therewill
be four, possibly five, flights dedicated to the space station,
and dtill others are possible, but will have to be “justified.”
The Outer Planet program has been eliminated, with O’ Keefe
stressing that the scientific community will haveto* set priori-
ties’ everyone can agree on, if it hopes to have any more
planetary missions.

What' s going to make the bottom fall out of all of thisis,
of course, the economy. A rational person, seeing the chain-
reaction of bankruptcy collapses in the global economy,
would haveto be very cautious about any future budget prog-
nosis. These include the Asian currency crises of 1997, the
Russian bond default of August 1998, which wasrapidly fol-
lowed by the collapse of the Long Term Capital Management
hedge fund in September. More recently, Argentina has col-
lapsed into chaos, and the Japanese banking systemison the
verge of blowing out. Closer to home, more than 1 million
manufacturing jobs have disappeared in the United States
over the past year, the airline industry islosing money hand
over fist, and corporations have been rocked by a growing
series of bankruptcies.

But the economic outlook presented in the budget ignores
all of theserealities. The underlying premiseisthat what went
on during the 1990s was an economic boom, rather than the
growth of a cancerous financial bubble. Therefore, a mere
“dowdown” followed the markets peak in March of 2000,
and asimple“recession” beganinMarch of 2001, asdeclared
by the National Bureau of Economic Research.

TheBush Administration’ sresponseisto call for an*“ eco-
nomic security plan” that ignores al of the realities of the
economic collapse. The provisions of the plan include speed-
ing up last year’ s tax cuts, giving tax refunds to individuals
whowerenot eligiblefor them last year, providing assistance
to laid-off workers, including extended unempl oyment bene-
fitsand health insurance, reforming the alternative minimum
tax, and offering better tax treatment for businessesthat invest
innew equipment. The Council of Economic Advisersclaims
that these measures could boost Gross Domestic Product
growth by half a percentage point and create 300,000 jobs—
similar claims were made for Alan Greenspan’ sinterest-rate
cuts starting ayear ago.

And even the enactment of this “stimulus,” though as-
sumed inthebudget, isunlikely now. Senate Mgjority L eader
TomDaschle(D-S.D.) pulledtheeconomic stimulushbill from
the floor of the Senate on Feb. 6, since neither side could
muster the 60 votes necessary for passage for its particular
version.

The contradictions between the Bush budget projections
and the economic collapse make it more likely that, rather
than providing the means to defend the United States from
terrorism, the budget plan will actually intensify the graver
dangers, which administration and Congress wish to deny.
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Brzezinski Plays
His ‘Chechen Card’

by William Jones

Zbigniew Brzezinski, leading ideol ogue of the“clash of civi-
lizations,” addressed aforum on Capitol Hill on Jan. 29, and
tried to make a case that Russia is perpetrating genocide in
Chechnya. The aging former Polish aristocrat had to eat his
words, however, when confonted by EIR about the actua
genocidal policy perpetrated by the Israeli Defense Forces
and Prime Minister Ariel Sharon against the Palestinians.

Brzezinski’s aim in his new-found “compassion” for the
“Chechen people” ishislifelong obsession of destroying Rus-
sia—and particularly, today, wrecking any possibility of a
cooperative relationship between the United States and Rus-
sia. When | asked him on Jan. 23 what he thought about the
partnership that had emerged between Presidents Bush and
Putin in the aftermath of Sept. 11, Brzezinski shot back: “A
total fiction.”

Brzezinski's method today is similar to what he used as
National Security Adviser during the Carter Administration,
to provoke the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979, and
his creation of the Afghansi mujahideen to engage the Red
Army in combat. Before there was Osama bin Laden, there
was Zbigniew Brzezinski—and without Brzezinski, bin
Laden would probably still beinworking in hisfamily’ scon-
struction business.

Brzezinski had admitted asmuch, ina1998interview with
a French journalist quoted in John Cooley’s Unholy Wars.
Noting that the U.S. decision to finance covert operationsin
Afghanistan had been signed by President Jimmy Carter on
July 3, 1979, a full six months before the Soviet invasion,
Brzezinski boasted: “On that day | wrote anote to the Presi-
dent in which | explained to him that in my opinion, thisaid
would result in military intervention by the Soviets. . . . We
didn’t push the Russians to intervene, but we consciously
increased the probability that they would do so. . . . Itseffect
wasto draw the Russiansinto the Afghan trap. Y ou want me
to regret that?’

And the development of the Taliban? Brzezinski was
asked. “Whichwasmoreimportantinworld history?’ Brzezi-
nski asked his interlocutor. “The Taliban, or the fall of the
Soviet empire? A few overexcited Idlamists or the liberation
of Central Europe and the end of the Cold War?’

Genocide, by Whom?

For months, Brzezinski has been the key player in at-
tempting to set up meetings for so-called Chechen Foreign
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Minister Ilyas Akhmatov at the Pentagon and elsewhere in
Washington. (Chechnya, with alarge Muslim population, is
part of Russia, and Akhmatov represents a separatist insur-
gency.) On Jan. 29, Brzezinski helped introduce Akhmatov
at a semi-public hearing on Capitol Hill sponsored by the
“American Committee for Peace in Chechnya,” a group set
up under the auspices of the right-wing Freedom House and
chaired by Brzezinski, former Secretary of State Alexander
Haig, and former Reagan arms negotiator Max Kampelman.

Brzezinski gave a melodramatic presentation on the
“abuses’ of the Russian military against the Chechen popula-
tion, concluding: “The word genocide is being used. In the
traditional sense, thisismaybe not true, but something similar
is happening.” He went on about how the male population is
disappearing from Chechnya, but not appearing as prisoners
of war, insinuating that they were being exterminated. He
warned that Russia, because of its operations in Chechnya,
was developing “an apparatus of coercion” which was “in
contrast to its democratic strivings.”

The Russian view of such charges was put forward by
Russian Defense Minister Sergei Ivanov, at the Wehrkunde
conference on international security policy, in Munich, Ger-
many on Feb. 3 (see International). He prefaced his remarks
by pointing to the Chechen terrorist bombings, in 1999, of
civilian apartment housesin Moscow and other cities, whose
impact on Russians' public consciousness of was similar to
the effect of the Sept. 11 attacks on the Americans. Ivanov
continued: “What is our greatest concern today, is the exis-
tence till the present time of double political standards with
regard to separatism, religious extremism, and fanaticism. If
thosewho blow up apartment housesin Moscow and Buinaks
are declared freedom fighters, while in other countries such
persons are referred to asterrorists, one cannot even think of
forging aunited anti-terrorist front.”

Following Brzezinski’ s presentation, EIR denounced his
“crocodiletears,” shed for purely political purposes. “To at-
tempt to deducefromthe devastation and thebloodshed which
the civil conflict in Chechnya has left in its wake, a case of
genocide on the part of the Russian government is pretty far-
fetched, even for someone like yourself,” said EIR's corre-
spondent. “ Y ou really want to talk about genocide, just ook
at theway the Israeli Defense Forces are studying the Nazis
creation of the Warsaw Ghetto asa‘ solution’ to the Palestin-
ian question. Why no tearsin this case?’

Unnerved, Brzezinski appealed to the audience' s * popu-
lar opinion,” saying: “ Theviewsyou havejust heard from the
previous speaker are similar to the views of the leader of the
lunatic fringe in the United States, Lyndon LaRouche.” With
that, the moderator moved to the next questioner. The unex-
pected attack destabilized Brzezinski to the extent that when
another questioner asked him about his references to “geno-
cide,” he was forced to back off from his previous insinua-
tions, “Wemust beclear,” Brzezinski said. “In order to argue
genocide, there has to be intent, and we can by no means
assume that in the case of Chechnya.”
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Sports $ Speculators
Eye D.C. Hospital Land

by Edward Spannaus

Just asPresidential pre-candidate Lyndon LaRoucheand EIR
warned last year, private business interests in the District of
Columbia are now visibly conspiring with local officials to
grab thereal estate around the former D.C. General Hospital
for the development of sports facilities and other commer-
cial uses.

L egislativemeasuresarenow beingtakentotransferjuris-
diction over the land-use from the Federal government to the
District of Columbia, for usein promoting the 2012 Olympics
bid, and the likely relocation of amajor-league baseball team
to the nation’ s capital.

In a webcast held on March 21 of last year, Lyndon
LaRouche pointed to exactly this process. Addressing the
question of D.C. General, LaRouche identified the cul pritsas
“abunch of people, tied to Katharine Graham, the publisher
of the Washington Post, and her crowd, who run Washington,
D.C., like aprivate dictatorship—a private plantation.

“Now, Katie Graham’ s crowd, came up some years ago,
with a number of packages to beautify Washington. Which
means, essentially, get the African-Americans out! Or, most
of them. Keep afew, for show. How will they do that? Well,
you takethat riverside, down there, where D.C. Genera Hos-
pital islocated now, with thejail and RFK Stadium. Now, go
down, and look at the maps: L ook at the plans that have been
made by Katie Graham'’s friends. Look at the organization
that was created around that, and around the idea of the 2012
Summer Olympics, between here, Washington, and Bal-
timore.”

LaRouche said that, if this were to go through, it would
mean“Negro Removal” fromtheDistrict, real estatedevel op-
ment in place of the necessary full-service hospital, and “no
health care, for the greater part of the population of Washing-
ton, D.C.; in aperiod in which epidemic disease isbecoming
agreater danger.”

Land Transfer Proposed

EIR documented the plans to develop the riverfront area
around D.C. General for the 2012 Olympics, including apro-
posal to renovate and expand RFK Stadium adjacent to the
hospital campus. And, EIR showed how, in the longer run,
the National Capital Planning Commission is proposing to
turn the entire area into a complex of high-rise buildings,
parks, and even aboat marinaon the nearby AnacostiaRiver.
(See EIRMarch 30, and April 27, 2001.)

On Jan. 15, the D.C. City Council hearing considered
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legislation proposed by Mayor Anthony Williams, which
would transfer the land from Federal to District jurisdiction,
and giveDistrict official stheauthority to devel opthe property
for “any municipal purpose.” At that hearing, membersof the
LaRouche-inititated Coalitionto SaveD.C. General Hospital,
aswell asothers, called for therestoration of apublic hospital
on the site (the 1000-bed, take-all-comers facility had been
closed last May), and accused the city of plotting to use the
property for Major League baseball or the 2012 Olympics
bid. City officials at the hearing denied any such plans.

However, by thenext day, Mayor Williamswasadmitting
that the D.C. General campus would be “acomponent of our
Olympic bid” and that any new use would “complement” the
District’ shid for the 2012 games. Washington is now one of
four finalists seeking the 2012 Olympics. At the same time,
Williams claimed that some sort of health-carefacility would
be kept on the site; al that is left there now, is a pathetic
“urgent care’-type clinic which has no capacity to deal with
trauma patients.

The Coalition hasdocumented 70 unnecessary deathsthat
have occurred during the past nine months as a result of the
shutdown of D.C. General’ stop-flight trauma center.

Then, on Jan. 17, the Washington area was named by
Major League Baseball Commissioner Bud Selig, “the prime
candidate” among U.S. cities, for arelocated baseball team,
possibly in 2003. Under atwo-year deal reached by the D.C.
Sports and Entertainment Commission and the Washington
Baseball Club—an investment group led by Frederic Malek,
aformer co-owner of the Texas Rangers—RFK Stadium in
Washington is to be leased by such a new team, until a new
stadium is built. Possible locations for the now-projected
$400 million, 44,000-seat ballpark include the present RFK
site, Mt. Vernon Square, Southeast Federal Center, and Buz-
zard Point. The latter two siteswould fit right in to the “rede-
velopment,” i.e., gentrification, plansfor the Anacostiawater-
front area.

A public meeting was then held by city officids at the
D.C. Armory on Jan. 23 to discuss plansfor the D.C. Generd
campus. Despite the efforts of those running the meeting to
declaretheissue of D.C. General Hospital off the agenda, all
of the 30 or so community representatives who spoke, raised
the issue of D.C. General and the need for a “full-service
hospital” on the site. A LaRouche representative held up a
pamphlet on“KKKatie Graham” and D.C. General Hospital,
which waswidely circulated by the LaRouche campaign last
summer; it containsadetailed exposé of thereal-estate scams
planned for the area, including those around the Olympics,
and the “ Anacostia Waterfront I nitiative.”

Meanwhile, a group of D.C. Council members, led by
David Catania, isintending to try to force the Mayor to put a
new hospital and trauma center on the site. “The junta is
gone,” Catania says. “There’s no Control Board to protect
the Mayor now.” The Financial Control Board closed D.C.
General Hospital in 2001, annulling the Council’ sunanimous
voteto keep it open and fund it.
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Editorial

Is Columnist George Will
Seeking Knighthood ?

=N

Amidst the crescendo of calls for the creation of a newtem, namely the dignity and creativity of all men, an
global, “American” empire, by the disciples of Samuel agitated for areturn to the hey-day of the Roman Empiret—
Huntington and Henry Kissinger, syndicated columnistclothed in the robes of the British monarchy.
George Will opined on Feb. 3 in support of America’s  Will calls Bagehot “the most profound of all journal-
historic enemy, the British monarchy. In his nationwideists,” but he fails to tell his readers that Bagehot first magle
column entitled, “Magical Monarchy,” Will posed the a name for himself in a series of newspaper articles sg¢nt
guestion, “Evenif magic can coexist with television andfrom France in 1851, praising the coup @itand fascist
tabloids, does a mature nation need magic, particularlpolice state of Louis Napoleon. Wrote Bagehot in suppqrt
magic emanating from monarchy, in a nation too sus-of the new dictator, “He has very good heels to his boots,
ceptible to snobbery?” He answered in the affirmative and the French just want treading down, and nothing ele,
“Actually, any nation does need something in the way. . . calm, cruel, businesslike oppression, to take the dgg-
of regularly recurring national communions that reaf- matic conceit out of their heads.”
firm the nation’s unity and identity.” To his core, Bagehot believed that the average citizen
A collaborator of Sir Henry Kissinger and other im- was a brute, incapable of grasping the ideas necessary| for
perialists on the board of Conrad Black’s media brain-self-government. He celebrated the stupidity of the cifi-
washing conglomerate Hollinger Corp., Will usually zenry, asthe precondition for their acceptance of oligarchi-
cites a show of traditional U.S. history, quoting Abra- cal rule. His ideal society was the Roman Empire, and he
ham Lincoln or the Founding Fathers. But in the Feb. 3sought to recreate that monstrosity worldwide. He de-
column, Will gave away the show by citing one Walter fended the Southern Confederacy and slavery agaihst
Bagehot as his source for the defense of the “magicalincoln.
monarchy.” Bagehot was a top adviser to Lords Palmerston, Glgd-
Said Will, “Inthe 19th Century, Walter Bagehot, the stone, and Disraeli, and was a leading enemy of the Unifed
most profound of all journalists, noted that the modernStates during his lifetime. It was Bagehot's vitriolic boo
monarch is part of the ‘dignified’ as distinct from the attacking the U.S. Constitution, nam@&hde English Con-
“efficient’ aspect of the state, and warned: ‘Above all stitution, that was plagiarized by the young academ|c
things our royalty is to be reverenced, and if you beginWoodrow Wilson, for his own attacks on the U.S. goverm-
to poke about it you cannot reverence it. . . . We musing system. The resulting bestsell&ongressional Gov-
not let in daylight upon magic.”” ernment, launched Wilson’s career. Wilson echoed Bag
hot on this and all other matters, and called fg
Dedicated Enemy of America overthrowing the U.S. government and replacing it with
In the 19th Century, Bagehot, the long-time editor of  British parliamentary government.
the LondonEconomist, emerged as an outspoken enemy  The continuity from Bagehot, Huxley,and H.G. Welld,
of the United States. He fervently promoted the British to Wilson, to William Yandell Elliott, Samuel Huntington,
system of free trade, slavery, and philosophical empiri-and Henry Kissinger is direct. These men are the traitofs,
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cism, against the American ideas embedded in the Consti- a grouping Franklin Roosevelt attacked as the American
tution, Lincoln’s actions, and the American System of Tories. Philosophically, they opposed the American Intgl-
political-economy. A leading light in the British Meta-  lectual Tradition of Lincoln, Roosevelt, and LaRou¢he.

physical Society along with Thomas Huxley, Bagehot esNow they are engaged in the witting overthrow of the
poused the social Darwinian dogma of the period. These  American system; George Will has thrown in his Igt with
oligarchs attacked the central idea of the American Systhe traitors.

64 Editorial EIR February 15, 2002



SEE LAROUCHE ON CABLE TV

ALABAMA

* BIRMINGHAM—Ch.4
Thursdays—11 pm

* UNIONTOWN—Ch.2
Mon-Fri every 4 hrs.
Sundays—Afternoons

ALASKA

« ANCHORAGE—Ch.44
Thursdays—10:30 pm

+ JUNEAU—GCI Ch.2
Wednesdays—10 pm

ARIZONA

* PHOENIX—Ch.98
Fridays—1 pm

* TUCSON—Ch.74
Tuesdays—3 pm

ARKANSAS

« CABOT—Ch.15
Daily—8 pm

« LITTLE ROCK
Comcast Ch. 18
Tue—1 am, or
Sat-1 am, or 6 am

CALIFORNIA

* ALAMO—Ch.26
2nd Fri—9 pm

« BEVERLY HILLS
Adelphia Ch. 37
Thursdays—4:30 pm

« BREA—Ch. 17~

* BUENA PARK
Adelphia Ch. 55
Tuesdays—6:30 pm

+ CHATSWORTH
T/W Ch. 27/34
Wed.—5:30 pm

+ CLAYTON/CONCORD
AT&T-Comcast Ch.25
2nd Fri—9 pm

« COSTA MESA Ch.61
Wednesdays—10 pm

« CULVER CITY
MediaOne Ch. 43
Wednesdays—7 pm

* DANVILLE—Ch.26
2nd Fridays—9 pm

< E. LOS ANGELES
Adelphia Ch. 6
Mondays—2:30 ppm

* FULLERTON
Adelphia Ch. 65
Tuesdays—6:30 pm

* HOLLYWOOD
Wednesdays—Ch.3
Jan. 9,16,23,30

« LAFAYETTE
AT&T Ch. 26
2nd Fridays—9 pm

* LAVERNE—Ch. 3
2nd Mondays—8 pm

* LONG BEACH
Charter Ch. 65
Thursdays—1:30 pm

= MARINA DEL REY
Adelphia Ch. 3
Thursdays—4:30 pm
MediaOne Ch. 43
Wednesdays—7 pm

* MARTINEZ—Ch.26
2nd Fridays—9 pm

* MID-WILSHIRE
MediaOne Ch. 43
Wednesdays—7 pm

* MODESTO—Ch.8
Mondays—2:30 pm

* MORAGA/ORINDA
AT&T-Comcast Ch.26
2nd Fridays—9 pm

* PALOS VERDES
Cox Ch. 33
Saturdays—3 pm

* PLACENTIA
Adelphia Ch. 65
Tuesdays—6:30 pm

* PLEASANT HiLL
AT&T Ch. 1/99
2nd Fri.—9 pm

« SAN DIEGO Ch.19
Fridays—b5 pm

* SANTA ANA
Adelphia Ch.53
Tuesdays—6:30 pm

* SANTA MONICA
Adelphia Ch. 77
Thursdays—4:30 pm

* TICE VALLEY
AT&T-Comcast Ch.6
2nd Fridays—9 pm

* TUJUNGA—Ch.19
Fridays—5 pm

* VENICE—Ch.43
Wednesdays—7 pm

* WALNUT CREEK
AT&T-Comcast Ch.6
2nd Fridays—9 pm

* W.HOLLYWOOD
Adelphia Ch. 3
Thursdays—4:30 pm

COLORADO

« COLORADO SPRINGS
Adelphia Ch. 4
Tuesdays—8 pm
Thursdays—11 am

* DENVER—Ch.57
Saturdays—1 pm

« EL PASO COUNTY
Adelphia Ch.4
Tuesdays—8 pm
Thursdays—11 am

CONNECTICUT

* CHESHIRE—Ch.15
Wednesdays—10 pm

* GROTON—Ch. 12
Mondays—10 pm

* MANCHESTER Ch.15
Mondays—10 pm

* MIDDLETOWN—Ch.3
Thursdays—5 pm

* NEW HAVEN—Ch.29
Sundays—5 pm
Wednesdays—7 pm

« NEWTOWN/NEW MIL.
Cablevision Ch. 21
Mondays—9:30 pm
Thursdays—11:30 am

DIST. OF COLUMBIA

* WASHINGTON—Ch.5
Alt.Sundays—3:30 pm

FLORIDA

« ESCAMBIA COUNTY
Cox Ch. 4
2nd Tue, 6:30 pm

IDAHO

* MOSCOW—Ch. 11
Mondays—7 pm

All programs are The LaRouche Connection unless otherwise noted. (*) Call station for times.

ILLINOIS

* CHICAGO—Ch.21
Mon., 2/18: 10 pm

* QUAD CITIES
MediaCom Ch. 6
Mondays—11 pm

« PEORIA COUNTY
Insight Ch. 22
Sundays—7:30 pm

* SPRINGFIELD Ch.4
Wednesdays—5:30 pm

INDIANA

* DELAWARE COUNTY
Comcast Ch. 42
Mondays—11 pm

IOWA

* QUAD CITIES
MediaCom Ch. 75
Mondays—11 pm

KENTUCKY

* LATONIA—Ch.21
Mondays—8 pm
Saturdays—6 pm

* LOUISVILLE Ch.98
Fridays—2 pm

LOUISIANA

« ORLEANS PARISH
Cox Ch. 78
Tuesdays & Saturdays
4 am & 4 pm

MARYLAND

* ANNE ARUNDEL
Annapolis Ch.20
Milleneum Ch.99
Fri. & Sat.—11 pm

+ MONTGOMERY Ch.19
Fridays—7 pm

* P.G.COUNTY Ch.76
Mondays—10:30 pm

MASSACHUSETTS

« AMHERST—Ch.12
Mondays—Midnight

+ CAMBRIDGE
MediaOne Ch. 10
Mondays—4 pm

* WORCESTER—Ch.13
Feb.: Wed.—5:30 pm
Mar.: Tue.—8:30 pm

MICHIGAN

* BATTLE CREEK
ATT Ch. 11
Mondays—4 pm

* CANTON TOWNSHIP
Comcast Ch. 18
Zajak Presents
Mon: 6-8 pm

+ DEARBORN HEIGHTS
Comcast Ch. 18
Zajak Presents
Mon: 6-8 pm

+ GRAND RAPIDS
GRTV Ch. 25
Fridays—1:30 pm

* KALAMAZOO
Thu-11 pm (Ch.20)
Sat-10 pm (Ch.22)

* MT. PLEASANT
Charter Ch. 3
Tuesdays—5:30 pm
Wednesdays—7 am

* PLYMOUTH
Comcast Ch.18
Zajak Presents
Mon: 6-8 pm

MINNESOTA

* ANOKA*
QCTV Ch. 15

* BURNSVILLE/EGAN
ATT Ch.14,57,96
Tuesdays—5:30 pm
Saturdays—9 pm
Sundays—10 pm

« CAMBRIDGE
U.S. Cable Ch.10
Wednesdays—2 pm

« COLD SPRING
U.S. Cable Ch. 3
Nightly after PSAs

« COLUMBIA HTS.
MediaOne Ch. 15
Wednesdays—8 pm

« FRIDLEY
Time Warner Ch. 5
Fridays—7 pm
Saturdays—8:30 pm

* MINNEAPOLIS
MTM Ch. 67
Saturdays—7 pm

* NEW ULM—Ch.14
Fridays—5 pm

* PROCTOR/
HERMANTOWN—Ch.12
Tue. btw. 5 pm-1 am

* ROSEVILLE
AT&T Ch. 14
Thu—6 pm & Midnite
Fri—6 am & Noon
SOUTH WASHINGTON
ATT Ch.14—1:30 pm
Mon, Tue, Wed, Thu

« ST.CROIX VALLEY
Valley Access Ch.14
Thursdays—4 & 10 pm
Fridays—8 am

* ST.LOUIS PARK
Paragon Ch. 15
Wed., Thu,, Fri.
12 am, 8 am, 4 pm

« STPAUL (city)
SPNN Ch. 15
Saturdays—10 pm

« ST.PAUL (NE burbs)*
Suburban Community
Ch.15

« St.PAUL (S&W burbs)
AT&T-Comcast Ch.15
Tue & Fri—8 pm
Wednesdays—10:30 pm

MISSISSIPPI

* MARSHALL COUNTY
Galaxy Ch. 2
Mondays—7 pm

MISSOURI

* ST.LOUIS—Ch.22
Wed.-5 pm; Thu.-Noon

NEBRASKA

« LINCOLN
T/W Ch. 80/99
Citizen Watchdog
Tue.—6 & 7 pm
Wed.—8 & 10 pm

NEVADA

« CARSON—Ch.10
Sun-2:30 pm; Wed-7 pm
Saturdays—3 pm

NEW JERSEY

+ HADDON TOWNSHIP*
Comcast Ch. 19

* MERCER COUNTY
Comcast*
TRENTON Ch. 81
WINDSORS Ch. 27

* MONTVALE/MAHWAH
Time Warner Ch. 27
Wednesdays—4 pm

« NORTHERN NJ
Comcast Comm. Access
Channel 57*
PISCATAWAY
Cablevision Ch.71
Wed—11:30 pm

« PLAINSBORO
Comcast Ch. 3*

NEW MEXICO

+ ALBUQUERQUE
Jones Ch. 27
Thursdays—10 pm

« GRANT COUNTY
Comcast Ch. 17~

*LOS ALAMOS
Adelphia Ch. 8
Sundays—7 pm
Mondays—9 pm

+ TAOS—Ch.2
Mondays—7 pm

NEW YORK

+« AMSTERDAM
Time Warner Ch.16
Thursdays—4:30 pm

* BROOKHAVEN
(E. Suffolk)
Cablevision Ch.1/99
Wednesdays—9:30 pm

* BROOKLYN—BCAT
Time Warner Ch. 35
Cablevision Ch. 68
Sundays—9 am

* HORSEHEADS—Ch.1
Mon., Fri.—4:30 pm

« HUDSON VALLEY
Cablevision Ch. 62/90
Fridays—5 pm

« ILION—Ch. 10
Mon. & Wed.—11 am
Saturdays— 11:30 pm

« IRONDEQUOIT Ch.15
Mondays—7 pm
Thu.—9:30 am & 7 pm

* JOHNSTOWN—Ch.7
Tuesdays—4 pm

* MANHATTAN— MNN
T/W Ch.34; RCN Ch.109
Alt. Sundays—9 am

* NASSAU—Ch. 71
Fridays—4 pm

« NIAGARA FALLS
Adelphia Ch. 24
Thursdays—10:30 pm

* ONEIDA—Ch.10
Thursdays—10 pm

« PENFIELD—Ch.12
Penfield Comm. TV*

* POUGHKEEPSIE Ch.28
1st, 2nd Fri—4 pm

* QUEENSBURY Ch.71
Thursdays—7 pm

« RIVERHEAD Ch.27
Thurs.—12 Midnight

* ROCHESTER—Ch.15
Fri-11 pm; Sun-11 am

+ ROCKLAND—Ch. 71
Mondays—6 pm

« SCHENECTADY Ch.16
Tuesdays—10 pm

« STATEN ISL. Ch.57
Thu.-11 pm; Sat.-8 am

* SUFFOLK—Ch. 25
2nd, 4th Mon.—10 pm

* SYRACUSE—T/W
City: Ch. 3
Suburbs: Ch. 13
Fridays—8 pm

* TOMPKINS COUNTY
Time Warner
Sun.—9 pm (Ch.78)
Thu—5 pm (Ch.13)
Sat.—9 pm (Ch.78)

* TRI-LAKES
Adelphia Ch. 2
Sun: 7 am, 1 pm, 8 pm

*UTICA—Ch. 3
Thursdays—6 pm

* WATERTOWN—Ch.2
Tue: btw. Noon-5 pm

*« WEBSTER—Ch.12
Wednesdays—38:30 pm

+W. MONROE
Time Warner Ch.12
4th Wed.—1 am

* W.SENECA Ch.68
Thu.—10:30 pm

NORTH CAROLINA

« HICKORY—Ch.3
Tuesdays—10 pm

+ MECKLENBURG
Time Warner Ch.18
Saturdays—12 Noon

OHIO

* FRANKLIN COUNTY
Ch. 21: Sun.—6 pm

* LORAIN COUNTY
Ch.32: Daily—9 pm

» OBERLIN—Ch.9
Tuesdays—7 pm

* REYNOLDSBURG
Ch.6: Sun.—6 pm

OREGON

« CORVALLIS/ALB.
AT&T Ch. 99
Tuesdays—1 pm

* PORTLAND
AT&T Ch. 22
Tuesdays—6 pm
Thursdays—3 pm

* SALEM—Ch.28
Tuesdays—12 Noon
Thu: 8 pm; Sat: 10 am

« SILVERTON
SCANtV Ch. 10
Alt. Tuesdays
12 Noon, 7 pm

« WASHINGTON ATT
Ch.9: Tualatin Valley
Ch.23: Regional Area

If you would like to get The LaRouche Connection on your local cable TV station, please call Charles Notley at 703-777-9451, Ext. 322.

For more information, visit our Internet HomePage at http: // www.larouchepub.com /tv

Ch.33: Unincorp. Towns
Wed—7 am, 8 pm
Saturdays—10 pm
RHODE ISLAND
« E.PROV.—Ch.18
Tuesdays—6:30 pm
* STATEWIDE
R.1. Interconnect*
Cox Ch. 13
Full Ch. 49
TEXAS
* DALLAS Ch.13-B
Tuesdays—10:30 pm
* EL PASO—Ch.15
Wednesdays—5 pm
« HOUSTON
Houston Media Source
Mon, 2/18: 6 pm
Wed, 2/20: 7 pm
Sat, 2/23: 10 am
Mon, 2/25: 6 pm
Tue, 2/26: 5 pm
Sat, 3/2: 10 am
« RICHARDSON
AT&T Ch. 10-A
Thursdays—6 pm
UTAH
* GLENWOOD, Etc.
SCAT-TV
Ch. 26,29,37,38,98
Sundays—about 9 pm
VIRGINIA
« ALEXANDRIA
Comcast Ch. 10
Tuesdays—5:30 pm
* ARLINGTON
ACT Ch. 33
Mondays—4:30 pm
Tuesdays—9 am
* CHESTERFIELD
Comcast Ch. 6
Tuesdays—5 pm
* FAIRFAX—Ch.10
Tuesdays—12 Noon
Thursdays—7 pm
* LOUDOUN
Adelphia Ch. 23/24
Thursdays—7 pm
* ROANOKE—Ch.9
Thursdays—2 pm
WASHINGTON
« KING COUNTY
AT&T Ch. 29/77
Sundays—6 pm
* SPOKANE—Ch.14
Wednesdays—6 pm
* TRI-CITIES
Falcon Ch. 13
Mon-Noon; Wed-6 pm
Thursdays—8:30 pm
* YAKIMA—Ch. 9
Sundays—4 pm
WISCONSIN
* MADISON—Ch.4
Tue-2 pm; Wed-11 am
* MARATHON COUNTY
Charter Ch. 10
Thursdays—9:30 pm;
Fridays—12 Noon
WYOMING
* GILLETTE—Ch.36
Thursdays—5 pm
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Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr. forecast, in this
November 1999 video, that the global
financial crisis would propel the United
States into a disastrous war in Asia, unless
his policies were adopted.

“Powerful financial interests are totally
panic-stricken,” LaRouche said, “driven
mad by the fact that the system in which
their investments are located, is about to
be liquidated; that the nation-state which
they thought they were eliminating with
globalization, is the only institution
which can save nations from total
destruction.

“It is under these conditions that plans to
move toward military adventures, even
wars, even general wars, and that risk of
nuclear war is pushed by madmen; some
in the United States, some in the Congress
who don't even know what they're doing,
as well as in Britain and elsewhere.”

How did he know?

In this feature-length educational video,
LaRouche teaches the lessons of statecraft
needed to shift the world away a “clash of
civilizations,” and toward a community of
sovereign nations and a cultural
Renaissance.

OVER ASIA

%, =10

2 hour, 40 minute video
Order #EIE-99-015
Shipping: $3.50 first item; $.50 each additional item.
Order from

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

Visa, MasterCard accepted
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