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Jan 25—From the moment last Friday that Russian 
Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov and U.S. Secretary of 
State Tony Blinken announced that they had met and 
agreed that the U.S. would provide a written response 
to Russia’s urgent security concerns, the British have 
been working overtime to make sure that nothing of 
the sort ever happens—or at least that whatever written 
response Blinken provides will be a further anti-Russian 
provocation.

First, there are the stepped-up direct military 
deployments: another American planeload of 
sophisticated weapons for the pro-Nazi Kiev 
government; the transfer of Ukrainian rocket launchers 
and other heavy weapons to the conflict zone with 
Donbas; and the Pentagon confirming that President 
Biden had instructed them to put 8,500 U.S.-based 
troops on heightened alert for potential deployment 
to Europe, based on a briefing on “military options” 
presented to him by Defense Secretary Austin and 
Joint Chiefs of Staff head Gen. Milley. Those options 
included sending up to 50,000 U.S. troops to Eastern 
Europe—steps which the Russians will read as a direct 
military threat.

Then there are the British psy-ops: British intelligence 
reached a fact-less finding that Russia intended to topple 
the Kiev government and put in their own puppet 
(denied by the Russian government); an anonymous 
diplomat in Beijing reported that Chinese President Xi 
Jinping had asked Putin to hold off on invading Ukraine 
until after the Winter Olympics (denied by the Chinese 
and Russian governments); and yet another round of 
anti-Russian bravado by Blinken (there will be “massive 
consequences” for Russia if a “single additional Russian 
force” enters Ukraine) and by Karen Pierce, the British 
ambassador to the United States (“you’ll always find the 
U.K. at the forward end of the spectrum” in going after 
Russia).

“What is clear,” Helga Zepp-LaRouche reported 
today, “is that we are in an extremely dangerous situation 
and, given the number of lunatics in leading positions 

and also the absolute certainty of miscalculation based 
on wrong epistemological approaches, I think the only 
conclusion we can have out of this present situation is 
that we have to go into an all-out anti-war mobilization, 
waking up especially the American public, because that 
is the main force which is uninformed about what the 
danger of the situation is.”

Russia expects an answer this week, she continued, 
and that answer cannot fail to address their existential 
security concerns by putting in writing guarantees that 
NATO will cease its eastward expansion up to Russia’s 
borders. But at this point, everything indicates that the 
U.S. will do nothing of the kind.

If that is the case, Zepp-LaRouche warned, then we 
are in a showdown for a countdown to Russia’s activation 
of “military technical measures” of their own—which 
could include the deployment of hypersonic Zircon 
missiles on submarines within five-minutes flight time 
of both American coasts.

For an anti-war mobilization to be successful, 
however, it must not simply issue pronouncements 
against war, but it must address two key policy points: 
1) identify who is behind the war drive, and why (the 
collapsing trans-Atlantic financial empire); and 2) 
present a program to build a durable peace—based 
on the policies of global economic reconstruction 
encapsulated in LaRouche’s Four Laws.

As then-presidential candidate Lyndon LaRouche 
summarized the matter nearly 40 years ago, in 
the opening sentence of a March 30, 1984 “Draft 
Memorandum of Agreement between the U.S. and the 
U.S.S.R.”:

“Article 1: General conditions for peace. The 
political foundation for durable peace must be: a) The 
unconditional sovereignty of each and all nation-states, 
and b) Cooperation among sovereign nation-states 
to the effect of promoting unlimited opportunities to 
participate in the benefits of technological progress, to 
the mutual benefit of each and all.”
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