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[Begin	Transcription]	

GREK:	When	George	W.	Bush	became	president	in	January	2001,	what	were	you	doing	

and	how	did	you	get	to	that	position?	
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with	wide	eyes,	watching	as	they	reported	live	from	America.	And	my	

colleagues	and	I	went	up	there,	and	at	that	moment,	at	first,	we	didn’t	even	

understand	what	was	going	on.	It	seemed	likeu.c hnde
taa h	le u.b hieTaa h	le x mnsu u mu sucd.cntcpm
x5 Bxxsb s xZ ika“ xf Sx T q u.ba u s	



 
 

 !; 

took	part	in	that	war.	But	now	they	had	experienced	it	firsthand.	And	it	seemed	

to	us	at	some	point	that	the	level	of	mutual	understanding	could	increase,	that	

they,	having	encountered	the	same	evil	as	we	had,	would	better	understand	us.	

We	definitelyba sd pbs u.m he	dxsst u cuc ab.ba u u u.ba sd p M5 Vx
mu u u mu ssci.mba adi x5 Bxxsb s xZ h	e x3 Sx iicu.b q b.ba u u u.ba sd p M5 Vx mu u u ma here  mue	psb s xp.tba bab ue
gu.cgu.m hie  hke u.cta here gu.c
hse T u u mu  mu sbtleftand	us.	
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Later,	in	fact,	with	the	passing	of	some	months,	our	American	colleagues	

somehow	had	become—we	understood	that	there	were	no	plans	to	close	that	

base,	and	to	our	various	questions	they	answered,	“Well,	we	rethought	it.	We	

just	thought	things	through,	[00:18:00]	and	now	we	need	it	forever.”	Roughly	

speaking.	I	don’t	remember	the	details	anymore.	But	the	overall	idea	was	such,	

no	doubt.	There	was	an	unpleasant	sense	of	having	been	deceived,	of	course,	
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things.	This	probably	wasn’t	the	absolute	trust	that	exists	between	close	

partners	and	allies,	but	there	was	an	element	of	trust.		

And	there	was	a	willingness	to	even	demonstrate	it	somehow	to	each	

other.	[00:20:00]	To	think:	we	learned	about	the	beginning	of	the	military	

operation	in	Afghanistan	and	Iraq	ahead	of	time.	Before,	they	phoned	us,	even	

Condoleezza	could	call,	or	President	Bush	would	call	Putin	and	say,	“Roughly	in	

24	hours	we’ll	launch	the	operation.	We	don’t	want	you	to	learn	about	it	from	

the	newspapers.	We’re	going	to	announce	this	and	that.	What	will	you	say?”	

And	we	might’ve	said,	regarding	Iraq,	“We’ll	make	a	statement	that	it’s	a	

mistake,	but	let’s	stay	in	touch.”	That	is	to	say,	we	had	diametrically	opposite	

positions,	but	still	the	Americans	would	phone	us,	and	they	could	be	absolutely	
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your	own	big	personal	story—how	you	personally	went	to	Washington	to	try	to	

talk	the	Americans	out	of	invading,	when	you	met	with	everyone	from	Colin	

Powell	to	Rice	and	Cheney	to	Kissinger,	[00:22:00]	besides	the	fact	that	Bush	

reportedly	sat	in	on	your	meetings	with	Rice	in	the	White	House.	How	would	

you	characterize	these	meetings,	the	whole	build-up	to	the	Iraq	campaign	and	

the	engagement	of	Russia?	And	is	it	true	that	Secretary	of	Commerce	Don	

Evans	offered	financial	incentives	for	Russia	to	support	the	invasion?		

VOLOSHIN:	That	trip	wasn’t	long	before	the	actual	beginning	of	hostilities.	I	had	gone	

on	assignment	from	the	president,	and	we	thought	it	a	sin	not	to	try	another	

time	to	save	our	American	partners	from	making	a	rather	serious	blunder.	We	

absolutely	sincerely	believed	that	it	was	a	mistake.	We	weren’t	the	only	ones	

who	thought	so.	For	example,	o
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could	someday	return	[00:24:00]	to	power,	and	the	people	didn’t	believe	either,	

and	even	normal	life	was	beginning	to	emerge	there,	but	they	shifted	their	

focus	to	Iraq,	and	in	the	end	lost	Afghanistan.	Today	we	are	seeing	a	

continuation	of	events	
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some	terrorist,	who	had	gone	to	Chechnya	a	couple	times—this	had	been	

documented—who	was	relatively	well	known,	an	infamous	terrorist,	had	

allegedly	at	some	point	spent	time	in	Iraq	after	that,	so	we	had	common	

enemies.	
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GREK:	After	this,	the	UN	Volcker	Committee2	alleged	that	you	had	taken	bribes	in	the	

form	of	oil	from	Saddam	Hussein.	Later	it	came	out	that	your	signature	had	

been	forged.	Who	do	you	think	tried	to	set	you	up?	Why?	And	did	you	have	to	

take	additional	steps	to	prove	your	innocence?	Did	this	have	consequences	for	

[U.S.-Russian]	relations?		

VOLOSHIN:	It	was	rather	unpleasant.	Out	of	the	blue,	I	discovered	my	name	there.	It	

was	either	the	published	or	it	was	the	preliminary	version	of	the	Volcker	

investigation,	when	Volcker	was	still	working	at	the	UN.	And	there	I	am	in	a	

strange	way—someone	either	phoned	me,	or	sent	it	to	me,	I	don’t	remember	

anymore.	Out	of	the	blue	I	hear	my	name	is	connected	with	this	oil	trading,	

Iraq	and	so	on.		

What’s	interesting	is	that	I’ve	never	met	with	one	person	from	Iraq	in	my	

life,	ever.	Somehow	my	life	worked	out	in	such	a	way	that	I’ve	never	been	

acquainted	with	a	single	Iraqi.	Obviously,	we	have	mutual	relations	with	Iraq,	

through	diplomatic	agencies	and	other	lines,	of	course,	there	was	probably	

some	interaction	under	various	cooperation	frameworks.	Personally,	I	was	

never	involved	in	this.	Of	course,	for	me	it	was	some	complete	“ ]
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was	our	big	power	company,	which	at	that	time	was	state-owned,	before	it	was	
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criminals,	had	made	a	living	on	this.	[00:36:00]	I	think	that	some	of	these	

criminals	did	it.		

I	went	to	the	States	to	settle	the	matter.	The	Americans	were	surprised:	

“You’re	not	afraid	to	come	here?”	I	said,	“I’m	definitely	not	afraid.	I’m	not	afraid	

of	anything	to	begin	with,	but	in	this	situation	I	100	percent	know	that	I	didn’t	

do	anything	even	close	to	it	and	didn’t	have	any	intention	to	do	it.”	So	they	

conducted	all	sorts	of	handwriting	analysis.	A	million	times	I	signed	bottom	to	

top,	top	to	bottom,	right	to	left,	left	to	right,	this	way	and	that,	answered	a	

thousand	questions,	gave	a	thousand	interviews,	internal	legal	ones.	And	at	the	

end	of	the	day	Akin	Gump	concluded	that	the	documents	were	falsified,	and	to	

this	day	I	still	have	a	nice	thick	folder	with	all	sorts	of	collected	fingerprints,	

handwriting	samples,	testimony	of	various	people,	documents	from	every	

possible	agency,	in	short,	to	leave	for	my	kids,	so	that	my	kids—if	all	of	a	

sudden	it	flares	up	again—so	that	they	know	their	dad	isn’t	a	crook.		

	 	 The	only	thing	that	remains	unsettled	is,	when	the	preliminary	report	

came	out,	there	were	hearings	in	the	U.S.	Senate,	and	some	senators	without	

reason	mentioned	my	name	in	the	context	of	the	matter.	Through	Akin	Gump	I	

tried	to	pin	down	these	senators	so	they	would	apologize	or	take	their	words	

back,	but	Akin	Gump	tried	and	said	that	the	senators	have	immunity	and	that	

they	aren’t	obliged	to	refute	the	foolish	things	they	say.	And	even	if	it’s	a	lie,	

they	aren’t	obliged—then	it	depends	on	their	personal	qualities,	but	that	wasn’t	

!
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The	Volcker	Committee	removed	my	case	from	the	final	report	as	well.	

When	it	came	out,	I	wasn’t	in	there.	A	rather	unpleasant	story,	it	ate	up	a	year	

of	my	life—not	entirely,	but	a	good	chunk.	In	general,	it’s	unpleasant	defending	

yourself	for	something	you	didn’t	do.	Here	was	such	a	story.	I	don’t	think	that	it	

was	some	kind	of	politics.	It	seems	to	me	that	it	was	some	minor	criminals	that	

thereby	
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my	mission	to	always	support	business,	defend	it,	be	a	sort	of	business	

ombudsman.	It	seemed	like	a	part	of	my	job.	And	I	also	viewed	the	

Khodorkovsky	case	in	this	context.	It	was	clear	that	they	had	thrown	a	bunch	of	

different	claims	at	the	company.	Some	might	have	been	fair,	some	unfair.	But	

overall,	if	we	are	talking	about	our	national	interests	and	about	our	economy,	

then	of	course	from	the	standpoint	of	the	business	climate	in	the	country,	this	

case	was	a	big	fat	negative.	And	that’s	how	I	view	it.	And	that’s	exactly	how	I	

feel,	and	I’m	sure	about	it.	This	case	was	absolutely	toxic	for	the	country’s	

economy,	for	the	professional	climate,	for	the	business	climate.	In	the	context	

of	Russian-American	relations,	I	wouldn’t	say	that	it	was	such	a	“big	deal,”	no.			

GREK:	You	were	also	deeply	involved	in	managing	relations	between	Russia	and	

Ukraine	during	the	Kuchma	administration.	How	did	the	Kremlin	see	the	

transition	after	Kuchma?	How	did	the	Kremlin	read	the	color	revolutions	that	

were	already	beginning,	especially	in	the	context	of	Ukraine?	Also,	to	clarify,	

can	we	say	that	relations	with	Ukraine	were	handled	in	an	internal	department	

of	the	Presidential	Administration	and	not	at	the	Foreign	Affairs	Ministry,	as	

some	correspondents	claim?	

VOLOSHIN:	You’ve	dumped	a	lot	of	questions	on	me.	

GREK:	Let’s	take	them	one	at	a	time.	[00:42:00]	

VOLOSHIN:	As	for	the	transition,	I	wouldn’t	say	that	we	were	thinking	in	terms	of	a	

successor.	You	know,	personally	I	had	very	friendly	relations	with	President	

Kuchma.	And	I	hope	that	they	are	still	that	way.	We	haven’t	seen	each	other	

now	in	a	long	time,	but	I	don’t	think	that	we	were	thinking	in	terms	of	a	
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successor,	like	Kuchma	goes	and	then	someone	else	would	come	in.	Obviously,	

for	us	Ukraine	is	a	very	close	country,	with	which	we	are	connected	not	only	

politically	and	economically,	but	also	by	the	tens	of	millions	of	threads	of	

human	relationships.	Every	other	person	has	relatives	and	friends	in	Ukraine,	

for	sure.	It's	not	just	another	foreign	country	for	us.	My	childhood	is





 
 

 :] 

beginning	of	independent	Ukraine	they	should	have	somehow	proclaimed	this	

[diversity]	would	all	be	part	of	their	national	richness.	Here	you	have	a	mixture	

of	cultures—Russian	and	Ukrainian,	but	also	Hungarian,	Romanian.	There’s	a	
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French	alphabets.	But,	in	Ukraine,	you	must	redo	names	in	the	Ukrainian	style.	

Imagine—if	a	Frenchman	goes	to	the	U.S.,	no	one	is	going	to	force	him	to	stop	

being	Jean	and	become	John.	That	is,	it’s	optional.	If	you’d	like	to	sound	more	

English,	go	ahead,	but	you	can	just	as	well	keep	the	name	Jean.	However,	in	

Ukraine,	they	will	change	your	name	in	official	documents.	If	you	are	Nikolai,	

they	will	write	Mykola	for	you.	No	matter	that	half	the	country	speaks	Russian.	

This	is	mandatory.	You	don’t	have	the	right	to	keep	your	name.	And	even	in	

your	passport,	the	transcription	will	also	be	done	based	off	the	Ukrainian	

version,	not	the	Russian.	So,	when	you	are	sending	a	request	to	the	Odessa	

Archive,	you	need	to	redo	everything,	names	included,	in	the	Ukrainian	style.	

And	a	response	quickly	comes	back	that	so-and-so	wasn’t	found	in	the	archive.	

You	want	to	know	why?	Because	the	archive	is	in	Russian.	Because	in	the	

archive	itself	all	the	names	are	in	Russian.	It’s	a	rather	senseless,	pointless	

exercise,	but	they	are	principled	because	this	is	independent	Ukraine.	

[00:50:00]	It	all	seems	like	such	nonsense	to	me.		

By	the	way,	the	West	and	America	always	supported	this	“Ukrainization”	

of	Ukraine	with	their	soft	power	and	always	found	some	politically	correct	

explanations	for	it.	I	suppose	it’s	for	one	simple	reason—because	the	Russian	

language	is	a	tool	of	influence.	Of	course,	this	is	true.	Of	course,	the	Russian	

language	is	a	tool	of	influence.	In	the	understanding	of	Americans,	it’s	an	

instrument	of	malign	influence,	so	it’s	not	so	bad	that,	such	being	the	case,	the	

rights	of	Russian	speakers	are	violated;	that	tool	of	influence	must	be	quietly	

combatted.		
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Somewhere	they	were	helping	them	to	make	fake	passports.	Somewhere	they	

were	providing	them	with	money.	That	was	an	extremely	unpleasant	incident.		

Since	we	were	in	the	stage	of	attempting	to	improve	Russian-American	

relations,	we	didn’t	even	raise	any	public	scandal	about	it.	We	sorted	things	out	

through	the	relevant	agencies.	The	Americans	really	didn’t	even	especially	

argue	with	the	facts	because	they	had	been	documented	in	“high	definition,”	

these	visits.	And	they	tell	us,	“Oops,	you	know,	that’s	not	the	policy	of	the	U.S.	

That’s	specific	mistakes	of	specific	people,	and	we	will	remove	them.”	They	

probably	ended	up	removing	them.	I	don’t	know,	I	didn’t	follow	up.	I	think	they	

removed	them	and	promoted	them	somewhere	in	the	corresponding,	relevant	

agencies.		

Imagine	what	we	were	supposed	to	think	about	this,	when	our	[00:54:00]	

supposed	American	partners,	their	diplomatic	agencies	or	special	services,	are	

carrying	out	such	activities.	And	we	had	a	real	war	going	on,	we	had	people	

dying	every	day,	we	had	bombings	in	our	cities.	How	could	this	be?	So	this	

would	[now]	be	understandable	for	Americans.	Recalling	September	11,	there	

were	those	monsters	who	piloted,	who	guided	the	planes	into	the	different	

buildings.	Those	pilots	were	terrorists.	Can	you	imagine	if	it	suddenly	emerged	

that	those	pilots,	before	doing	the	deed,	on	the	eve	of	it	had	been	in	the	

Russian	embassy	in	Ottawa	or	somewhere	in	Mexico	or	somewhere	else	and	

had	received	fake	passports	there?	Can	you	imagine	something	like	that?	

America	did	this	to	us.	How	should	we	view	this?	Friends,	comrades?		
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Or	another	example,	also	in	the	context	of	September	11.	There	were	a	

number	of	big	Islamic	funds.	Islamic	funds	can	be	different,	they	can	be	totally	

positive.	In	this	case	there	were	a	couple	funds	that	actually	financed	the	war	in	

Chechnya,	and	periodically	we	would	identify	some	cash	flows	that	were	

enabling	the	war.	We	went	to	our	American	colleagues	at	various	levels	and	

told	them,	“Look,	here	is	such-and-such	fund.	Get	to	the	bottom	of	this	please.	

The	funds,	which	exist	on	the	territory	of	the	United	States,	they	are	sponsoring	

a	civil	war	in	the	Caucasus.”	Every	time	they	would	respond	to	us,	“We	looked	

into	it.	It’s	completely	humanitarian—aide	for	children,	the	sick,	et	cetera,	et	

cetera.	These	funds	aren’t	doing	anything	wrong.”	[00:56:00]	Now,	within	two	

to	three	months	after	September	11	all	these	funds	disappeared.	They	were	all	

closed	down.	I	mean,	what	does	that	tell	you?	Our	blood—it’s	our	blood.	Your	

blood—it’s	your	blood.	I	don’t	think	that	it	was	because	these	funds	were	

engaged	in	purely	humanitarian	aid	that	they	got	whacked,	were	shut	down—

because	they	were	helping	children	and	the	dispossessed.	This	means	that	they	

actually	saw	some	links	with	international	terrorism.	It’s	just	that	when	that	

international	terrorism	was	directed	against	us,	it	was	all	right.	It’s	hard	to	

explain,	but	when	you’re	in	the	Kremlin	and	witness	all	this	day	after	day,	hour	

after	hour,	big	and	small,	here	and	there—well,	after	some	time	you—what	

kind	of	relations	should	there	be	between	our	countries?	Of	course,	after	some	

time,	Putin	too	experienced	a	serious	disappointment	and	came	to	completely	

rethink	our	relations	with	the	United	States,	with	their	other	Western	allies.	
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resolution	for	war.	The	blood	of	dead	children	is	basically	dripping	from	your	

nails,”	and	so	on.	A	half	hour	
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GREK:	The	Munich	speech	was	probably	the	critical	point	after	which	the	hot	phase	of	

relations	began,	and	here	is	another	somewhat	compound	question.	How	did	

the	Kremlin	at	first	perceive	the	string	of	color	revolutions	in	post-Soviet	

countries?	Did	it	overlap	for	you	with	the	issue	of	NATO	expansion	to	the	east?	
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the	political	parties	too,	as	we	see	in	those	not	always	so	pleasant	primaries.	

That	is	to	say,	America	is	a	country	of	internal	competition.	And	I	connect	

America’s	success	with	the	fact	that	there’s	a	cult	around	entrepreneurship,	

around	independence,	around	competition.		

Paradoxically,	after	the	collapse	of	the	Soviet	Union,	this	very	country	

became	a	monopolist	in	the	world—it	set	the	laws	which	it	has	attempted	to	

make	global	and	which	it	has	forced	everyone	else	to	follow.	It’s	responsible	for	

law	enforcement	in	this	sense.	It’s	at	once	the	prosecutor,	the	judge,	the	

lawmaker,	the	investigator,	everything	rolled	into	one.	A	global	monopoly.	This	

is	the	result	of	the	collapse	of	the	Soviet	Union.	Up	until	then,	the	world	was	

bipolar.	[01:06:00]	No	monopolist	ever	voluntarily	gives	up	his	monopoly.	And	

he	always	has	very	convincing	arguments	why	the	monopoly	should	be	

preserved.	Of	course,	in	this	sense,	the	United	States	is	no	exception.	They	give	

everyone	their	arguments.	It’s	just	that	they	don’t	say	“monopoly,”	but	rather	

“leadership.”	But,	in	fact,	when	you	decide	everything	for	everyone	and	

everyone	must	support	you,	and	someone	doesn’t	support	you,	then	that	

someone	is	wrong	and	you	can	punish	him,	introduce	sanctions,	since	you	are	

economically	and	militarily	big	and	strong—this	is	the	madness	of	the	

monopolist.	Paradoxically,	this	
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domestic	policy.	I	respect	that.	But	for	the	world	overall,	there	isn’t	a	big	

difference.	It’s	the	behavior	of	a	monopolist.		

And	this	monopolist	decides	in	what	case—returning	to	your	question—

it’s	a	coup,	in	what	case	it’s	a	revolution.	It’s	he	who	decides.	If	it’s	
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previous	leaders.	For	sure,	all	of	this	deserves	to	be	heard,	but	does	it	represent	

a	sufficient	rationale	to	support	a	coup?	After	all,	a	lot	happens	in	America,	

they	also	have	crises,	but	still,	when	a	mob	breaks	into	the	Capitol,	society	sees	

that	something	is	wrong,	that	this	isn’t	how	things	are	done.	Some	people	even	

claim	they	went	there	for	a	tour,	but	no	one	believes	them.	But	in	other	

countries,	if	people	go	for	a	tour	in	the	local	parliament	or	wherever	there,	then	

they	are	revolutionaries	if,	as	a	result	of	this	revolution,	whoever	takes	power	

[01:10:00]	is	liked	by	the	United	States.	Plain	and	simple.		

,
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American	colleagues	will	be	that	interested.	It’s	a	complicated	story.	In	the	case	

of	Ossetia,	here	again	the	Bolsheviks	decided	to	split	up	the	Ossetian	people	

into	North	Ossetia	and	South	Ossetia.	The	former	went	to	Russia,	the	latter	to	

Georgia,	though	it’s	absolutely—families	were	split—one	and	the	same	people.	

The	communists	drew	[01:12:00]	a	line	with	a	ruler	along	a	ridge	and,	just	like	

that,	divided	it,	laying	down	the	roots	of	these	conflicts.	Plus,	these	

interreligious—not	even	interreligious,	pardon	me,	the	wrong	word—

interethnic	issues,	they	were	suppressed	in	Soviet	times.	This	happens	in	a	
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VOLOSHIN:	Unfortunately,	those	relations	became	from	a	certain	time—and	it	wasn’t	
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sign	something.	Basically,	they	want	to	sign	a	framework	agreement	with	the	

Moscow	central	depository.	Could	you	help	them	somehow?”	I	say,	“Of	course.	

It’s	a	good	cause.	Do	they	want	something	specific?”	“Not	really,	a	framework	

agreement,	just	to	share	best	practices,	information,	and	so	forth.”	I	phoned	our	

newly	established	central	depository	and	say,	“Guys,	there	are	some	fellows	

from	Kiev.	They’re	named	such-and-such.	They	want	to	talk,	something	about	

best	practices.	They	are	still	super	small,	but	you’re	not	the	biggest	operation	

either.	Help	however	you	can.	Let’s	work	together,	it’s	a	good	cause.	It’s	not	

business,	just	like	humanitarian	infrastructure	cooperation.”		

I	made	the	call	and	forgot	about	it.	Two	or	three	months	pass,	and	it	

happens	I’m	talking	with	Zurabov.	I	ask,	“Hey,	what	ended	up	happening	with	

the	central	depository?	Did	they	sign	that	agreement	or	not?	I	haven’t	really	

been	following.”	He	says,	“You	won’t	believe	the	story.	One	of	those	guys	from	

Kiev	will	be	in	Moscow	soon.	If	you’re	interested,	he	can	tell	you	himself.	You’ll	

be	interested	to	hear.	No,	there	was	no	agreement,	and	there	probably	won’t	

ever	be.”	“Well,	what	happened?”	He	says,	“Better	to	let	him	tell	you.”	After	

some	time,	this	young	man,	about	35	years	old,	comes	to	see	me,	the	head	of	

that	depository.	“Is	everything	all	right?”	I	ask.	“Yeah,	we	got	in	touch	with	the	

guys	from	your	central	depository—thanks	for	the	help.	We	were	thwarted,	

something	tripped	us	up.	We	sort	of	started	talking	about	it.	In	some	interview	

somewhere,	it	was	mentioned	that	we	were	planning	such	an	agreement.”	

Basically,	it	was	a	phone	call	from	the	American	embassy.	The	minister	

counselor,	the	second	person	in	the	embassy	of	the	United	States,	a	great	
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power,	invites	[01:20:00]	this	guy	from	a	no-name	company	with	three	

employees	for	a	meeting	and	spends	an	hour	of	his	time	to	convince	him	that	

he	shouldn’t	sign	an	agreement	with	Moscow.	“You	need	European	integration.	

You	need	to	work	with	Europeans	and	Americans.	We’ll	help	you.	We’ll	give	

you	money.	What	do	you	need	Moscow	for?”	Of	course,	they	also	told	him:	“Of	

course,	you’re	free	people,	do	what	you	want,	but	there	will	be	negative	

consequences	for	you.	Keep	that	in	mind.”	And	he	didn’t	sign	the	agreement.	

The	U.S.	embassy.ba u u u.e	
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like	the	foolishness	of	a	monopolist	to	me.	I	believe	in	competition,	I	repeat.	

Competition	forces	us	to	be	smart	and	efficient,	helps	to	avoid	mistakes,	but	it’s	

always	nice	to	be	a	monopolist.				

What	did	America	accomplish	in	Iraq?	About	as	many	Americans	died	

there	as	on	September	11.	Young	men	died	for	absolutely	nothing.	They	razed	

that	country	to	the	ground.	ISIS	emerged.	Now	the	Kurds	are	on	their	own,	the	

others	are	on	their	own,	everyone	is	fighting	with	each	other.	Did	the	

Americans	win	anything?	They	didn’t.	They	buried	5,000	of	their	own	young	

men	who	would	otherwise	be	alive	today,	their	families	would	be	happy—if	not	

for	the	global	monopoly	of	the	U.S.	If	only,	before	the	Iraq	War,	someone	else	

had	[said	something]	besides	Russia,	Germany,	and	France—take	the	UK	or	

Japan,	maybe	another	three	to	four	such	serious	countries—maybe	the	war	

wouldn’t	have	happened.	Is	it	not	true?		

Would	this	have	been	bad	for	the	U.S.?	This	is	my	question.	No.	Of	




