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Capitalism,	anti-capitalism	and	the	fate	of	the	world	
 

Life and death of the most mysterious system in the history of mankind and its 

antipode. Second article 

 

To better understand how the world came to the current degradation-destructive state, it is 

necessary at least briefly to highlight the main stages in the history of the capitalist system, 

their differences from each other. 

 

The genesis (not to be confused with the early stage - as Hegel said, when a thing begins, it 

does not yet exist) of capitalism falls on the middle of the 15th - the middle of the 17th 



centuries, conventionally 1453-1648, i.e. for most of the third "dark ages" of Europe. Genesis is 

the time when a new historical subject forms a system and, with its help, itself; as soon as he 

concedes the palm of demiurge to the system, the genesis is over, the early stage begins. Such 

capitalism lasted from the 1650s to the 1780s. This is pre-industrial capitalism, and the main 

operators of the world and domestic markets are not only and not even so much the bourgeois 

as landowners, monarchist-aristocratic families, etc., which outwardly seem to be "remnants of 

feudalism"; in fact, these are phenomena of the post-feudal era of the mid-15th - mid-17th 

centuries. 

 

In the last quarter of the 18th century, three revolutions: industrial in England, political in 

France, and spiritual (philosophical) in Germany - the mature phase of the cap-system starts, 

which lasted until the 1910s (conventionally "tasted" - 1914 or 1919). During this time, having 

survived the structural crisis ("watershed") of 1789-1818 and entered the operational historical 

space, capital (ISM) acquired not only an adequate production base - an industrial one, but also 

shaped its "immaterial" entourage: powerful, ideological, national and other forms. Through 

the Masonic bourgeois revolutions (in their ideological essence, they were Illuminati), the 

bourgeoisie of the West turned into the main operator of the world market and became a 

Capitalist with a capital letter, the Main bourgeoisie, either by pushing away the masters of the 

early capitalist era, or, more often, by compromising with them. 

 

The victory of the tricolor revolutions meant the nationalization of Freemasonry and the 

completion of the ascending line of its development. In the "long fifties" (1848-1867), which 

began with the social revolution in the Far West of Eurasia and the "Manifesto of the 

Communist Party" by Marx and Engels and ended with a coup in the Eurasian Far East ("Meiji 

restoration" in Japan) and the first volume of Marx's Capital , the European world-system 

dropped the hyphen and really turned into a world system - the only one with Great Britain as 

the hegemon and the Anglo-French West as the core. If there can be several world-systems, 

then there can be only one capitalist world system. It is no coincidence that the other two, 

besides the European one, the world-systems - Russian and Chinese - almost simultaneously 

became objects of Anglo-French aggression and, through the Crimean and Second "Opium" 



Wars, were transformed, respectively, into the semi-periphery and periphery of this system. It 

was at the second stage of its development that capitalism acquired maturity, its system is 

integrity, or, as a Marxist would say, it turned from a mode of production into a formation. The 

"Long Fifties" are marked by a sharp spatial expansion of the world of capital - Europe seems to 

be experiencing its 16th century for the second time, Marx and Engels wrote about this. 

 

The August Cannons (B. Takman) of 1914 heralded the end of the second, mature, stage of 

capitalism's development. Having survived the structural crisis of the 1890s – 1910s, capitalism 

entered a late stage of its development, which is coming to an end before our eyes, and it is 

difficult to say how many decades - one or two - it (and capitalism along with it) is left. The late 

stage of the cap-system, as the late stages of most systems, is marked by wars, a brief moment 

of "blossoming complexity of secondary simplification" (K. Leontyev), mass movements of the 

lower classes ("uprising of the masses") with their temporary success, a counterattack of the 

elites ("uprising of the elites"), which smoothly develops into the dismantling of the system. 

 

Since the mid-1970s, late capitalism has entered a period of crisis. For him it is a structural 

crisis, for capitalism as a whole it is a systemic one. The destruction of the USSR and the 

socialist camp, followed by their plundering, made it possible to postpone the crisis by a decade 

and a half, but in 2008 it appeared, and in 2017–2018 the terminal stage became 

apparent. 2020, with its coronavirus and the "official" announcement by the world elite of the 

nullification of the previous history and - de facto - the previous one, i.e. capitalist, system, 

only recorded it with a bold line. A systemic crisis, especially in the terminal stage, is at the 

same time the beginning of the genesis of a new system, some features of which are discernible 

even now, others cast a shadow, and others are calculable - but this is a separate topic. 

 

Despite the fact that at all stages of the development of capitalism its systemic political and 

economic laws play a decisive role, the ratio, combination and subordination of their economic 

and political components were different at different historical stages. The distinction is 

especially evident between the early and mature stages, on the one hand, and the late ones, on 

the other. In the first two, economic laws famously governed political ones, only occasionally 



adjusting to them. It turned out differently with late capitalism. 

 

First, by the end of the 19th century, the world was divided; the last chord of the division was 

the "scramble for Africa". Further expansion in space, without which the normal development 

of capitalism is impossible, no longer required wars between the "core" of the cap-system and 

the "weaklings" of the periphery (they were almost all "bent" anyway), but clarification of 

relations within the "core" itself (British Empire and Republican France , she is a colonial 

empire, against the German Empire) and "core" - with a semi-periphery represented by the 

Austro-Hungarian and Russian empires. That was the inevitable scenario for capitalism 

entering the stage of imperialism. 

 

The world war of 1914-1918 fixed the fact that henceforth the military-political factor will be 

the engine of the cap-system’s development, and the mechanism of development itself will be 

as follows: the war destroys, erases part of the military-industrial complex "core" and semi-

periphery, and their post-war restoration becomes the engine of the development economy for 

two decades, i.e. almost for the lifetime of an entire generation. In the 1920s and especially in 

the 1930s, it was the restoration of the Soviet and German economies, their spurt with the help 

of American and, to a lesser extent, British capital, not only pulled the world economy out of 

the crisis (and allowed many to prepare for a new war), but also became the basis its 

development. Similarly, the restoration in 1945-1965 / 1975 of the destroyed by the war of the 

Soviet, German. 

 

Secondly, the political factor worked in a different way: the very existence of almost the entire 

20th century of systemic anti-capitalism in the form of the USSR, and from the turn of the 

1940s-1950s - the socialist camp, forced the bourgeoisie by state-political methods to "bend" 

the economic laws of capitalism, giving him an uncharacteristic social appearance. 

 

Thirdly, the twentieth century was the time of the “uprising of the masses”, the 1920s – 1960s / 

70s - this is the worldwide “era of the common people”, characteristic of most of the later 

stages in the history of all systems. In late capitalism, this general rule was influenced by the 



pressure of industrial capital on financial at the core of the cap-system, the logic of the struggle 

of Western plutocracies against Nazism and fascism, which required the mobilization of the 

democratic potential of bourgeois societies, and, of course, the existence of the socialist camp 

and its presence in its hands until the mid-1970s years of historic initiative. 

 

It is significant and symptomatic that by the mid-1970s, "economic miracles" ended 

simultaneously, the "uprising of the masses" was exhausted and the "uprising of the elites" (K. 

Lash) began, while the USSR lost its historical initiative, entering a structural crisis. It was at 

this time that the world elite seriously thought about dismantling the cap-system. Her actions 

developed in three directions. Within the framework of the first, two main tasks were solved. 

 

First. The world elite tried to slow down industrial growth and scientific and technological 

progress. In this case, financial capital again came to the fore, the economic positions of the 

working class of the core, associated with the public sector of a part of the middle stratum, were 

undermined, and the state itself was weakened in the face of banks and transnational 

corporations. The "Factory of Thought", which substantiated the processes of the gradual de-

industrialization of the core, was the Club of Rome (1968), created on the initiative of the 

Rockefellers. Already in the first report to the Club of Rome with the characteristic title "The 

Limits to Growth" (1972), the concept of "zero growth" was put forward. slowing down 

economic growth by political means in the name of the struggle for the preservation of the 

natural environment. The essentially neo-Malthusian report also set out the tasks of reducing 

the world's population and consumption. 

 

To implement the neo-Malthusian program of the Club of Rome, it was necessary to solve two 

problems. The first is the creation of an alarmingly pessimistic background and attitude instead 

of the almost unrestrained optimism of the 1960s. In this regard, the Tavistock Institute, 

located in the south of England in the gloomy swamps of Dartmoor, where the drama of Conan 

Doyle's The Dog of the Baskervilles was played, was tasked with “to stamp out cultural 

optimism of the sixties”; the shift from science fiction to fantasy worked in the same 

direction. That was the cultural and psychological background of the counteroffensive of 



financial capital against industrial capital. The results were not slow to show themselves: 

already in the 1980s, financial capital took revenge on industrial capital. In the same Great 

Britain, as O. Jones, the author of the bestselling Establishment, noted, often called the “new 

Orwell,” Thatcher’s establishment personified the victory of finance over industrial 

capital. Moreover, Thatcher herself, by her behavior, constantly showed disdain for industry 

and industrialists. If she always tried to attend the conferences of City bankers, held several 

times a year, she either ignored the conventions of the Conference of British Industrialists, or 

defiantly kept silent at them. The oaky "Maggie" was generally bad at controlling negative 

emotions, be it in relation to industrialists, the common people, or Queen Elizabeth. It was the 

relationship with the latter, or rather faux pas (false step) with Anthony Blunt (opened the fifth 

of the Cambridge "five"), a relative of the Queen, that drew a line under the political career of a 

"bourgeois", as Kim Philby called her and not only him.  

 

The introduction of electronic commerce further strengthened the position of financialism, 

encouraging its rampage. Similar processes, albeit somewhat differently, were going on in the 

Reagan United States. However, even there, the industry, as noted by the same Jones, began to 

rot, the growth rate of labor productivity in industry decreased, the number of breakthrough 

inventions and innovations decreased, especially compared to the flurry of those of the first 

half of the twentieth century. A mobile phone, the Internet and a personal computer are, in 

fact, all that the era of the "uprising of the elites" can boast of. 

 

The second task of the first direction was more difficult: neutralizing the USSR and, if possible, 

drawing the Soviet elite into the global projects of the Club of Rome, the implementation of 

which objectively deprived the Soviet Union of historical initiative, and then of prospects. The 

Soviet elite took a bite, and it ended in a decade and a half with Gorbachevism. 

 

The second direction of the main blows in the unfolding counteroffensive of the world top was 

the growing pressure on the working class and the middle stratum of the core. Thatcherism in 

Great Britain and Reaganomics in the USA became concrete forms: "planners" used these 

"strategies" to deteriorate the economic and political positions of target groups. The middle 



strata of the semi-periphery were even worse: in the 1980s, the West demolished the public 

sector-oriented middle stratum of Latin America and the most developed African countries, 

such as South Africa and Nigeria. 

Like the slowdown in industrial, scientific and technological development, the “uprising of the 

elites” had an ideological foundation. It was provided by a new structure created in 1973 (again 

under the auspices of the Rockefellers) - the Trilateral Commission. By her order in 1975, three 

authors representing and symbolizing the United States (S. Huntington), Europe (M. Crozier) 

and Japan (J. Watanuki), prepared a report “The Crisis of Democracy”. It argued that the main 

danger to the political system of the West (read: to preserve the power and privileges of the 

North Atlantic elite) is not the Soviet Union, not an external factor, but an internal one - an 

excess of democracy in the West itself. In this regard, it was proposed to begin to introduce a 

certain dose of social apathy into the masses and to explain that along with democracy, 

experience (seniority) and “high status” (can also be translated as “seniority”) are also 

important, and democracy itself is not so much a value as a political technology.  The class 

meaning and content of the document are obvious: it was an ideological artillery preparation 

for the counteroffensive of the elites, for their revenge over the common people, social revenge 

for half a century of its success. 

 

The third direction was associated with the world stronghold of the common people - with the 

USSR. Without its neutralization, the implementation of the first two directions with all their 

tasks was extremely difficult, if not possible at all. The world elite offered the Soviet Union 

several "attractors" (in fact, traps): 

1) cooperation in the field of ecology at the planetary level; 

2) joint implementation of global governance; 

3) the organization of the rise in oil prices through the conflict (Arab-Israeli) in the Middle 

East; 

4) "lunar deal" - recognition by the Soviet leadership of the success of the first American "lunar 

landing" in exchange for a number of financial and economic preferences; 

5) the policy of "detente" (detente, détente) - a respite needed primarily by the United States, 

which found itself at the turn of the 1960s-1970s in an extremely difficult economic and 



political situation. 

 

As the Russian economist A. Salomatin convincingly showed, in 1968 the United States ceased 

to be an economically self-sustaining complex (this also allowed financial capital to go on the 

offensive against industrial capital - a correlate of the offensive of the elites against the 

masses). In other words, the United States lost the economic race to the Soviet Union, hence 

the Club of Rome initiatives and "detente". Let me emphasize: it was not the USSR that won, 

but the USA that lost. However, the Soviet leadership did not realize this fact, and the part of 

the nomenklatura interested in integrating into the cap-system and the agents of Western 

influence that have always acted as its ally did everything to conceal it. As Salomatin wrote, at 

that time there was no brilliant accountant like Stalin in the Soviet leadership. However, just an 

experienced accountant would have been enough, but there was no such thing in the Brezhnev 

leadership. 

 

The Chinese appreciated their chance instantly. By the late 1960s, the British were well on their 

way to (re) building an invisible financial empire via Singapore and southern China. However, 

on the one hand, the Chinese have not forgotten the humiliation of the "opium" wars and treaty 

ports, on the other hand, they do not like to put all their eggs in one basket. Taking advantage 

of the disastrous situation of the Americans, they extended their hand to them: “You do not 

have enough manpower, but we have a lot of them; so give us progressive technologies - we 

will do everything! " To earn the trust of the United States, China had to stage a provocation on 

Damanskoye (1969), and ten years later (the Americans “swayed” for a long time) to play the 

spectacle of a three-month war with Vietnam. For the United States, the PRC was important 

not only economically, but also politically - as a "card" that can be played against the 

USSR. Result: the US is investing in China, 

 

It was clear to any attentive observer: over time, the United States would get out of the 

predicament and launch a counteroffensive (as A.E. Vandam (Edrikhin) wrote: “Only friendship 

with the Anglo-Saxon can be worse”), so we had to, if not “ drop them, then constantly catch 

your breath. However, the Soviet leadership believed that nuclear weapons and oil were such 



significant factors that they would ensure respect for them by the North Atlantic elites, and 

they would let the Soviet nomenclature at the world table on an equal footing. This was a 

colossal mistake. However, behind this mistake lay the well-fed shortsightedness of that part of 

the Soviet elite, which strove for stability ("stagnation") not only in the country, but also in the 

world, and the conscious course of those who wanted to "enter the West." 

 

The basis of this desire of the first and second, which determined the fact that the Soviet 

leadership responded to the bourgeoisie to their proposals "yes", were serious social, power and 

ideological ("worldview") changes in Soviet society, primarily in its system-forming element - 

the upper and middle segments of the party nomenclature and the KGB. 

The bottom line is as follows. As a rejection of capitalism along the line of production relations, 

the USSR, "real socialism", as a production basis had typologically the same system of 

productive forces as capitalism - industrial, only of a lower quality, despite all the 

achievements. To transform from systemic anti-capitalism to post-capitalism (what the official 

ideology called "communism" and the Strugatskys called "The World of Midday"), it was 

necessary to solve three problems: 

 

1) create a fundamentally new management system as a necessary condition for creating a new 

production system, superior in productivity to the industrial-capitalist one; 

2) create a fundamentally new, more powerful and at the same time cheaper than the gas and 

oil energy system; 

3) to ensure a high level of military-technical protection from an external enemy ("imperialist 

encirclement") of the process of implementing the first and second tasks. 

Did the USSR in the mid-1960s have the opportunity to successfully solve the three above-

mentioned tasks and a leap into the post-capitalist future? It had. 

In the first half of the 1960s, under the leadership of Academician V.M. Glushkov, the National 

Automated System (OGAS) was created. It converted the entire document flow into an 

electronic form ("information society") and brought the old-style Soviet planning, which faced 

insurmountable economic complexity, onto cybernetic rails. OGAS paved the way for a 

breakthrough into post-industrial development. 



 

At the same time, a group of scientists led by I.S. Filimonenko completed work on the creation 

of a hydrolysis unit that carried out cold thermonuclear fusion (CFT). The implementation of 

this project made it possible to switch to cheap energy, which "closed" the oil industry as 

expensive and unnecessary (goodbye, Rockefellers, Rothschilds and all, all, all). 

 

Finally, in the mid-1960s, under the leadership of the Soviet aircraft and space designer 

V.N. Chelomey made such a breakthrough in military technology, which, when implemented, 

left the United States “offside” for many decades, if not forever. We are talking about the 

PAAKRK system (underwater autonomous automated container missile systems); the 

offensive-defensive system "Sunset" (meaning the decline of the United States), it is also - 

"Shoe" (an allusion to the famous Khrushchev speech at the UN); maneuverable interceptor 

satellites Kosmos-252, piloted combat reconnaissance platforms "Almaz" and much more. 

 

However, none of these projects, promising a leap into the future and victory on a global scale 

of socialism, which is turning from anti-capitalism to post-capitalism, has not been 

implemented. It was blocked in their interests by the nomenclature as a quasi-class group that 

formed in the 1930s-1950s on the basis of industrial anti-capitalism and its place in the 

international division of labor (i.e., the place of anti-capitalism as a system in the capitalist 

system, in its world market) and striving to maintain its position - i.e. power and privilege - 

which the transition to post-capitalism would undoubtedly change. However, first things first. 

 

As for the OGAS, the top nomenclature, with a quasi-class selfish instinct, understood: if this 

system is introduced, it will have to move, next to the “partocrats” there will be “technocrats”, 

and it is in their hands that many levers of power may end up. In other words, in the case of the 

implementation of the OGAS, on a scientific, technical, production basis, what Stalin wanted to 

achieve by political means in 1952 could happen - to move the party apparatus away from the 

management of society, leaving him ideology, propaganda and selection of personnel, and 

move the "center of power" to Council of Ministers. 

 



Western, primarily American, were no less frightened of the Soviet elite. Forecasting that if the 

Russians fully introduced the OGAS before 1970, they would leave the United States forever 

behind, the Johnson administration created the SRC (to stop Russian / Red code) 

group. Defamation of Glushkov and OGAS began both in the West and in the USSR. It was 

constantly said that OGAS is too expensive an undertaking, and therefore it is not worth 

placing such a burden on our economy. Echoes of this argument are still encountered 

today. Glushkov did not deny that OGAS is a very expensive project. However, if we consider 

that about 30-40% of the budget of the USSR, to put it mildly, was “lost”, and the OGAS made 

the administrative and economic system transparent (this in itself frightened the economic 

nomenklatura - you can't cheat), then saving these funds would more than cover all costs at 

OGAS. But, alas, the quasi-class interest turned out to be stronger, and by 1970 the OGAS was 

released on the brakes. Americans could breathe easy. 

 

In early 1967, the commission of the Central Committee of the CPSU recognized the results of 

the work of Filimonenko's group as an outstanding achievement in the field of physics, 

medicine and biology, and six months later a new commission of the Central Committee closed 

the research, banned Filimonenko from work on the CTNF and withdrew the technical and 

economic documentation. The project was not just released on the brakes, but hacked to 

death. The part of the nomenclature that was already involved in the international oil trade, 

lived with a premonition of the prospects for future profits, and was able to tarnish the idea of a 

CTYF in the eyes of the Brezhnev leadership as unrealizable, it worked. Special services from 

different countries also played a role, acting under the cover of scientists within the framework 

of the so-called Pugwash movement. It is a paradox, but de facto secret carriers from the capital 

and socialist camp gathered annually to openly discuss the problems of nuclear energy, and 

Filimonenko with his KhTYAS ended up with a bone in the throat of this "international". Until 

now, there are publications of either idiots or, on the contrary, interested persons who 

understand the essence of the matter, who are trying to portray Filimonenko as someone in 

between an eccentric and a charlatan. He firmly touched some structures, disturbed their 

"rookery". 

 



V.N. Chelomey were also not implemented. For reasons of a personal nature, as well as 

interdepartmental competition, they were destroyed by the close-minded D.F. Ustinov, who 

was actively assisted by Yu.V. Andropov. Chelomey's opponents (and the agents of Western 

influence, of course) took advantage of "detente" to block the introduction of Chelomey's 

breakthrough military equipment. The arguments were simple: why do we need all this if we 

negotiate with the United States on arms limitation? In 1969-1972, work on almost all of 

Chelomey's projects was suspended, technical documentation was transferred to other design 

bureaus and was partially lost. 

 

The chance of a breakthrough into a post-capitalist future, into a victory over capitalism, was 

not simply missed; the top nomenklatura deliberately abandoned it, preferring integration into 

the world market, i.e. into the capitalist system. The bargaining chip in this regard was that 

part of the nomenclature that was already functionally involved in the cap-system along such 

lines as the trade in oil, gas, and diamonds. It should be noted that part of the nomenclature 

included in the cap-system through trade, albeit indirectly and functionally, but acted as a 

transmission link in the exploitation by Western capital of that part of the working people of 

the USSR who worked in areas that create a product primarily for foreign trade. Thus, certain 

segments of the Soviet nomenclature and the KGB segments serving it turned into a functional 

element of the Western (world, supranational) corporatocracy and were interested in 

expanding contacts with the West, i.e. in the integration of the USSR into the capitalist 

system. These segments were quantitatively small, however, first, as Einstein said, the world is 

not a quantitative concept, but a qualitative one; secondly, although the trade in raw materials 

did not play such a role in the export of the USSR as in the Russian Federation, and its 

economic significance should not be exaggerated, its political role and significance were great, 

and those who carried it out and provided it through the special services sharply increased their 

power potentials and possibilities in the system. Needless to say that these people wanted to 

"live like in the West"? the world is not a quantitative concept, but a qualitative one;  

 

The contradiction between the Soviet segment of colleagues - co-exploiters of Western capital 

was as follows.  The contradiction had to be resolved, and with the integration of a part of the 



higher nomenclature and the USSR into a cap-system and the transformation of the 

nomenclature into a quasi-class (these are two sides of the same process), the probability of an 

anti-socialist version of resolving this contradiction increased both objectively systemically 

and subjectively, i.e. the subject of the implementation of this option was strengthened and the 

subject, actually anti-capitalist, was weakened in the face of the West. And they felt it in the 

West. It is no coincidence that in the second half of the 1970s, politicians of a fundamentally 

new type came forward to the first roles in the states of the West: Giscard d'Estaing, protege of 

the Trilateral Commission Jimmy Carter and others, focused not so much on dialogue as on 

pressure against the USSR. Well, Thatcher and Reagan were already in line. The USSR, however, 

continued to mark time. In foreign policy, this trampling plus excessive senile pacifism led to 

the interception of the historical initiative from the USSR in the mid-1970s by the West. 

 

Paradoxically, the moment of interception was the formal victory of the USSR - the Helsinki 

Conference of 1975, when the West, in fact, officially, albeit with some "exceptions", 

recognized the Yalta system. The Trojan horse of the Helsinki agreements was their "third 

basket". It envisioned the free exchange of ideas, people and goods as the cornerstone of 

guarantees of basic human freedoms. Therefore, from the mid-1970s, the West received the 

legal right to officially put pressure on the Soviet Union, which signed this “basket,” for non-

compliance with certain points. Brezhnev's hopes that the recognition of the Yalta peace would 

outweigh "all this nonsense" of the "third basket" came back to haunt the country after a decade 

and a half. 

 

There are three types of attractors: upward movement - progress, horizontal movement - 

stagnation, downward movement - regression. The Soviet nomenclature of the 1970s chose the 

horizontal (plane) attractor, which dominated primarily in personnel. The main problem of 

horizontal attractors is their fragility, since movement always seeks out a "ladder" either up or - 

more often - down. The grassroots attractor for the USSR, for the Soviet nomenklatura, was the 

so-called perestroika, which turned into the destruction of systemic anti-capitalism, the 

socialist camp and the USSR.  

 



In its place in the 1990s, a clan-oligarchic one arose - then you can add "to taste": comprador, 

criminal, corruption - system, in abbreviated form - KOKs (the big "K" reflects the above "three 

in one"), which today is clearly is experiencing severe arthritis, but this is a separate topic, we 

go back to the 1960s-1980s and ask ourselves a question: why not only the USSR was destroyed, 

but the whole world changed the upward dynamics to degradation-destructive ones, the first 

"berries" of which we are trying today in the form of coronabesia - or whether still will be. The 

answers to these questions are largely related to the dynamics and dialectics of the relationship 

between capitalism and anti-capitalism in the world system, the West and the USSR. 

 

The October Revolution, unlike the February Revolution, took place contrary to British-French 

interests. In theory, the West was supposed to strangle the USSR in the 1920s, but in practice, 

weakened by the war and torn apart by contradictions, it was unable to do this. In addition, the 

intensity of the class struggle at home did not allow the bourgeoisie to "whet their shoulders" 

about the USSR. In the 1930s, the systemic anti-capitalist USSR already became necessary for 

the Americans, and even for the unchanging existential enemy of Russia - the British. Both of 

them were forced to invest in the USSR by the world crisis of 1929-1933. At the same time, the 

Americans had an additional reason. In 1929, the director of the Bank of England, Montague 

Norman, closed the British Empire (25% of the world market) from the outside world (i.e. from 

the United States), and this was the desire of British capital, primarily the 

Rothschilds, strangling the main beneficiary of the First World War has become one of the main 

causes of the global crisis. After that, the main task of the United States was the destruction of 

the British Empire. The Third Reich was chosen for the role of the terminator, which was then 

to be crushed by the Stalinist USSR. And after the war, the United States was going to dictate its 

will to all the weakened parties. 

Trade with the capitalist West, in which the USSR was actively involved in the 1930s, by 

definition could not be equivalent, since it was selling raw materials to the USSR. Unequal trade 

means the exploitation of the population of the country that is located in the raw material 

"area". Consequently, that part of the Soviet population that created the export product turned 

out to be indirectly exploited by Western capital, and the nomenclature acted as a transmission 

link. However, firstly, unlike tsarist Russia, the funds received by the country did not go into 



the pockets of the grand dukes, capitalists, landowners and priests, but worked for the good of 

the Soviet people as a whole, to strengthen the country's defense capability (therefore, the 

USSR won the Great Patriotic War, and the tsarist Russia lost the First World War). Secondly, 

 

In 1938, the Munich Agreement, which should date the beginning of World War II 

(paradoxically confirmed by W. Churchill), was an attempt to create a protoNATO for the 

destruction of the USSR by German forces. However, Stalin outplayed the British with the 

Soviet-German treaty, for which they (and the West as a whole) still cannot forgive him, and 

the war took a different "course". 

 

During the war, the USSR was needed by the allies. The situation changed after 1945, when the 

United States, having an atomic bomb, planned to "bomb" the USSR into the Stone Age, but 

soon Soviet atomic and then hydrogen bombs (there is information that the first test of a 

hydrogen bomb was planned for March 5, 1953, but Stalin's death pushed it aside for almost six 

months) cooled their ardor. In this regard, at the very end of the 1940s, a course was taken for 

an indefinite struggle to destroy the USSR (the "Lyote" plan), the first results were supposed to 

be summed up 50 years later - in 1999, but they were finished 10 years earlier. 

 

The course towards the elimination of the USSR was a strategic and long-term task of the West; 

however, in the medium term, the zone of systemic anti-capitalism, i.e. a non-capitalist zone 

was necessary for the functioning of capitalism, primarily industrial, both for political and, 

most importantly, for systemic economic reasons. By negotiating with the Soviet Union, the 

West could solve some of its problems in the Third World, especially since the USSR clearly 

gave preference to its specific state interests over the interests of, for example, the national 

liberation movement in the Third World (the classic case is the history of the unrealized 

structure Tricontinental). And about the communist and workers' parties in the West with the 

USSR, the bourgeoisie could conduct a dialogue. 

 

From the system-economic point of view, the presence of a non-capitalist zone, albeit an 

industrial one, was, albeit with reservations, tactically beneficial to industrial capitalism, more 



precisely, to industrial capital. Moreover, since Stalin's times, the Soviet leadership has 

objectively acted as an ally of industrial capital in its opposition to financial capital. This 

"idyll", however, came to an end in the mid - second half of the 1960s. First, the post-war 

"economic miracles" of industrial recovery ended and, just like before the First and Second 

World Wars, the problem arose of the need to expand the zones of domination of industrial and 

economic complexes. Only now, unlike 1914 and 1938/41, there were not several, but two, and, 

firstly, these were fundamentally different social systems with fundamentally different 

ideologies and world projects; secondly, both had nuclear weapons. Therefore, the military 

option, especially after the experience, which was the Cuban missile crisis, was practically 

impossible. 

 

The problem of expanding the industrial zone was much more acute for the industrial capital of 

the West than for the USSR. The further development of industrial capitalism in the West, with 

the ever-growing threat of overproduction of goods, required the deindustrialization of the rest 

of the world, primarily the socialist camp, especially the USSR and the GDR, but it was 

impossible to start with the socialist camp. Therefore, under the guise of a struggle for ecology, 

the West proposed an economic program for actually slowing down industrial growth "in the 

interests of mankind" to the whole world and, above all, the USSR. This was done through the 

Club of Rome; the proposal was enthusiastically accepted, especially by that part of the Soviet 

elite, which sought to "enter the West." Of course, the West was not going to immediately, in 

the short term, destroy the USSR as an industrial-economic (military-industrial) complex, it 

was impossible. But in the long-term project of the future global world, industrial socialism (or 

even more so post-industrial) should not have existed at all - it should have been absorbed and 

dissolved in the global world dominated by the West; the Club of Rome program retained a 

highly developed core only in the West. 

 

If for the industrial capital of the West, systemic anti-capitalism was short-term, tactically 

acceptable, although this acceptability in the 1970s became more and more tense, then for 

(increasing as industrial capital weakened) financial capital, on the one hand, and for the 

corporatocracy that was gaining strength, on the other , for their world - global in its essence - 



systemic anti-capitalism was not needed at all, it should not have existed, and if not in the 

short term, then at least in the medium term (10-15, at most 20 years). 

In other words, as a result of the changes in the capitalist system that took place in the 1970s 

(plus or minus 2-3 years), systemic anti-capitalism - in terms of these changes and the forces 

that embodied them - lost the right to exist. Moreover, this happened just when the Soviet 

nomenclature abandoned the leap into post-capitalism. First, it began to preserve anti-

capitalism, which, despite its superpower status and excellent economic performance in the 

1970s, systemically and historically worked its way not only in the country, but also globally; a 

new era began, and only the transformation into post-capitalism not only allowed the USSR to 

survive, made it adequate to it, but turned it into a pioneer and master of the future. Secondly, 

the top of the nomenclature strengthened the integration of the USSR into the cap-system: 

 

In 1982, an apparently insignificant event took place in the United States, but, as is often the 

case in history, a very important event with far-reaching consequences. After being elected 

President of the United States, R. Reagan decided to check how accurate the CIA's forecasts 

regarding the prospects for the development of the USSR are. They argued that the economy of 

the USSR, despite all the difficulties, was developing in an ascending order and by the end of 

the 1990s it would reach very high economic indicators. Israeli intelligence gave similar 

forecasts. Reagan ordered the creation of three analytic-predictive groups under the leadership 

of physicist M. Gell-Mann, founder of the Santa Fe Institute (SFI); sociologist Randall Collins, 

associated with the Bushes; B. Bonner. Groups that worked independently from each other, 

after a few months, gave almost the same results. They predicted a powerful crisis which was 

supposed to shake the cap-system, coming in two waves. The first - in 1987-1988, the second, 

much more powerful, with tangible political consequences throughout the Western world - in 

1993-1994. 

 

According to forecasts, the economy of the socialist camp should have come out of the crisis 

with less losses than the capitalist one: in the first case, production decreased by 10-12%, in 

the second - by 20%. Analysts predicted that in the wake of the crisis, the coming to power in 

Italy and France of the communists (alone or in alliance with the "left") is very likely, in Great 



Britain - the left Labor; powerful black riots were predicted in the largest cities of the United 

States. Of course, we must not forget that the communists of Italy, France and Spain were still 

communists - the masonry "Eurocommunists" (it is symbolic that the General Secretary of the 

Italian Communist Party, Enrico Berlinguer, was the son of one of the most prominent 

Freemasons in Italy); however, the coming to power of even such forces against the backdrop of 

the bad days of the United States frightened Reagan and the company. 

 

From the moment the forecasts of the three groups were received, "the final solution of the 

Soviet question" became the No. 1 task of the Reagan administration, a wide range of his allies 

and those forces that stood behind him. But this final decision could not be achieved by 

military means from the outside, the USSR could only be weakened from within - economically, 

politically, culturally and psychologically. This could be done only by changing the socio-

economic system of the USSR, and already on this and only on this basis, turning it into what 

the Russian Empire was at the end of the 19th - beginning of the 20th centuries - into an 

underdeveloped country, a raw material appendage of the core of the cap-system (West), 

dependent on them technologically, financially and ideologically and culturally. Already in the 

second year of Reagan's presidency, the directive NSDD-75 "US relations with the USSR" was 

prepared in a top-secret mode in the amount of 30 copies. It clearly stated the goal: not the 

destruction of the USSR, but a change in the socio-economic system. In particular, it was said 

that the main means of changing the Soviet system should be assistance to the economic 

operations of the party nomenklatura and the KGB in the world market and the provision of 

technological assistance to the Soviet economy. 

 

The calculation here is clear: foreign economic operations carried out by a certain segment of 

the party and GB nomenklatura more and more integrated the top of the USSR into the cap-

system and thus undermined the Soviet system from within; technological "assistance" was 

provided primarily to those segments of the Soviet economy that were in close contact with the 

West and whose development blocked the real development of the USSR; Well, the most 

important task is to strengthen the crisis tendencies in the Soviet economy. Thus, in 1983, the 

West, the United States from the policy of external influence on the USSR ("containment", 



"local conflicts") moved to the strategy of the intra-systemic disintegration of the enemy, 

i.e. transferred hostilities to its territory, only the hostilities were of an organizational 

nature. At the same time, it was not about the geopolitical destruction of the USSR, at best, 

about reconfiguration: for a start - "USSR minus the Baltics and something else." It turned out 

differently, and this is due, on the one hand, to the fact that other forces in the West actively 

intervened in the process, on the other - and this is the main thing - the Soviet factor played its 

role, the actions of those forces within the USSR that had no intention of destroying the 

country. but they set the task to change the system (and it turned out "they wanted the best, 

but it turned out as always"). Thus, their task and the task of the Americans formally coincided 

- formally, since the Soviet "segment" was not going to turn the USSR into an underdeveloped 

country dependent on the West. However, it happened differently: the "Westerners" turned out 

to be smarter, stronger, more sophisticated. And, of course, “chance, God is an inventor”, 

whose role sharply increases during systemic and structural crises, chance is, in a sense, their 

regularity. 

 

Their authors were Vladimir Krylov and Pobisk Kuznetsov. Now we can only guess whether 

these forecasts were prepared directly for Yu.V. Andropov and how familiar he was with their 

texts. Krylov saw the vector in the inevitable increase in US pressure on the USSR. Kuznetsov 

clearly pointed out that the economic mechanism of capitalism in 1993-1995 will lead to the 

fact that the amount of dollars in the world economy relative to one kilowatt of electricity will 

reach the boundary limits, which will give rise to hyperinflation. This meant that already at the 

end of the twentieth century, the cap-system would lie in ruins. Ruins did appear, but they 

were the ruins of the social system. By the way, as far as I know, the only chance of the West 

(capitalism) to save P. Kuznetsov considered the economic seizure of the CMEA countries (first 

of all, of course, the USSR) as markets for products and pumping out cheap raw 

materials. However, the economic seizure, I will add, required the political (systemic) surrender 

of the USSR and the establishment, in fact, of external control; Yeltsin was the way to solve this 

problem. 

Source - zavtra.ru/blogs/zhizn_i_smert_kapitalizma_fursov 
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The	life	and	death	of	capitalism	
 

Almost two years ago at Bilkent University (Ankara, Turkey) I gave a lecture 

“Capitalism: The Terminal Crisis of the Most Enigmatic System”, originally written in 

English. A few months ago, a video appeared on the network where the announcer reads 

this text. In fact, this is a documentary film with a video sequence selected for the 

content of the lecture. Since then, I have received many letters asking me to make a 

Russian translation and publish it. However, it is not for nothing that Mario Puzo 

remarked: "Rewriting is a whole secret to writing", - in a free translation: "Reworking a 

text is writing a new text." And so it happened: a new large text appeared, including the 

old one and divided into three parts. New and big, because in two years the world has 

changed dramatically; the agony of capitalism took on a corona-style form, 

 

Some pretty simple things are outlined below. The problem, however, is that sometimes simple 

things seem complicated. There are at least two reasons. First, people for the most part try to 

live in comfort - not only material, but also intellectual. It is comfortable to live in a familiar 

picture of the world - in a world of familiar concepts, images and schemes. Even if the picture 

does not fully correspond to reality, the violation of the usual entourage most often causes 

discomfort, and sometimes the fear of any "complex pictures", although in fact the 

"complexity" often turns out to be something that is much simpler than all the previous 

established pictures. 

 

Secondly, we live in a “double break” situation. Social science always lags behind science, and 

during periods of rapid change, as now, this gap widens to 15–25 years. In turn, education lags 



behind science by about the same period. Therefore, instead of reality, we often see in front of 

us a picture of the world 30-40 years ago; this is especially true of historical science. Moreover, 

this situation is not only ours, but also worldwide. It got to the point that in the Post-West the 

special services took the matter of preparing historians for their own needs into their own 

hands, not relying on professorial profane science with its petty and narrow topics and 

armchair isolation from reality. So, 

 

Speaking today about capitalism, which is in a terminal crisis, one must bear in mind that the 

global elites have largely ceased to hide their plans, their servants are writing about it openly. If 

in the days of the USSR the ideologists of the bourgeoisie shyly covered themselves with 

democracy, human rights, etc., now they have no one to be ashamed, because, according to 

their feeling, no one will punish the "bourgeois" anymore: there is no country from which the 

red armies with the kibalchish boys will come rushing in, - "bad guys" triumph. However, it 

seems that they will not be happy for long: the global crisis of unprecedented proportions will 

cover them too. In this regard, a view from above, as Isaac Asimov would say, at the current 

situation seems to be very appropriate. 

 

The term "crisis" has become generally accepted today: they speak of crises in the economy, 

world politics, education, ideology, total crisis, crisis of the world system. The point, however, 

is that there are no world systems “at all”. They are present only in a certain quality. Terms 

such as "crisis of humanity", "phase transition", etc., are meaningless and useless in their 

neutral meaninglessness and are most often designed to camouflage the fact that we are talking 

about a crisis of the capitalist system and its bankrupt owners. However, today the intensity 

and scale of the crisis is such that high-ranking clerks of the ideological, intellectual and 

political servants of the globocracy have already started talking about the exhaustion of 

capitalism: the cunning J. Attali, K. Schwab and even A. Merkel. 

 

What do we know about capitalism? At first glance, everything; capitalism seems to be the 

simplest system for analysis, all its characteristics can be expressed, it would seem, 

quantitatively: gross national product, gross domestic product, per capita income.  



 

Everything is open, no secret! In contrast to the seemingly mysterious societies of Ancient 

Egypt, Ancient China, Ancient India, Maya, Dogon, etc. In fact, it is capitalism that is the most 

mysterious system in the history of mankind, truly unique. Capitalism has at least seven 

features that sharply distinguish it from all other social systems. Perhaps this listing will seem 

boring to some, but without it we are unlikely to understand what capitalism is, what is 

happening in the world now, and what to expect. So. 

 

First, capitalism is the only system on a global scale, its production and market relations cover 

the planet as a whole. All pre-capitalist systems were local, although this locus could cover a 

huge area. 

 

Second, capitalism is the only social system that exists in three technical forms: pre-industrial, 

industrial, and hyper-industrial. It is not technology (element) that defines capitalism (the 

whole), but capitalism as a system dictates the logic of the development of technology and thus 

technology. 

 

Third, capitalism is the only system that creates forms that are qualitatively different from 

it. We are talking about such pre-capitalist forms that are created by capitalism itself and in its 

interests where they did not exist before. These are plantation slavery in the south of the North 

American colonies and the Caribbean islands, quasi-feudal latifundia in South America, etc. 

Capitalism creates them in accordance with the logic of its development, therefore its world 

system is not homogenously capitalist, but multi-structured. 

 

Fourthly, capitalism is the only system that can exist both in “positive” (capitalism) and 

“negative” (systemic anti-capitalism - USSR, socialist camp) forms. 

 

Fifth, capitalism is the only social system that has created unique forms in comparison with 

both the past and, most likely, the future. It was capitalism that created such phenomena as 

private property, state, nation, science, ideology. I foresee surprise and bewilderment: 



how? Isn't Ancient Egypt a state? Didn't the Babylonian priests have science? Are Indians not a 

nation? There was no private property in ancient Rome? My answer to all these questions is a 

categorical no. External similarity does not mean anything: shark, ichthyosaurus and killer 

whale are outwardly similar, predators, live in the same environment - aquatic, but they all 

belong to different classes of living beings. 

As for private property, it presupposes the presence of a private person as a subject. In reality, 

private property "flourishes" only on the "corpse" of feudalism, with the appearance of truly 

private individuals. Shakespeare's plays about England in the 15th and 16th centuries are just 

about such tragic fates of individuals tearing the collective umbilical cord and sticking their 

way (often unrighteous). 

 

If the state (lo stato, l'état, der Staat, the state) is defined as a form of social violence, separated 

from production relations and legally limited to a certain territory, then something similar 

existed (and could exist) only in bourgeois society. Under feudalism, non-economic relations, 

social violence, were originally built into production relations, were their essence. In this case, 

of course, there was no need for a state in the strict sense of the word, since the feudal "state" 

performed a different function - the organization of the hierarchy of masters. Therefore, Marx 

called this order of power a "religious state" - as opposed to a "political state", 

capitalist. However, both of these terms are imperfect, they are approximate, instead of them 

the terms “patrimony” and “state” look better. 

 

The term "nation" is often mistakenly confused with the terms "ethnos" and "people". In fact, a 

nation is a social form of organization of an ethnos, the “basic building block” of which is the 

individual. A nation cannot consist of communities, estates, policies, castes, clans, tribes, 

which, by definition, will lock the focus of loyalty only on themselves. It is no coincidence that 

nations are formed in Europe in the late 18th and early 19th centuries, when other forms of 

collective identity - communal, guild - are becoming a thing of the past. By the way, if you look 

at pre-revolutionary Russia, then, firstly, the overwhelming majority of the population 

(peasants) lived in communities with their local focus of loyalty (nobles and intelligentsia were 

formed as a nation, which intensified the deformation of society and exacerbated class 



relations); secondly, a person was determined not by nationality, but by religion. 

 

In the USSR, the development of a historical community called the Soviet people was 

promoted. From the standpoint of today, it is obvious that this community "worked" mainly for 

Russians, Belarusians and Little Russians - in other words, simply for Russians in the broad 

sense of the word, since all this is one people. In contrast, in other republics of the USSR, Soviet 

nationality policy actually led to the development of local nationalisms, which “fired” in the 

late 1980s and later. It must be remembered that if in the RSFSR perestroika was gradually 

gaining momentum under the slogans and banner of anti-Sovietism, then in the vastness of the 

USSR, even in Ukraine, the Slavic republic, it was also under the banner of anti-Russianism, 

Russophobia: "Russians, get out." Separation from the Union, from Moscow, was filed as such, 

not only from the center of the Soviet Union, but also from the center of the Russians: anti-

Sovietism and Russophobia in the republics merged together, and this became - contrary to the 

idea - the result of the national policy of the CPSU.  

 

Historically, it started as the Russophobia of the Bolsheviks in the 1920s, and after the Stalinist 

turn of the mid-1930s, it seemed to dissolve in the republics and lurk in order to break out in 

the 1980s and begin to develop along the ascending almost throughout the entire post-Soviet 

space. As for today's Russians, the process of transforming them from a people into a nation 

(without any "zemstvo councils") continues. There are many obstacles on this path: the 

"Russian" course of power, and the fact that the era of nation states has almost passed, and 

much more, but this is a separate topic. and after the Stalinist turn of the mid-1930s, it seemed 

to dissolve in the republics and lurk in order to break out in the 1980s and begin to develop in 

an ascending direction practically throughout the entire post-Soviet space.  

 

Science is a trinity of empirical knowledge, theory and, most importantly, social 

institutionality. Rational empirical knowledge in the East and in the ancient world was built 

into such institutional structures that cannot be considered a science in any way. Science as an 

institution emerged in Western Europe during the scientific revolution of the 17th century, 

associated with the needs of the development of capitalism as a system. 



In other words, capitalism for its functioning required redundancy - qualitatively new social 

forms, knowledge and "things" that not only did not exist in the pre-capitalist world, but were 

unnecessary and harmful to it. 

 

Sixth, capitalism as a system requires the emergence of closed supranational structures in 

addition to the state, and generates, and creates them. Without them, the normal functioning 

of capitalism as a system is extremely difficult, if not impossible at all, since they remove, 

resolve one of the most important contradictions of the cap-system. The bottom line is as 

follows. Economically, capitalism is a world system without borders, a single whole, while 

politically it is an aggregate, the sum of individual states separated by borders. As a result, we 

have a threefold contradiction: between economics and politics, capital and state, integrity and 

totality. 

 

Capital, especially large capital, must resolve this contradiction, go beyond it: the realization of 

its interests, as a rule, requires constant violation of the borders (and often - the laws) of their 

country and other countries. Hence the need for a special organization (or organizations) that 

"corrects" this situation - supranational, closed and, preferably, having its own ideological 

complex, and often it turns out to be occult. Outwardly, these structures look like a conspiracy 

("conspiratorial"), however, in fact, this is the pure political economy of capitalism, the 

implementation of its laws at the global level. The top of the ruling class of the cap-system was 

initially formed as a supranational - North Atlantic, and conspiratorial structures were to the 

same extent a product of it, as well as a factor generating it (cf. the analogous dialectical 

relationship between market and capitalism noted by Marx). Thus, capitalism is not a pair of 

"capital - state", but a triangle "capital - state - supranational structures of world coordination 

and management." It is the latter that ensure and realize the integral and long-term interests of 

the capitalist system. 

 

Each stage in the development of the cap-system gave rise to fundamentally new closed 

conspiracy structures. At the same time, the old ones began to play a supporting role both for 

the new ones and for the state itself. At first, these were Masonic structures; in the last third of 



the 19th century, societies such as Geheimes Deutschland in Germany and Rhodes-Milner in 

Great Britain were formed. In the post-war period, the Bilderberg Club and the much more 

serious Siecle ("Century") appeared, and the Cercle ("Circle"), which played a large role in the 

destruction of the USSR, then formally open organizations with a "double bottom" were 

created: the Trilateral Commission, the Club of Rome. 

 

Seventh, and this is perhaps the most important difference between capitalism and 

precapsystems, it is the only system, the development of which largely acquires a design and 

engineering character, the course of history takes on a largely directed and sometimes 

controlled character. Let me emphasize: “directing” does not mean automatically “managing”, 

the results are often far from the plans of the designers and the actions of the designers. No 

wonder G. Kissinger once remarked: " ... history is a story about failed plans, unfulfilled hopes and 

hopes, which either did not come true, or turned into something completely different."Indeed, those 

in Russia and abroad who planned the February 1917 coup did not think they were causing 

October; those who believed that Hitler would crush the USSR, and from London urged him on 

his eastern neighbor, did not expect that as a result of all this their empire would collapse, and 

the USSR would emerge from the war as a winner and a superpower. This is what Hegel called 

"the cunning of history." And nevertheless, Kissinger did not accidentally use the word "plan" - 

in particular, all his activities in state and closed supranational structures were precisely 

planning, designing history and, admittedly, to our misfortune, a lot happened. 

 

The above does not mean that before capitalism there were no groups that tried to influence 

the course of historical development. For example, the Templars tried in vain to create 

something like the European Union - the idea was premature, there were no funds that 

appeared only under capitalism. Design and engineering requires several conditions. This is: 

1) an organization that can set, plan, prepare, implement in practice (design, carry out 

historical socio- or geoengineering), i.e. solve long-term ("long game") large-scale tasks (coups, 

wars, revolutions, etc.); 

2) an adequate object ("substance") manipulation by means of geohistorical engineering; 

3) the financial base ("energy"), providing control over people: power and property; 



4) control over the spiritual sphere (information flows, beliefs, values, etc.), especially at the 

upper and middle levels of the social pyramid; 

5) an exclusive structure of rational knowledge that belongs only to the top; with its help, on 

the one hand, the regularities and laws of history, social behavior (especially the masses, 

"crowds") are analyzed, on the other hand, they are directed into a false or secondary channel 

of research of the so-called independent, or objective, science (the result is the design of 

professorial profane science for the bottom and middle as a screen for the study of real 

processes, the real picture of the world). 

 

Closed supranational structures of world coordination and management (they are also 

conspiracy structures) are precisely the type of structures that meet the characteristics listed 

above. In the late 1870s, Marx remarked that if he wrote Capital anew, he would analytically 

start not with the commodity, but with the state. I would say this: if today you write (or rewrite) 

"Capital", then you need to start not with the state, but with closed supranational 

structures. And the point is not only that these structures of the “second” (closed) circuit at the 

turn of the 19th and 20th centuries turned parties, parliaments, etc. ("First", open circuit) into 

its functions. Long before that, they expressed integral and long-term features of the 

development of the cap-system and the top of its ruling class as a system-forming element. In 

the "hands" of these structures, 

 

"Substance", i.e. the object of manipulation, became the masses as a phenomenon. And 

although they entered the arena of history in the twentieth century (more precisely, the elites 

or their delegates took them there, on the one hand, leading, riding certain movements, on the 

other, submitting to their logic for a while; recall, for example, the famous cry addressed to the 

crowd the hero of the novel by R. Penn Warren Willie Stark "Give me an ax" and the success of 

the prototype of this character - the governor of Louisiana Hugh Long), already in the middle - 

second half of the 18th century in the cities of Western Europe, the mass as a sum of atomized 

individuals took shape as a social phenomenon - " lonely crowd "(D. Risman). Unlike 

collectivities rooted in a small tradition (communities, castes, etc.), people who are not 

connected with each other, cut off from family traditions, who have lost local values, it is easy 



to manipulate. 

 

In the middle - second half of the 18th century, there was a "materialization" of the financial 

revolution of the 17th century, which began with the creation of the Standard Chartered Bank 

of the Baruch family in 1613 (1613–1617) and ended in 1694 with the creation of the Bank of 

England. The latter became the most powerful financial and organizational weapon of England 

(since 1707, after the union of Great Britain with Scotland), which made it possible to start 

winning wars in earnest. 

 

Finance is energy, but information is equally important. The time since the middle of the 18th 

century has demonstrated the dramatically increased role and importance of information as a 

weapon in the struggle of various elite groups. The educational project "Encyclopedia, or 

Explanatory Dictionary of Sciences, Arts and Crafts" (1752-1762) was the first experience in the 

creation of modern information weapons, which, being made in France according to British 

patterns, allowed for two generations to "convert" a certain part of the French elites as 

supporters of the future revolution. Revolutions in the interests of a part of the French and 

British bourgeoisie, primarily financial, as well as closed supranational groups. William Pitt the 

Younger, speaking in the British Parliament, openly admitted that Great Britain spent 5 million 

pounds sterling on organizing and stimulating the French revolution - a fantastic amount at 

that time. Many books have already been published about the turbulent activities of British 

agents in France during the revolution (1789-1799) and later, about how British intelligence 

("les hommes de Londre, les hommes de l'hombre" - a play on words: "people from London, 

people from the shadows ”) provoked great terror in France and much more. 

 

So, by the middle of the 18th century, in the hands of supranational groups, represented at that 

time mainly by Masonic lodges, the controlled "critical substance" of the mass, experimentally 

"trained" by the flows of information of a part of the elites, money, energy, goods, in the 

broadest sense, was concentrated. It was precisely the closed supranational groups (at that 

time, I repeat, these were Masonic structures), the emerging bourgeois North Atlantic class, 

that unleashed all their might on the monarchy states of the Old Order and either crushed them 



or negotiated certain conditions of compromise. 

In the “era of revolution” (E. Hobsbawm) of 1789-1848, a triune core was formed in the West, if 

you like - the three-headed Serpent Gorynych capsisem: the hegemon state (in the 19th 

century - Great Britain), financial capital (Rothschilds, Beringies, etc.) and closed supranational 

groups for global coordination and management. 

 

The cap-system, of course, has other features besides the seven named, but these seven are 

enough here - they are the main ones for understanding capitalism. It was they who ensured its 

fantastic dynamism for several centuries and a very short life in terms of the duration of 

historical systems. 

 

Capital existed before capitalism, in one form or another, most likely, will exist after it. But just 

as capitalist property is not reducible to capital, so capitalism as a system is not simply and not 

only the unrestrained triumph of capital; reality is more complicated. Capitalism can be 

defined as follows: it is a complex social system that ensures the constant accumulation of 

capital (development over time) and its expansion, which allows maintaining and increasing 

the rate of profit (spatial characteristic), and which at the same time limits capital in its 

integral and long-term interests. Without this limitation and its means in the form of the state, 

civil society and its structures, political parties, formally representing various strata, systems of 

mass education, etc. - without all this capital, left to himself, he would gobble up himself, and 

society, and the biosphere. Well, closed supranational groups acted as the arbiter between 

capital and its "restraints". The whole history of capitalism is the struggle of capital against 

social constraints in order to get rid of them, for the coverage of all capitalist property by 

capital. 

 

It is this wrestling similar to the circus performance of the "fight of a Nanai boy with a bear" 

that is one of the engines of the development of capitalism. The victory of one of the parties 

means the end of the number - and capitalism. The success of capital on this path would mean 

the dismantling of capitalism as unnecessary as a system that has worked out its own, 

therefore, conspiracy structures did not allow this process to go beyond certain 



limits. However, at the turn of the 1960s – 1970s, their position changed somewhat. First, 

capitalism as a system of production and production relations has come to the limit of its 

capabilities. Its further development intensified, especially in the presence of systemic anti-

capitalism in the person of the USSR and the socialist camp, counterparties of capital, primarily 

the industrial working class and segments of the middle stratum associated with industry and 

the state. We must remember that capitalism is originally a system of production relations, and 

not just money or wealth, as the representatives of the vulgar bourgeois political economy 

believed. They bluntly identified capital (ism) with money, commercial capital, found 

capitalism everywhere, starting from the Ancient East and Ancient Rome, not to mention 

medieval cities, thus perpetuating capitalism. Capitalism as a system is not based on money, it 

only mediates (while performing five functions) the exchange of labor for materialized labor, 

which at the same time realizes itself as a self-increasing value. starting from the Ancient East 

and Ancient Rome, not to mention the medieval cities, thus perpetuating capitalism.  

 

The problem is precisely with the "second side" of the relations of production of capitalism. The 

growth of its political significance in the context of the further development of the industrial 

system (just like that, and not just because of a certain limit reached by industrial production - 

it was important, but not the main thing) forced the closed supranational groups to adjust their 

position on the "restraints" and start - together with capital - their dismantling (see the report 

"Crisis of Democracy", written by order of the Trilateral Commission). At the same time, the 

inhibition of scientific and technological progress and industrial development began, 

i.e. development of the real economy; emphasis was placed on the development of financial 

capital, and this was the first reason that corrected the position of conspiracy structures. In the 

19th and early 20th centuries, finance capital, in fact, dominated industrial capital. 

 

The Soviet factor was the second, no less important reason for the change in the positions of 

supranational groups in relation to the democratic constraints of capitalism and scientific and 

technological progress; hence the sudden emphasis on environmentalism, "limits to growth", 

population decline - in short, the neo-Malthusian agenda, the transition to financialism. The 

successes of the USSR, on the one hand, the very fact of its existence as an anti-capitalist 



alternative, on the other hand, limited the possibilities of the "masters of the world game" to 

correct and dismantle (at first partial) capitalism: this would mean recognition of the historical 

correctness of the USSR, the social system. And therefore, the implementation of a new project 

of the world elite - the ultra-globalization-ecological dismantling of the cap-system - required 

the destruction of the USSR or its absorption by the cap-system, which, however, is the same 

thing. nevertheless, the creeping dismantling of the cap-system gradually developed even 

during the existence of the USSR. As a result of this process of striking the headquarters of the 

restraints since the late 1970s, politics is gradually turning into intricate combinations of the 

administrative system and show business, the state is “melting”, mass education is rapidly 

collapsing, and civil society is “shrinking”. 

 

In the relationship between capital and its "restraints", several historical variants are 

possible. For example, a delicate balance, as was typical of classical bourgeois society. There 

was another variant that could be seen in the systemic anti-capitalism of the socialist 

countries: the "restraints" subordinate capital and destroy it. Finally, the option that we saw "in 

all its glory" in the West after the destruction of the Soviet Union: the dismantling of the 

"restraints" by the world top of capitalism itself and the change of capital itself, its 

transformation into power and ownership of social information platforms that no longer 

control material, material factors of production how much immaterial: social networks 

(behavior) and the information sphere. These "controllers" - monopolists, in fact, do not need 

capital as such: a symbiosis of funds, banks and platforms constitutes both a new power - post-

capitalist - and a new system. This is propagandistically presented as the spread of capitalism 

to all inhabitants of the planet in the form of inclusive ("inclusive"), or stakeholder (opposed to 

shareholder) capitalism. In reality, this is a screen for the process of depriving the lower 75% of 

society of what little they have: some have small private property, and some have personal 

(apartments, cars, etc.). Thus, we are talking about the expropriation of small and medium-

sized businesses of those who still have at least something "materialized" left. If "at the 

entrance" to capitalism there was an expropriation of land (created by nature) property 

(fencing, the initial accumulation of capital of the peasants), then at the exit - also 

expropriation, 



 

At the “entrance” into capitalism, the mass landowners had to be deprived of it so that those, 

who remained the owners of only their labor power, were forced to become the object of 

exploitation of the owners of capital. At the “exit”, mass small owners of capital must lose it in 

order to become an object of exploitation of those who control the social and spiritual 

(informational-psychological) factors of production that have become the main ones. 

 

Paradoxical as it may seem, capitalism has exhausted itself, embracing the entire planet, 

i.e. having fulfilled their sociogenetic program, having won. The age-old dynamics of 

capitalism was such that it always needed non-capitalist zones. Every time the world rate of 

profit fell, capitalism tore a part of the non-capitalist zone and turned it into a capitalist 

periphery - a zone of cheap labor and a source of cheap raw materials. The world rate of profit 

was restored, and then increased altogether. This, in particular, explains the ragged rhythm of 

colonial expansion, which spurts every time the world rate of profit declined. However, by the 

end of the twentieth century, capitalism had exhausted the planet. The socialist camp became 

capitalist, extensive zones of semi-bandit and simply bandit capitalism appeared. In China, the 

existing system is "socialism with Chinese characteristics"; it can equally be called "capitalism 

with Chinese characteristics", the essence of the current "Chinese system" will not change from 

this. 

 

The non-capitalist zones have practically been abolished, now capitalism has nowhere else to 

dump its contradictions, there is nowhere else to feed on, the extensive path is forbidden. And 

on the way of the intensive, there are undermined, but still persisting institutional constraints 

and a huge mass stratum of petty bourgeois, whom these constraints, although at the very 

least, somehow protect. This means: down with the restraints, down with small and medium 

capital, down with the surplus population, and the bulk of the rest should consume less, move 

less - not only between countries, but also within countries. They need to be pinned 

locally. This requires extraordinary measures to nullify the last remnants, vestiges of the West 

in the present Post-West, which are carried by the socially, culturally, racially and ethnically 

white population. The killers' manifesto or rather, the gravediggers of capitalism and Western 



civilization, written in 2020 by a high-ranking clerk in the service of the world elite K. Schwab 

in collaboration with T. Muller, and is called The Great Reset (or The Great Reset). The Great 

Zeroing is an attempt to formalize the terminal crisis of capitalism in order to create the most 

favorable conditions for the new masters, the masters of post-capitalism, and to form a human 

mass ready for a new type of exploitation and control. 

 

The terminal crisis of capitalism is a logical systemic result of its development. But what forms 

it will take and what the post-capitalist system will be is determined by the logic of the struggle 

of historical subjects. In general, the current situation is the result of not only the crisis of 

capitalism, but also the destruction of its antipode - systemic anti-capitalism, the USSR. This 

was a low start to the terminal crisis, but at the same time it was the factor that slowed it down 

for a decade and a half - dialectics. The USSR was destroyed by a hybrid entity, which consisted 

of a part of the Soviet nomenklatura, state security and shadow "capital", on the one hand, and 

certain segments of the world capitalist class represented by closed supranational structures, 

banks and special services, on the other. Systemic anti-capitalism turned out to be something 

like a chest (on an oak tree), which kept the needle of Koscheeva's death of capitalism. The 

chest fell from the oak tree, and this was the beginning of the end of capitalism. 

 

In October 1990, just when the "potato march" of paratroopers took place in the USSR, I gave a 

lecture at Columbia University (New York, USA). One of those present sarcastically 

asked: "Don't you think that the bell is ringing for communism?" I answered right off the bat, in a 

Johnson style: "Don't ask for whom the bell tolls - it tolls for you . " And he explained: the end of 

the USSR will be the beginning of the end of capitalism; from now on, in spite of the outward 

triumph, it will be a flash before death. The audience did not agree with my thesis: they didn’t 

understand, or rather, didn’t want to understand. But I was right. To better understand this 

thesis, its essence and logic, you need to look at the origins of the cap-system, its evolution. 

zavtra.ru/blogs/zhizn_i_smert_kapitalizma 

 

 



Clash	of	global	elites	for	a	post-capitalist	future	
 

2020 has turned into a lot of troubles for the world. The epidemic of a new type of coronavirus swept 

all continents, causing the largest economic crisis since the Great Depression, and the main world 

power, the United States, was mired in unrest. The director of the Institute for Systematic Strategic 

Analysis (ISAN), academician of the International Academy of Science (Innsbruck, Austria) spoke in 

an interview with the Institute of Russian Strategies about how the international system of relations 

is changing under the influence of current events and what place Russia can take in the new world. 

Andrey Fursov 

 

RUSSTRAT: Andrei Ilyich, speaking about the international situation, it is reasonable to 

start with the most burning topic - the coronavirus epidemic. Observers interpret what 

is happening in different ways. In your opinion, is the reaction of states justified by the 

epidemiological situation? What role does the political factor play here? Or is it 

completely deliberate manipulation, attempts by the "deep state" to experience certain 

types of influence? 

- As Comrade Stalin taught, if some accident has serious political consequences, then you need 

to take a very serious look at it. 

 

The fact that there is some kind of epidemic with deaths is obvious. The fact that all this does 

not attract a pandemic, even in purely quantitative parameters, is even more obvious. Most of 

the measures to combat the alleged pandemic are clearly redundant. WHO, which declared a 

pandemic, is an organization with a bad reputation for corruption and crooks. Several years 

ago, she already tried to intimidate and blackmail the world, promising millions of deaths from 

the swine flu. 

 

Then it was not possible to bungle a pandemic; there was an investigation; Several WHO 

leaders were kicked out in disgrace, but the deed was done: WHO-affiliated corporations raised 

$ 18 billion. In 2020, as in 2013, there were hysterical forecasts of millions of deaths, but this 

time almost all states joined the WHO as if on command, subscribing to the "new dress of the 



king" and sacrificing sovereignty or what was left of it. 

 

Moreover, Johnson and Merkel began to sow panic themselves, clamoring about the inevitable 

millions of victims. A statesman does not have the right to behave in this way; he must instill 

confidence in his fellow citizens. By the way, the Russian Federation "signed up for a pandemic" 

when there were only two dozen cases in the country. 

 

In 2020, everything in the world turned out in a more organized manner than with the "swine 

flu", because they had carried out solid preparation in advance: in October 2019, "exercises" 

were officially held to combat the global coronavirus pandemic. 

It seems that we are dealing with a global scam that is unfolding in the form of an induced 

mental epidemic and pursues both economic (profit: medical equipment, masks, gloves, 

vaccine) and, to an even greater extent, socio-political goals, which should be focused on. in 

details. 

 

The 2008 crisis drew a line under the “fat years” of the world economy. They were associated 

with the plundering of the former socialist camp and allowed to postpone the terminal phase of 

the systemic crisis of capitalism by a decade and a half, which in the early 1980s was predicted 

in the United States by groups led by A. Gell-Mann, R. Collins and B. Boneer, and in the USSR - 

P. Kuznetsov and V. Krylov. The 2008 crisis was flooded with money, which by that time had 

already ceased to perform the five main functions of money, i.e. ceased to be money. 

 

The crisis did not go anywhere - the boiler was simply covered with a lid, which over time 

began to be thrown more and more, and in 2018–2019. the situation became more and more 

critical. Usually, in the history of the cap-system, such situations were resolved through world 

wars, but in the current world - an industrial one and stuffed with weapons of mass destruction 

of various kinds - this is extremely dangerous. The only area where you can try to "frolic" in this 

way is Africa, but this does not solve the problems of the cap-system. 

And then, like a joker from a sharpie's sleeve, the coronavirus turned up (tucked?). In a number 

of respects, he played the role of an ersatz war: a number of measures were taken around the 



world that were so unprecedented (both in scale and in the degree of excessive discrepancy 

between medical reality) that they can well be compared with wartime measures. This is: 

 

- closure of state borders, termination of international, and in some cases interregional 

transport links; 

- the introduction under the guise of so-called "self-isolation" of house arrests, temporary 

detention, i.e. in fact, the suspension of the constitutional rights of citizens with a particular 

defeat in the rights of the elderly under the guise of caring for their health (at the same time, 

those who had previously optimized / destroyed the health care system became concerned, 

which hit primarily the elderly); 

- stopping the work of entire sectors of the economy with an obvious probability of their 

destruction; 

- the establishment of strict measures of social and spatial control over the population (QR 

codes, video surveillance and other "delights" of what is called surveillance capitalism - 

"surveillance / control capitalism": almost according to Foucault: to oversee and punish); 

- the formation of the contours of a new stratification in accordance with the freedom of 

movement and independence from spatial and video control; 

- accustoming the population to strict control by the authorities, to obedience (wearing masks 

and gloves, despite their senselessness; I am not talking about who and what money makes on 

masks and gloves; the same applies to the future vaccine); in fact - social training; 

- implementation of a number of projects that are fundamentally important for global 

digitalists under the sauce of a "pandemic" and met with resistance; first of all, it is distance 

education, which is killing education as such ("Gref's dream"). 

 

The list goes on, but the point is clear. However, it seems that something went wrong with the 

global planners at the very beginning of May. The processes touched the interests of a certain 

part of the ruling strata in various countries, and the "emergency workers" faced the resistance 

of "normalizers", so to speak, "chemists" who strongly disliked "extraordinary alchemy". 

 

Even then, in one of my interviews, I said that we should expect the second move of the 



"alchemists from the emergency," namely, the creation of a certain movement on the wave of a 

mental epidemic, which should expand and deepen the effect of coronpsychosis. I thought that 

it would be some kind of ecological (or ecological backing) movement in the spirit of 

Tunbergism. 

 

I turned out to be right with the movement, but I was wrong with the "demon": the movement 

arose, but not on the ecological, but on the racial-social basis of "floydism" - Black Lives Matter 

(BLM); An entire country, the United States, was engulfed in chaos, with an eye on spreading 

the BLM movement to Europe, at least to the West. The result is chaos in the United States. 

 

RUSSTRAT: How does the picture of increasing control fit in with this chaos that is now 

happening in the United States? Many view the riots in the context of a head-on 

collision between Democrats and Republicans. But at the same time, both are often 

viewed as two factions of the same global governance club. Do you admit that American 

events are inspired from a third center, for example, from London or from somewhere 

else? 

 

- The world is much more complicated to be managed from one center, be it London, New York 

or (conditionally) Shanghai. In addition, we need to forget about Democrats and Republicans as 

party structures. The party form of political organization has outlived its obsolete, like politics 

itself. 

 

All over the world, parties have long turned into administrative-show-business structures of 

the ruling stratum. Where politics in the strict sense of the word did not exist, as, for example, 

in Russia and China, "parties", be it the CPSU, the CPC or what replaced the CPSU in the 

Russian Federation, are not parties, this is something else. Moreover, in the Russian 

Federation, even this something else is agonizing with the fading of the post-Soviet era. 

 

This is especially evident in attempts to create new ones instead of the old "post-Soviet 

parties". Initially, they were destined for the fate of "(with) powerful disabled children", whose 



bargaining position in relation to the authorities will be much weaker than that of the 

Communist Party of the Russian Federation or even the Liberal Democratic Party, who most 

often perform the function of "Nanai boys" for the authorities. 

 

In the United States, under the guise of "Republicans" and "Democrats" there is a struggle of 

completely different forces, a completely different, much more serious conflict is unfolding. We 

are talking about a fight within the top of the world capitalist class, about a fight for a post-

capitalist future, for who will cut off whom from this future and in it. 

Simplifying the situation somewhat, this conflict can be defined as the struggle of 

ultra- globalists with their installation on the stateless financial and corporate electronic-

digital world aka a concentration camp and globalists with their course of preserving the state 

(hence the struggle for sovereignty), modernized industry, and, consequently, securing certain 

positions partially shrinking workers and middle strata; at the same time, the state is 

subordinate to both the IMF and the World Bank, but, most importantly, it continues to exist. 

 

In the world of ultra-globalists, there is no state - it is the world of powerful corporations such 

as the East India Company or enclave territories - neo-Venice; a world inhabited by people, and 

in fact - biorobots without national, racial, religious and even gender differences. Both Obama 

and Clinton are ultra-globalists; today the face of ultra-globalism is Hillary Clinton, who was 

aptly dubbed Bastinda in LiveJournal (the evil sorceress from the Purple Land of Miguns in The 

Wizard of the Emerald City).  During his four years of presidency, Trump managed to break a lot 

of what the ultra-globalists were building: the transatlantic partnership, the trans-Pacific 

partnership, America's financing of WHO, etc. 

No need for illusions: Trump is fulfilling, and inconsistently and indistinctly, the will of a 

certain segment of the world, primarily the American capitalist class. Objectively, a part of the 

West European elites with right-wing attitudes is an ally of this segment - Steve Bannon is 

currently working on them. 

 

Until recently, the anti-state aspirations of the ultra-globalists had a strict limitation: before 

dismantling the United States, first it was necessary to dismantle the Russian Federation and 



the PRC; After all, the United States is not just a state (the last president of the United States as 

a state was Nixon), but partly a state, partly a cluster of TNCs, an iron fist of all globalists - both 

moderate and ultra. 

 

However, with the so-called digitalization, it became possible to nullify or, at least, 

significantly weaken at the same time the entire “big three” states, which are still in one way or 

another, albeit inconsistently, in the “step forward, two steps back” regime opposing ultra-

globalism. 

 

RUSSTRAT: How? 

- Nowadays there is a lot of talk about e-government, about the "digital state", which controls, 

first of all, social networks. Even such a term has appeared - netocracy (net - "network"). 

 

The "digital state" (quotes, because in the strict sense of the word it is not a state, it is a 

different form of power) exists partly next to the usual, institutional-hierarchical, partly (and 

most of it) is built into it - formally with the aim of increasing efficiency, process 

optimization. Essentially - to destroy it. Since networks are inherently supranational in nature, 

“digital statehood” is global power. 

 

As Z. Bauman noted, capital (and, I will add, everything else), which has turned into an 

electronic signal, does not depend on the state from which it was sent, on the states whose 

borders it crosses, and on the state to which it comes. Global digital power is being built over 

the state of the Modern era in the same way as the latter (it was for him Machiavelli coined the 

term lo stato) was built on in the 16th – 17th centuries. over the traditional local and regional 

structures of power, nullifying them in terms of organization and power. 

In the conditions of the triumph of Figures, if it takes place, the old state of Modernity, in 

principle, can not be destroyed to the end - it will remain a shell on which flaws can be 

attributed, or even something like a trained bear in a circus. 

 

Global “digital power” is almost the ideal form for the so-called “deep state”. Here you just 



need to clarify. First, not a “deep state”, but “deep power”, since the state is a formalized thing, 

and the so-called “deep state” is not. Secondly, we need to talk about the "deep states", they are 

in all the largest countries of the world, ie. about the structures (just like that, in the plural) of 

deep power (SHV). 

 

The process of registration of the SGV is from the 1960s to the 1980s. It is associated with the 

emergence of offshore companies, the financialization of capitalism, the development of 

transnational corporations, to which part of the special services and part of the state apparatus 

were largely reoriented - while formally both of them remained in the civil service. 

 

The control over drug trafficking and the illegal part of the arms trade, gold and precious 

metals, raw materials, in other words, the criminal global economy became an autonomous 

source of the SGA. Globalization started as the criminalization of the world economy, and its 

operators became, in the words of O. Markeev, “globalists before globalization”. 

 

Apparently, the SGV was formed in the Soviet Union (a triad: segments of the KGB / then GRU, 

party nomenklatura and the shadow economy supervised by them, primarily in Georgia, 

Armenia, the Baltic states, in the south of the RSFSR and in Ukraine). 

As a matter of fact, perestroika as the legalization of shadow capital and the transformation of 

power into property is mainly her handiwork, a process she carried out in cooperation with 

both the GFS of the largest states and closed supranational structures of the cap-system (and 

not like the notorious Bilderberg Club, but with much more serious - Cercle / "Circle", Siècle / 

"Century", etc.), and with these states themselves. 

 

The extent to which the "Soviet SGV" survived as an independent player, and to what extent it 

integrated into the political and economic structures of the modern world is an open question 

and not the most interesting one: completely different forces play a decisive role in the struggle 

for the world post-capitalist future, and this is certainly not "Republicans" and not 

"Democrats". They are, at best, shadows of real players. 

 



RUSSTRAT: Should we expect a conflict similar to the American one in the European 

Union? Many predict a continuation of centrifugal trends. Should we expect a breakup? 

- We saw performances in France, the Netherlands, partly in the UK and Germany in support of 

BLM, but the process did not go. The global movement did not work out of BLM, therefore, 

perhaps, the third move of the ultra-globalists will follow the coronabesy and floydism, if not to 

demolish then to dismantle the old world. Let's wait and see. 

As for the European Union, from the very beginning it was an artificial formation - and this 

despite the fact that after the destruction of the Roman Empire, constant attempts were made 

to restore a united Europe. The first attempt of this kind was the empire of Charlemagne, which 

de jure disintegrated in 843. After that, attempts to unite Europe developed along two lines - 

Guelph and Ghibelline. 

 

At the end of the XI century. a conflict broke out between the emperors of the Holy Roman 

Empire of the German people (the Hohenstaufen dynasty) and the popes. The Guelphs are 

those who supported the popes, representing mainly the aristocratic families of Northern Italy 

and Southern Germany; the Ghibellines supported the emperors, representing mainly the 

popular middle (burgher) and lower strata. 

 

After the defeat of the Hohenstaufens, the projects for the unification of Europe can be 

conditionally divided into "Guelph" (mostly "aristocratic") and "Ghibelline" (mostly 

"democratic"). The European Union, which Napoleon and Hitler tried to build, were Ghibelline 

with a little aristocratic "bitterness". The current European Union is a Guelph project, 

implemented under the American-Masonic "all-seeing eye" and in no small measure thanks to 

the destruction of the USSR. 

 

Once F.I. Tyutchev noted that with the advent of the empire of Peter, the empire of Charles in 

Europe is impossible. Indeed, it was the "flank state" (L. Dejillo) that historical Russia (albeit in 

alliance with another "flank state" - Great Britain) broke all attempts to recreate the 

Carolingian "central" empire, be it Napoleon, William II or Hitler. 

 



It is significant and symbolic that the European Union took shape simultaneously with the 

destruction of the USSR - the "avatars" of the empire of Peter I. At the same time, however, 

Western Europe swallowed something alien to it, something that it is unable to digest, and we 

know what happens as a result of indigestion. Eastern Europe in its current state, on the one 

hand, and the problems of Western European integrators (“the greed of the frayer ruined”), on 

the other, are the results of this indigestion. 

 

It is absolutely clear that there is the European Union for those who, as one Gogolian hero 

would say, “cleaner” - this is the Carolingian core, and for those who “went out for a walk”. The 

Carolingian core is a serious danger for both ultra-globalists and moderate globalists in the 

United States. 

 

They are trying to weaken it as much as possible with the help, on the one hand, of the pro-

Atlantic part of the West European elites, whose interests are guarded by the stupid and self-

righteous Brussels bureaucracy; on the other hand, the so-called "young Europe", in which the 

Polish leadership is most groveling. 

 

However, against the Carolingian core, the ultra-globalists and the United States (here their 

interests coincide, although not completely, but according to the principle of "Euler's circles") 

have a more powerful weapon - ethnic. They applied it in 2015 in the form of a "migration 

crisis", formally provoked by the Atlanticist servants of the Globezapad and Globamerica, which 

are intensively transforming Europe into the Post-West. 

 

For some reason, there were many young healthy men among the "unfortunate" migrants, and 

the "stormy stream" itself gave the impression of being well managed by hidden leaders. The 

most important thing for the planner is to prevent the bloc of China, Russia and Europe with a 

German core into something like a continental bloc à la Haushofer, only with China instead of 

Japan. 

 

RUSSTRAT: What should Russia do in such circumstances? You have pointed out more 



than once that no one will accept representatives of Russia into the world elite 

either. What should those who make decisions in Russia do in such conditions, how to 

ensure security and sovereignty, strengthen the status of Russia as a world power and 

expand the zones of influence? 

- Practice shows that those whom Disraeli called "masters of history", i.e. the world elite, 

consisting of British, American, Western European and Jewish elites, will never put Russians at 

the same table on an equal footing, be it autocratic Russia, the USSR, and even more so the 

Russian Federation. Rather, there will be Arabs, Indians, Chinese or Japanese. 

At the turn of the 1960s and 1970s, the stupid Soviet leadership fell for the Western decoy-

decoy in the form of detente (detente) and joining global projects through the Club of 

Rome. They naively believed that if the USSR was a superpower with nuclear weapons and the 

second economy in the world, its rulers would be allowed into the world Kalash row, the leaders 

of the USSR zealously joined the projects of the main enemy: 

- through the creation of the Eurodollar (the Moscow Narodny Bank as one of the main banks of 

the City of London in the 1960s), they participated with the Rothschilds: directly - in the 

creation of an unregulated world financial market, indirectly - in the creation of an invisible 

British Empire, which would subsequently, together with China, destroy the USSR ; 

- by playing "in oil" - with the Rockefellers. 

These tactical successes laid the foundation for the loss of the strategic historical initiative in 

relations with the West and, ultimately, the destruction of the USSR. 

 

Thus, the first thing that should be remembered by the representatives of the ruling elite of the 

Russian Federation, especially that part of it that is ready to make peace with the West on any 

terms, i.e. capitulating, surrendering anything and anyone, is the fate of Ostap Bender on the 

Romanian border. From the recent past - the fate of Boris Berezovsky. 

The second "memory" is as follows. In the context of the struggle for the future, only cohesive 

societies can survive, let alone win. those in which a relatively low level of social inequality and 

in which, no less important, the top and bottom share the same values and goals. 

 

A house divided in itself will not stand. A classic example is the rotten late autocratic empire, 



so beloved by virtue of the class closeness of the current "ilite" of the Russian Federation. One 

push was enough, and the wall collapsed, as the young Ulyanov-Lenin warned the tsarist 

gendarme in his time. 

 

Ergo: oligarchic regimes are doomed. If the population in them is a "food resource" incapable of 

ensuring the development of the top, then they themselves and this top are the "food resource" 

for the "big fish" of the cap-system. Here is such a food chain, according to Zabolotsky: "The 

beetle ate the grass, the bird pecked the beetle, / the Weasel drank the brain from the bird's 

head, / And the faces twisted in fear / Night creatures looked out of the grass." 

 

In order not to become intimidated by the nocturnal creature of the modern world and to throw 

the Post-West in the face of the Ilyamuromets “choke, Idolish”, you need to be strong in unity, 

which is achieved on the basis of social justice and a single value system. 

When you ask what to do in the emerging circumstances of Russia, I have a counter-question: 

which Russia - Russia of oligarchs or Russia of hard workers? These are different Russia. 

 

Moreover, even the Russian Federation of oligarchs is not something single (read O. Deripaska's 

recent interview carefully enough). Rather, it is a set of clan structures of a corporate and 

regional type, which have different interests and which are guided by the outside world, and 

not so much by states, but by individual corporations, clans, family unions, or even individual 

families (for example, someone - by the Windsor family ). 

This once again puts the power-social unity at the forefront as a factor not so much even of 

victory as of survival in the struggle for the future (perhaps, victory in these conditions is the 

last to fall, crushing the enemy to death), moreover, unity and the ruling stratum with the 

people, and inside the ruling stratum. 

 

Nuclear weapons alone are not enough for success in the 21st century. you need a powerful 

organizational weapon and no less powerful cognitive weapon - a real picture of the world 

based on new knowledge about the world and man. In this regard, one should not “be ashamed” 

- one should take its developments from the West, if, of course, it is necessary. The West was 



ready to learn from the Russians. 

 

In the early 1950s, US President Truman held a meeting with consultants to the newly formed 

RAND Corporation, including John von Neumann and Edward Teller, no introduction 

needed. So, von Neumann, the recognized leader of the US intellectual community, said that 

the secret of the Russians' strength is not in nuclear and chemical weapons, but in the fact that 

they have the absolute organizational weapon created by Lenin - this is a "party of a new type." 

 

After the meeting, the task was set: to study the phenomenon of the "party of professional 

revolutionaries" and prepare a secret report "Organizational weapons" (declassified in 

2005). This weapon was directed against the USSR. In the West, the bourgeoisie generally 

assimilate Marxism well. Gramsci threatened the top: "We will take your children", i.e. reformat 

them. It didn't work out. And the CIA reformed the youth in the 1960s, sending them as the 

new left versus the left. 

 

George Foster Dulles, Arnold Toynbee, Jacques Attali were admirers of Marx: in their opinion, 

he formulated the idea of a world government, but, as Attali noted, it would not be the 

proletariat, but the bourgeoisie who would implement it. And how do the inert and vulgar-

dogmatic "Marxist-Leninist doctrine" of the Suslov filling, on the one hand, and anti-Marxism 

and anti-Sovietism (the latent ideology of the influential part of the Russian leadership) of our 

current "Palestinians", on the other? 

 

In the West, the elite is studying Marx, Marxism, Lenin, Bolshevism, and, above all, from a 

practical point of view. "RF-ilitka" (Russian Federation), turns up its nose from all this, 

defiantly ignoring the 100th anniversary of October, the 150th anniversary of Lenin, the 200th 

anniversary of Marx. Well, and Marxism, of course, in contrast to the elite institutions of the 

Post-West, we no longer study. It is logical: peripheral natives are not allowed knowledge with 

secret potential. 

 

Over the past half century, many socio-political changes have taken place, new types of 



organizational weapons have been invented, the Cold War has ended, the experience of which, 

like the experience of the phenomenon of the USSR, is conceptually, theoretically, not 

comprehended either in our country or in the West. It is necessary to create a new 

organizational weapon on the basis of new theoretical knowledge, today Stalin's "Without a 

theory, death, death, death to us!" Sounds overly relevant. 

 

RUSSTRAT: In general, in your opinion, what will the political landscape look like in the 

conditions of the end of the post-Yalta peace and the formation of a new paradigm of 

international relations? 

- Today the world is changing so quickly that only trends can be predicted for a relatively long 

time. As Allen Dulles, a big fan of Kipling's “Kim,” said (loosely translated), a person can be 

confused with facts, but if he understands the trends, he cannot be fooled. 

The future is taking shape before our eyes. Time is now so condensed that the past instantly 

flows into the future, squeezing the present almost to the "point of singularity." At the same 

time, however, a deception of historical vision arises: since the line between the future and the 

past is almost erased, the past-future continuum is perceived as a lasting present. As a result, 

one and the same reality, as in the scrolling of a kaleidoscope, turns out to be either a long 

present, or the world of the past and the future without the present! 

 

This is a very difficult and difficult situation to predict. Given this difficulty, I would venture to 

say that in two zones of the modern world, the future, in my opinion, has already come. This is, 

first of all, China with its system of social rating and electronic control, which organically fits 

into the three thousand-year history of China and, as it were, completes it, crumples it. 

 

Secondly, this is Africa - a postcolonial neoarchaic world that extends beyond the enclaves 

belonging to TNCs. (TransNational Corporations). This is also a complete world in its own way, 

in it the dreams about which Czechoslovak travelers (and, I think, intelligence officers) I. 

Hanzelka and M. Zikmund wrote in the late 1940s, disappeared and reality triumphed, which 

will be more terrible than the "Heart of Darkness" J. Conrad: it is rather a picture depicted in 

"Lontano" and "Congo Requiem" by J.-C. Grange. 



 

As for Latin America, the USA, the European Union, Russia and the Muslim world, here the 

future has not yet been determined; here - the extended present, Present Continuous, which, 

however, at any moment can shrink into a point that shoots out the future. 

Much for the United States and for the world as a whole will depend on the American 

elections. The collective Bastinda, through the mouth of the Clintonachi, has already called for 

the forceful removal of Trump if he does not recognize Biden's victory, i.e. for Bastinda, senile 

Biden has already won and she has nowhere to retreat. In the event of a victory, Bastinda will 

launch an all-out offensive on many fronts, including the domestic American one. Russia will 

be one of the main directions, and then the "sleeping" will wake up. 

We almost certainly cannot influence the American elections, but the situation in the country 

can not only be corrected, but also necessary. To meet danger, having behind the "fifth column" 

- will be worse than Mamai, their own - is inadmissible. However, if the “fifth column” is a part 

of the power itself, its shadow, then such power is doomed: sooner or later the shadow will 

cease to know its place. 

Source - https://russtrat.ru/analytics/27-iyulya-2020-0010-1357 
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Chinese	slides.	About	the	falls	and	ups	of	the	Celestial	Empire	
 

Temporary failure 

When looking at Chinese issues in the context of world history, three dates are striking: 1970, 

2020 and 1820. 

 

In 1970, China, having experienced the Great Leap Forward and the Cultural Revolution, was in 

such a state, on the basis of which hardly anyone could have assumed that by 2020 this country 



would become the world's second or even compete with the United States. However, if we delve 

deeper into history and travel back to 1820, we will see that at that time the gross Chinese 

product exceeded the Western European product twice. Of course, the leading European power, 

Great Britain, was then technically the most developed, and China remained an agrarian 

country, but in terms of gross product, nevertheless, the ratio was exactly that. 

 

It should be remembered that China for two thousand years was economically one of the most 

developed countries in the world. We are accustomed to looking at history, including the 15th-

18th centuries, through the prism of the chronological period of the 1850s-1980s (plus-minus) 

- the time when the West dominated most of the world. But what are these 100-150 years 

compared to two or even three millennia? In a sense, history repeats itself: the world and China 

of 2020 seem to be returning to 1820. To what extent they will return, whether this process will 

stop or its spiral will unwind further, time will tell. 

 

Since the 1820s, Great Britain's pressure on China has sharply increased - the British have been 

clearing a site for the import of opium into China; they have launched this lucrative business 

since the end of the 18th century. As a result of two "opium" wars and the Taiping uprising that 

weakened Qing China, the British managed to establish their control in the so-called "treaty 

ports", which significantly limited China's sovereignty. At the same time, China's economic 

problems were growing. As a result, by the end of the XIX century. China has become what 

economists and historians call "an underdeveloped country." In 1980, an international seminar 

was even held in the USA on the topic of how it happened that the most developed country of 

the XIV century, China, by the end of the XIX century, came to a state of 

underdevelopment. Underdevelopment - compared to the industrial West, 

The integration of coastal regions, primarily the south of the country, led not to the emergence 

of an industrial bourgeoisie, but to the strengthening of traditional trading capital and the 

emergence of comprador groups, closely linked primarily with Great Britain. At the same time, 

the "Shanghai" model did not spread to the whole of China, in contrast to what happened with 

the Bombay-Madras model in India. On the one hand, the nature of China's inclusion in the 

world economy and politics is fundamentally different in comparison with Japan. China's size 



and demographic weight, on the other. And on the third - the confidence of the Chinese in their 

socio-cultural superiority over the West, and even during the period of the most difficult 

defeats from the "red devils" (even in the conditions of agonizing China, self-identification - "to 

be Chinese" - was never questioned). All this did not allow turning China into a colony. At the 

same time, integration into the world system could not but deform the natural development of 

the country. 

 

The turning point in the history of modern China was the period that I call the "long fifties of 

the 19th century" - 1848-1867/73. They began with the global crisis (1848) and the publication 

in the Far West of Eurasia of the "Manifesto of the Communist Party" by Marx and Engels 

(1848), and ended with the Meiji restoration in Japan (in the Far East of Eurasia, 1867), the 

publication of Volume I " Capital "(1867) and the beginning of an economic recession in 1873 

(1873-1896). 

 

It was during the "long fifties" that the West European (North Atlantic) world-system turned 

into a world system. This is very important: there can be several world-systems in the world, 

the world capitalist system is only one, and by definition it cannot and will not tolerate other 

world-systems in itself or next to it. By the middle of the 19th century, in addition to the North 

Atlantic world-system, two more existed in the world, albeit in a weakened form: the Russian 

and the Chinese. It is no coincidence that the Anglo-French West, as the core of the world 

system, almost simultaneously began a war against Russia (Crimean, 1853-1856) and China 

(the second "opium", 1856-1860). The British and their priests, the French, did not achieve 

their long-term goals: Russia was neither defeated nor completely driven out of Central and 

Southern Europe, all the more so since after a decade and a half we have returned part of the 

lost; China failed to turn into a colony. However, both Russia and China ceased to be world-

systems and began to economically transform, respectively, into a semi-periphery and a 

periphery of the world capitalist system, at least in part: by no means all regions of Russia and, 

to an even greater extent, China were included in the world economic circulation. 

 

What happened in China for hundreds of years without one year, between 1850 (the beginning 



of the Taiping uprising, the beginning of the turmoil - "luan") and 1949. (the victory of the 

communists and the unification of the country under their centralized power - the 

establishment of order, "zhi"), was a period of dynastic decline typical for the history of 

China. It can be compared, for example, with the era of the Three Kingdoms after the fall of the 

Younger (Late) Han, when Cao Cao did not manage to become the new Qin Shih Huangdi, or 

with the era of five dynasties and ten kingdoms between Tang and Song times. Of course, the 

modern era, the second half of the XIX - the beginning of the XX century gave the dynastic 

interregnum in China new features, dramatically complicated it in comparison with other 

"equivalent eras", but on the whole, the essence of China's temporary failure in the "Well of 

History" does not change from this. 

 

After radical left-wing experiments, sometimes reaching extremism and a low degree of civil 

war ("Great Leap Forward", "Cultural Revolution"), China in the late 1960s and early 1970s 

found itself in an extremely difficult situation. The solution to the Chinese problems came from 

the world level - from the United States as the "nuclear center" of the world capitalist system, 

which by the end of the 1960s had lost the economic race to the Soviet Union - not the USSR 

won, but the United States lost. 

 

Since 1968, as A. Salomatin wrote in the most interesting article "The Third Default of the 

Dollar, or The Last Ticket to the Titanic": “The United States as a single economic complex has 

ceased to be a profitable self-financed enterprise. […] In fact, this means the following: in 1968 the 

USA lost the economic competition to the USSR. The Soviet people turned out to be more talented 

and hardworking than the American people. But in the Soviet leadership at that time there was no 

longer a brilliant accountant, which, among other things, was I.V. Stalin. The Soviet leadership 

simply did not understand this simple fact ", - A. Salomatin concludes.  

 

But the leadership of the PRC understood everything and extended a hand to the Americans, 

offering themselves as a "workshop." The deal did not take place immediately, it took two 

Chinese provocations demonstrating certain intentions: the conflict on Damanskoye (1969) 

and the strange, if not taking into account the calculation of externalities, the war with 



Vietnam (1979). This war convinced the Americans and launched the so-called "reforms of 

Deng Xiaoping," which dragged China along a quasi-capitalist path.  

 

The PRC began to actively work for the American and world market, already in the 1990s, filling 

it with cheap goods of low quality, to put it simply, with junk, but the junk turned out to be in 

demand, and to such an extent that, as A. Salomatin writes, in 2006. almost $ 300 million 

worked for the US economy for freshly printed American money. Chinese. In addition, since 

debts have been the source of US development since 1968, the very "holding" of these debts by 

China in the form of securities also helps the US not to drown. 

 

In addition to the American line on the integration of the PRC into the world economy, there 

was also the British line, which in the twentieth century. started a little earlier than the 

American one, but laid down on strong, almost two-century ties of a number of British families 

with the elites of South China, from which many representatives of the communist 

nomenclature emerged. 

 

What has happened to the PRC over the past 30 years is referred to as a "Chinese 

miracle." Indeed, by some standards, this is a miracle, even if we forget about the social and 

environmental price paid for it, on the one hand, and the situation in which China finds itself 

today, on the other. However, when the Chinese successes of the last thirty years are hailed as 

unprecedented success in history, it makes sense to compare them with the "Soviet miracle" of 

the 1930s and especially the 1950s. Firstly, the USSR was a developed high-tech society, which, 

in terms of the parameters and levels of that time, cannot even be compared with today's 

China, especially since the Chinese are masters of showing and selling a shop window, first of 

all, an urban one, but there is also a Chinese village and 75% of the territory of the PRC. 

unsuitable for farming for environmental reasons. And this is also the result of the 

implementation of the capitalist path. Secondly, the Soviet Union acted as not just a country, 

but an alternative to capitalism of the world system - systemic anti-capitalism, and as soon as 

it began to really integrate into the cap-system, it embarked on the path of "delayed death." 

 



China, for all its successes in a number of areas, is not a world leader in high technology. In 

general, it is the "lower floor", the industrial workshop of the world economy, which is not 

controlled by the Chinese at all. China is not an alternative development option to capitalism, 

it is built into it, and therefore its goal is only to expand its zone of control and wait for the 

maximum weakening of the United States, whose place as a new world hegemon it will not be 

able to take anyway. And not only because there will not be one single hegemon in the post-

capitalist world of macroregions. The point is that a hegemonic country is always an innovator, 

and the Chinese do not possess this quality in the proper, "hegemonic" scale, they are talented 

borrowers and imitators. 

 

Someone will be indignant: how ?! And gunpowder, and a compass, and paper and paper money 

- isn't all this invented in China? The answer to this is simple: they can invent anything and 

anywhere, but there is an invention and there is an innovation. In order for an invention to 

become an innovation, favorable conditions are needed: socio-systemic, cultural, 

psychological. The ancient Romans knew what machine-type mechanisms were, but they used 

them during the holidays, for amusement - the introduction of such technology into production 

could destroy the foundations of the ancient slave-owning system. The brilliant Russian 

inventors of the 18th century anticipated some of the inventions of the British, but their works 

were not needed by the serf system, and the psychologically inert environment could not 

appreciate the technical capabilities. Soviet nomenclature in the second half of the 

1960s, proceeding from her self-group, quasi-class interests, she blocked the transformation of 

anti-capitalism into post-capitalism, i.e. into what was called "communism" in the language of 

official ideology. 

 

Thus, one should not confuse, firstly, inventions and innovations; secondly, borrowers / 

imitators (albeit talented) and real innovators. China borrowed and stole technology wherever 

it could. Another thing is that he turned these technologies to his advantage, including in 

competition with certain segments of the West. 

 

Using crises 



The watershed between 1970 and 2020, when China's rise took place, was marked by a number 

of important changes. I will name just a few - in my opinion, the main ones. 

- First, it is the growing crisis of the capitalist system. In fact, globalization is the expression of 

this crisis. Since the mid-1970s, the Western elite began to dismantle the capitalist system, 

which is now taking place in an already undisguised form. If Klaus Schwab, the organizer of the 

Davos Forum, openly declared in 2012 that capitalism does not correspond to the world that 

exists now, this means that the "mess" of dismantling capitalism has been brewed quite 

seriously, and a double epidemic - coronavirus and the associated mental - a powerful weapon 

of the world elite in dismantling the legal, political and socio-cultural supporting structures of 

capitalism; I'm not even talking about the economic one. 

- The second point is the structural crisis of the systemic anti-capitalism of the USSR, turned by 

internal and external forces into a systemic crisis, into the destruction of our country and the 

plundering by the West of the countries of the former socialist camp. This allowed the West to 

postpone its own crisis until 2008. In the mid-1960s, in the language of Soviet science fiction, 

the Soviet Union was late to the World of Noon of the XXII century, described by the 

Strugatskys, and instead ended up on the planet Tormans from Efremov's novel The Hour of the 

Bull. That is, into an oligarchic society, whose "decaying prosperity" or "gaping heights" we observe 

with our own eyes. 

 

- The third point is the short, happy life of the European Union. The EU rose immediately after 

the destruction of the USSR (this, of course, is not a coincidence), but it did not live happily for 

long - about a quarter of a century. Now, if he does not breathe, then at least he is experiencing 

very serious problems. De jure, the EU is likely to remain, but de facto it is already in many 

ways an illusion, a door painted on canvas. 

 

- The fourth point is the rise of Islamism and the Muslim reconquista in Europe in the form of a 

migration crisis. I must say that the Anglo-Saxons worked on this for a very long time, and their 

venture was largely crowned with success. However, this success is likely to backfire against 

them. Back in the 1930s, British intelligence began to create structures like the Muslim 

Brotherhood (a terrorist organization banned in the Russian Federation. - Ed.). And in 



Afghanistan, the Americans generally took a step that - here I agree with the writer A. 

Afanasyev - is a turning point and no less important than the revolution of Ayatollah Khomeini 

in Iran. The fact is that before the events in Afghanistan, the confrontation between the Soviet 

Union and the United States of America in the Third World countries developed as follows: we 

had our own Modern project, anti-capitalist or, more precisely, non-capitalist, the West has its 

own, capitalist. That is, there were two competing Modern projects. However, in Afghanistan, 

the Americans relied on the Islamists - on the anti-modern, launching a completely different 

process of confrontation with the Soviet Union, following the line of futuro-archaism and anti-

progress. 

 

In this respect, Islamism is a product of dual origin. On the one hand, it took shape in the 

Muslim world, on the other, it is a product of the activities of the special services of Great 

Britain and the United States. Now they are unraveling the consequences in full - it turns out, 

as in Parsnip's translation of Hamlet: "Go, poisoned steel, as directed." So she "stepped". 

 

- And the last, fifth (in a row, but not in importance) factor is the real rise of China, which 

coincided with the destruction of the USSR and the degradation of the Russian Federation. Are 

these events related? Yes - both externally and in essence! The weaker the USSR became, the 

stronger China became. 

 

In May 1989, the Chinese leadership did not allow the country to fall into chaos: the Zhi 

defeated the potential Luan. Tiananmen Square demonstrations were suppressed. Yes, with 

blood, but if they had not been suppressed, the civil war that could break out in China would 

have claimed many more lives. In 1989, China avoided major problems. But the USSR did not 

escape. In December 1989, the team of "bad guys", Gorbachev and Co., surrendered both the 

socialist camp and the country. This was done in two moves and in three days. How can one fail 

to recall Rozanov's about February 1917: Russia faded in two days, at most in three. The same 

thing happened with the USSR on three August days in 1991. But even earlier, on the first three 

days of December 1989, the socialist camp was handed over, and with it the USSR. At first, 

 



There are multidirectional processes in the two countries: the USSR and the PRC. In the 1960s-

70s, the USSR grew stronger, and the PRC weakened, in the 1980s China became stronger, and 

in the Soviet Union, Gorbachev's team, more precisely, the team that chose Gorbachev, 

Shevardnadze and other punks as their screen, gradually weakened country, destroyed its 

economy, social and political system. 

 

Was China interested in the weakening and disintegration of the USSR? Undoubtedly. But was 

China interested in the disintegration of Russia? In my opinion, no. Were the international 

forces that raised China interested in weakening and destroying the USSR? Yes. But did they 

want the destruction of the Russian Federation in 1991? Not everyone. I think that later the 

West regretted it, but at that moment the factor of China and the presence of nuclear weapons 

in Russia worked. 

 

What kind of forces were raising China, whose footprints are read in the historical sand? 

It has already been said about the Americans. However, no less, but most likely more important 

is the British footprint. This is a trace of both the state of Great Britain and the closed 

supranational structures of world coordination and management, at least of that part of them, 

which is directed by Albion. In 1956, with the Suez Crisis, the USSR and the USA dealt a 

decisive blow to the British colonial empire in its old form. After India's "withdrawal", this 

empire was already rapidly weakening, after Suez it collapsed. 

 

The British elite, experienced and sophisticated in the fact that A.E. Vandam (Edrikhin) called 

it "the art of fighting for life", one had to either accept and passively observe the extinction of 

what was obviously supposed to turn into a "pile of ashes" (Evelyn Waugh), or try to recreate 

the empire on a new - financial basis. The only country to which the British could make efforts 

to create an invisible empire was China, the southern part of which they began to develop from 

the end of the 18th century; especially since the opium trade enriched not only the British, 

including the crown, not only that part of the American elite, which is called the "Boston 

Brahmins", but also a certain part of the southern Chinese trading and bureaucratic clans. And 

these connections stretched from the beginning of the XIX century. at the beginning of the XXI 



century. 

 

In the first half of the 1960s, on both sides, the British and Chinese, with the help of individual 

proxies through family-clan channels, as well as through the lines of closed, special service and 

criminal structures through Singapore and Hong Kong, bridges were built and a scheme for the 

construction of the invisible British empire 2.0. began to come true. However, as long as the 

USSR existed, neither the invisible empire (even if it had secret agents in the Soviet 

"establishment"), nor China (even after its industrial connection to the American economy) 

could develop at full power. Therefore, it was Great Britain and the PRC (as well as Israel) that 

were, in my opinion, the main, primary interests of not just the weakening, but the destruction 

of the USSR. USA and FRG - in the second place. 

By the way, in the FRG there was also a segment interested in the destruction of the USSR, 

especially after Gorbachev surrendered the GDR and Honecker, and when nothing depended on 

the USSR. Now you could think about revenge. 

 

The segment in question was closely associated with the Fourth Reich as an integral part of the 

Nazi International. The theme of the National International has been poorly studied for a 

number of reasons, although traces of this structure are readable, its representatives actively 

"frolicked" mainly in two regions: in Latin America and in the Middle East. Nasser's advisor, for 

example, was a high rank in the SS. The National International did a lot to exacerbate relations 

between the United States and the Soviet Union in the late 1950s, its people always 

remembered about revenge. Having contributed to the West German Anschluss of the GDR, the 

"bad guys" created objective conditions for its implementation - perhaps, "Herr Gorbachev" 

turned out to be "the best German of the 20th century" and received his "basket of cookies and a 

jar of jam" as the equivalent of 30 pieces of silver? 

In the 1970s and 1980s, China, among other things, "jumped out" in the confrontation between 

the USSR and the United States. In history, this is a classic: Sparta rose in the process of 

confrontation between Athens and the Persian state, France in the XIV century was exalted due 

to the rivalry of emperors and popes, and this ended, as you know, with the fact that the popes 

went to Avignon for 70 years - the famous Avignon captivity of popes took place French kings, 



so from an unexpected side came retribution for the unfortunate Hohenstaufens. Similarly, it 

emerged in the 19th century. Germany, while the British were turning their suspicious 

attention to France so that it would never rise again. Roughly the same thing happened with 

China: during the Soviet-American rivalry, it received "room to breathe." 

 

Stable Marxism 

In the past 2025 years, we have repeatedly talked about the "Chinese lesson for Russia," that if 

the late USSR and then the Russian Federation moved along the path of Dengxiaoping China, if 

we had our own Deng Xiaoping, then everything would be all right ... 

 

But it is not a matter of personalities, but of social forces choosing a certain path. Neither 

Andropov nor Gorbachev decided where the USSR would go. The first was the frontman of the 

cluster of the KGB nomenklatura that formed in the 1940s-1950s and 1960s-70s, which naively put 

on integration into the Western world. The second, just like Shevardnadze, was only a pawn in 

someone else's game. That is, the very formulation of the question "if Gorbachev were Deng 

Xiaoping" was initially incorrect. He could not have been Deng Xiaoping - they put him not for 

this, I am not talking about personal characteristics. By the mid-1970s, a pragmatic cluster had 

formed in the Soviet Union, which sought to change the social system, to turn power into 

property. This cluster needed a "screen brigade" to which the narrow-minded, corrupt, vain, and 

most importantly, easily manageable people. Then the whole team was selected. First, the 

eldest - all these Gorbachev-Shevardnadze and others, later - the younger audience, that is, the 

students of IIASA (International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis) - all the well-known 

"heroes" of the post-perestroika period. This is one side of the matter, and there is another. 

 

As the saying goes, "grandfather could not become a grandmother" also because the Soviet 

Union, a highly developed industrial society - just like the GDR - no one in the West would 

allow to integrate into the world economy in the highly developed state in which these 

countries were in the late 1980s. Nobody needs competitors. In the interests of Western capital, 

it was necessary first to destroy the Soviet Union, and then to carry out de-industrialization, 

which was done in the 1990s. With the GDR, the West Germans generally turned the Anschluss 



- this is how the so-called "reunification of the two Germany" is increasingly called today in the 

West itself - the cornerstone myth of the European Union. In a barbaric manner, in two or three 

years they dealt with the economy of a country that was one of the top ten most developed 

countries in the world. Only by destroying the highly developed socialist economy of 

competitors, it was possible to allow them to "enter" the capitalist system, and their leaders "to 

write into the bourgeoisie." Actually, the destruction of Russian industry was the payment for 

"entering the bourgeoisie" as a grassroots, six-raw material segment. Do not believe the silly 

tales that in the 1980s the USSR was economically on its last legs. This is a myth that was 

invented by "perestroika" and "post-perestroika". Some - to justify the destruction of the USSR, 

others - to justify the plunder and the inability to do anything worthwhile. But the West could 

calmly let China into integration, since at that time the PRC did not pose any economic threat, 

its economy had not to be destroyed, but to be raised, 

 

Another frequently debated question: is China a threat to Russia? There are two extreme points 

of view. One: China is an enemy, it must be feared. Second: China is a friend, we are brothers 

forever. In fact, in real politics there can be no friends. There are only allies and 

interests. China is undoubtedly a tactical ally of the Russian Federation in the situation in 

which it finds itself at the moment. In principle, any large country poses a threat, especially an 

overpopulated country with an abundance of male population, experiencing economic 

problems and bordering on the Russian Federation. Therefore, it is necessary to act according 

to the unchanging wise principle: "our armored train is on a side track." And besides, of course, 

it is necessary to comprehensively study the modern world: first, ourselves; secondly, our 

enemies; thirdly, our neighbors. 

 

The paradox is that we are entering the period of the terminal crisis of capitalism without truly 

adequate science either about it, or about Russia, or about the West, or about the East, or about 

the world as a whole! Even worse, we find ourselves, in methodological terms, if not in a desert, 

then in a semi-desert. In 1991, Marxism was thrown into the trash heap in the Russian 

Federation, and theory in general was thrown out together with Marxism! As you know, Stalin 

once said: "Without a theory, we have death, death, death! .." 



 

It is another matter that in the Soviet Union, since the mid-1950s, social science theory has 

developed very little, sporadically. There was only a gradually ossified ideology that blocked the 

real development of the theory; This situation gave rise to many an interest in Western 

sociology, and often an uncritical interest and not the best examples. After 1991, a turbid 

stream of second-rate Western theories and concepts poured into the Russian Federation, 

many of which in the West itself have long been put into scrap (a classic example is a scheme 

called "totalitarianism"). Around and on the basis of this waste material and Western grants for 

the development of it, a whole cluster of comprador social science has been formed, 

conceptually often working in the interests of others, i.e. in the anti-Russian plan. While in the 

West, for example, 

 

To understand the modern world and to respond to its challenges, it is necessary to develop a 

new theory, fundamentally new knowledge. Over the Post-West (with his attention to Marx), 

this problem also looms more and more, but even the special services have already begun to be 

puzzled by this issue. Thus, the leading intelligence services of the Anglo-Saxon countries, 

together with several history departments of the leading universities in Great Britain, began to 

train historians in fundamentally new specialties, in which they traditionally are not trained: a 

systems historian and an investigative historian. Since the special services there took up this 

process directly, it means that the Post-West really got hot. 

 

In this respect, we are still mainly rewriting (commenting on) second-rate Western economic, 

political science and sociological theories and continue to destroy our own higher 

education; basic science in the field of social science has already been destroyed. It turns out a 

kind of "roadside picnic" with the obvious prospect of becoming a "picnic in the trash heap", 

into a game on the "field of miracles" in the Land of Fools. 

 

To prevent this from happening, a new science of society is needed. This is certainly not a 

sufficient condition for moving forward, but a necessary one. A sufficient condition is an 

imperious will, which does not allow to sit on the defensive forever and make excuses, but 



forces you to attack! We need a real picture of the world because it is the most powerful weapon 

in psychohistorical warfare. And in developing such a picture of the world, undoubtedly, one of 

the most important tasks is the study of China as a system, its place in the world. 

https://zavtra.ru/blogs/kitajskie_gorki 

 

 

The	benefits	of	knowing	statistics	and	history	
 

From 1922 to 1953 Political items have convicted 4,060,306 people ,  to the death were 

sentenced 799,455 people. 

 

This is not the "impressionism" of the "Gulag Archipelago", but documentary data obtained and 

verified by researchers from the Russian Federation and the United States. 

 

Thus, we are talking about less than 2% of the population. Is it a lot or a little? For me, 0.002 is 

a lot. But these are emotions. An objective scientific approach requires comparison, and then 

the situation becomes clear. For example, compare the number of peasants who died during the 

famine of 1931-1932. in the poor USSR, and the number of Americans who died - now, 80 years 

later, are forced to admit in the United States - from hunger during the Great Depression of the 

early 1930s in rich America. This is 4-5 million. In addition, often in the USSR, political articles 

were "sewn" in those cases when the authorities did not want to recognize the facts of major 

theft of their representatives (the people's government cannot steal from the people) and other 

non-political crimes of its representatives that compromise it ... But the main thing is not even 

this, but something else. 

 

Destalinisers record the years of "Stalinist repressions" and the period when Stalin was not the 

number 1 person in the country. So, in 1921-1922. power in the RSFSR was in the hands of 

Lenin and Trotsky, in 1923-1925. No. 1 was Zinoviev, in 1926-1928. - Bukharin. Yes, Stalin's 

position was constantly strengthened in the 1920s, during the period of the alliance with 

Bukharin he was stronger than during the triumvirate with Zinoviev and Kamenev, and yet he 



formally became No. 1 only in 1929, defeating Bukharin's team. But only formally, because even 

in 1932, as the Ryutin case showed, Stalin could not single-handedly decide how and whom to 

repress, even of those "whom" were planning to overthrow him. The situation changed only in 

1935-1936, that is, from the 32 years of "Stalinist repressions" we must immediately subtract 14 

years, most of which were carried out by international socialists, 

Stalin was creating a state . A communist, but a power, and not a land republic, he built 

the country, and did not create a world revolution. 

 

But even with the Stalinist period, not everything is so simple. Historian Yu.N. Zhukov, on the 

basis of extensive historical material, convincingly showed all the ambiguity of the essence of 

the so-called "Stalinist repressions". In the course of work on a new constitution, Stalin 

proposed introducing a provision on alternative elections into it. This was sharply opposed by 

the "regional barons" (Khrushchev, Eikhe and others) and "heroes of the civil", who feared that 

the people would choose a "counter" - representatives of the intelligentsia, priests, former 

White Guards, etc. but, in order to fully insure themselves, the "barons" and "heroes" decided to 

strike a preemptive strike against those strata of the population that caused them the greatest 

fear. The main “butchers” were Khrushchev, who later, retired, admits that his hands are 

covered in blood, and Eikhe. 

 

1) passively - where he could, he reduced the planned scale of repression; 

2) actively - launched repressions against the elite, which began mass terror ("go, poisoned 

steel, as intended", if you wanted terror - get it). 

 

Thus, in the so-called "Stalinist repressions" of 1937-1938. (since the end of 1938, the 

repression has been declining, the "Beria thaw" begins - about 20% of the repressed are 

returned from prisons and camps) there is not one Stalinist "layer" (it was, no one denies it, but 

the historical truth is much more complicated), but several: the anti-Stalinist mass, behind 

which the nomenclature stood , which defended its group positions, and Stalinist itself as a 

reaction to him. In addition, within the framework of both "strata", a significant part of the 

repressions is associated with the clarification of relations with each other of the various 



enkavedesh clans (this issue has been well covered by L. Naumov and others). And this further 

narrows the scope of the Stalinist "part" of the repressions, the victims of which were many of 

those who began these repressions in 1936-1937, those who raped the country in the 1920s, 

who sought to turn Russians into brushwood for a dredging fire, who decoded the Cossacks and 

poisoned the Russian peasants with gases. 

 

"Destalinizers-2011" lament: repression has fallen on the best. Who are the best? The 

Zinovievs, the Carussian people? Eikhe, postyshevs, Tukhachevskies, yakirs? Repressions fell 

upon those who woke the Russian dashingly. As N. Korzhavin noted in the poem "Naivety", 

"and just a bribe, not punishment came to them in the thirty-seventh year." Russian sovereign 

Soviet-patriotic (for the first time they started talking about Soviet patriotism in 1936; in the 

same year they stopped celebrating November 7 as the First Day of the World Revolution), the 

answer to the internationalists came twenty years after the revolution of 1917 and ten years 

after Stalin's turn from the world revolution to the Soviet state. 

 

The destalinizers blur out the main thing: the best for them are the heroes of the 1920s, the 

heroes of the Leninist guard (read: oligarchy) and Trotsky's team, under whose influence Lenin 

was in the last two years of his life. It is precisely in the era of the domination of the 

cosmopolitan-Bolshevik oligarchy, dug-outs, and world-revolutionaries with their NEP 

that today's "liberals" - the heirs of the Trotskyists and dug-outs would like to return . Yes, 

yes, today's "liberals" are the right-wing heirs of left-wing internationalists / globalists 

and their objective allies from Finintern - right-wing globalists, so to speak, a right-

Trotskyist bloc stretched out in time. 

 

The connecting link between today's "liberals" cosmopolitans and left-wing internationalists 

are the sixties, who dreamed of returning to the days of "Leninist norms" and "commissars in 

dusty helmets" - the very ones who destroyed the Russian people and to whom this people in 

the 1930s adequately responded. The sixties is the reactionary utopia of Soviet society, the 

ideological formulation of the partial return under Khrushchev to the power of those whom 

Stalin purged from this power; we are talking not so much about specific people as about 



ideological heirs, oriented towards the “internationalization” of Russia, towards “universal” 

(read: Western) values, who admired the West in principle, no matter revolutionary or counter-

revolutionary. Significant, albeit different, figures are Evtushenko and Yulian Semyonov. It is 

also significant that both, according to knowledgeable people, had Andropov's personal phone, 

 

It is indicative that "all human beings", whether they are world revolutionaries-dredgers or 

today's ultraliberal-de-Stalinizers, do not like Russians. And in general, both for the fact that 

the Russians do not want to be the raw material for their progress (well, they do not want, 

impudent people, to climb into the stove themselves - their consciousness is not modernized), 

and for the fact that Stalin relied mainly on the Russians, ousting from power and multiplying 

the international socialists by zero. Of course, Stalin was never a Russian nationalist, as some 

zealous people try to portray him, so to speak, out of an excess of feelings, sir. He was an 

imperial sovereign who saw danger in any nationalism, be it Ukrainian, Georgian, Jewish or 

Russian (it is indicative: the main event of the late 1940s was not the “fight against 

cosmopolitans” that was later inflated, but the “Leningrad affair”, whose defendants were 

suspected of intending to create the Russian Communist Party in the RSFSR, that is, in Russian 

nationalism). On the "Leningrad" and planted, and against the wall was delivered much more 

than for "servility to the West." 

 

At the same time, being an imperial socialist, Stalin understood that the project of the Red 

World System, alternative to capitalism, with its own world market, with the complete ousting 

of the backstage from the Soviet leadership, could be implemented only with the active support 

of the power-forming people, that is, the Russians. Hence the course, quite obvious since the 

mid-1930s, towards the "nationalization" of communism and its integration into Russian 

history; 

 An even more decisive step was taken during the war. During the time of ex-Trotskyist 

Khrushchev, there was a noticeable backlash-revenge, however, firstly, not to the end - after 

all, a decade and a half of real Stalin's rule, despite a number of mistakes, inconsistencies and 

forced compromise actions of the leader, could not pass without a trace.  

 



Secondly, the Brezhnev team in their own interests slowed down this process - the official 

"internationalization" / cosmopolitanization of Soviet communism was slowed down (but as 

subsequent events showed, it was not stopped).  The emphasis, especially after the 

Czechoslovak events, was placed on the state-patriotic aspects of the development of the USSR 

- but it was made vague and inconsistent, which, among other things, facilitated the 

formalization of Gorbachev's regime.  

 

Nevertheless, it was precisely this state-patriotic turn that the sixties, dissidents and a certain 

part of the nomenclature, including the pro-Western-commercialized segment of the KGB, 

could not forgive Brezhnev, whose agents, "blind" or "sighted", they were ("Andropov's 

line"). The Brezhnevites did not allow the USSR to be modified in a quasi-capitalist way - this 

process remained limited to the shadow part of society, however, it seized an ever greater part 

of it and pushed the situation in the direction of changing the places of the owner and his 

shadow. This process was especially accelerated by the "Kosygin" reforms, "detente" and a 

sharp jump in oil prices. 

 

And this limitation of the "liberalization of the economy" to the shadow zone, too, could not 

forgive Brezhnev "perestroika", who had already come to power with the idea of changing the 

system: first "nepization", and then capitalization of the USSR. So, historically, Stalin and 

Brezhnev, with all the difference and incomparability of these figures, ended up in the league of 

the “bad" ones, and Lenin, Khrushchev and, of course, Gorbachev - in the league of the ”good" 

heroes (shadow heroes, thieves, traitors and bourgeois) ... I am not accidentally talking 

about the difference between Stalin and Brezhnev and their models of "real socialism", 

since the Brezhnev model is a rejection of the Stalinist one, and its triumph means an 

almost complete de-Stalinization of Soviet society that occurred in the late 60s, "proud 

and pot-bellied", as exactly and is juicy sung in the song "Lube". 

From the book of A.I. Fursova - “ Forward, to victory! Russian success in retrospect and 

perspective. Fourth edition, supplemented. " 
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Andrey	Fursov:	"Fragile	Balance"	by	Dehillo	
 

Ludwig Dejillo was born in 1888 in Königsberg, educated in Berlin and Strasbourg. In 1922 he 

joined the Secret State Archives (Berlin) and in 1933 became Director of the Archives of the 

House of Hohenzollern. From 1946 to 1958 Dejillo served as director of the German State 

Archives in Marburg an der Lahn, from 1948 to 1956 he was editor-in-chief of the prestigious 

journal of German historians "Historische Zeitschrift". Among his works are Germany and 

World Politics in the 20th Century (1959) and A Fragile Balance (1948/1962). 

 

The overriding task of Fragile Balance is to show how and why in the middle of the twentieth 

century. Europe and the world have come to a situation of division into the American and Russian 

zones of influence, when Europe has lost not only its dominant role, but simply its independence in 

world politics. Logically, in a certain sense, we are talking about a geopolitical analogue of 

Spengler's "Decline of Europe". 

 

Dejillo's book is written with the clarity characteristic of the German mentality, the German 

intellectual tradition. Starting with the emergence of a system of states in Europe (Chapter I), 

the scientist explores the main phases of the struggle for domination in this system: under 

Philip II in the second half of the 16th century. (Chapter I), under Louis XIV (second half of the 

17th - early 18th centuries - Chapter II), under Napoleon (Chapter III) and under the two 

German Reichs - Wilhelm II and especially Hitler (Chapter IV). 

 

In his work, Dejillo offers a simple and clear outline of the vicissitudes of the struggle for 

dominance in Europe over the past 400 years. In his opinion, since the 16th century. in Europe, 

a unique phenomenon began to take shape - a system of states. However, the pan-European 



process had a rehearsal on a small, narrowly regional scale - the system of Italian city-states of 

the 13th – 15th centuries. with a special role of the island ("amphibious") Venice. However, it 

was precisely the chamber nature that prevented the Italian system from developing and it 

became a victim of larger political formations, as happened with the ancient poleis conquered 

by Philip II of Macedon, the father of the great Alexander. 

 

The emerging European system of states was threatened from the very beginning - to be 

destroyed and absorbed, becoming part of the pan-European empire of Charles V of 

Habsburg, whose possessions were larger than the empire of Charlemagne.... Note: by the 

irony of history, Medieval Europe ended, and New Europe began with what ended late Antiquity 

and began the Middle Ages - with an attempt at a common European empire. The empire of 

Charlemagne was undermined by the feudal system, the empire of the great Charlemagne was 

also undermined by the emerging system of European states. In a sense, the formation of the 

latter can be viewed as an uprising or even a national-monarchical revolution against the 

common European empire. In the clash of these two principles of organization, two types of 

systems, modern European history was born, which at the moment of birth, if not vaccinated 

against imperialism, then at least a strong genetically determined impulse and will to resist it. 

 

Dehillo, unfortunately, does not analyze in detail the very moment of birth, the genesis of the 

system, which, as you know, determines the main features of its further functioning and loses 

sight of the fact that on the historical scales on the bowl of the system of states there was a 

heavy weight - an emerging world market, adequate to the world the political form of which 

was the international - international - system of states (nations). Dejillo as a whole skips this 

moment, focusing not on Charles V, but on his son - Philip II and Mein Kampf for dominance in 

Europe with European states, first of all - with Holland and England. In this battle, the West 

European model of the struggle for domination took shape in its foundations, which had 

several structural features and differences. The most important of these are the 

following. 

 

First . In the struggle for domination in Europe (and over Europe), continental and maritime 



powers confront each other (successively: Spain (Habsburgs), France, Germany, on the one 

hand, Holland, Great Britain, and from the beginning of the 20th century, the United States, on 

the other. of how in the second half of the 17th century England gained the upper hand over 

Holland, the Anglo-Saxons (Great Britain and the USA, since 1917, and possibly a little earlier - 

the USA and Great Britain) embody the maritime (island) principle in geopolitics. 

 

This confrontation did not exclude conflicts between the continental powers themselves and 

between the maritime powers themselves, however, the axial contradiction of the system was 

that between the maritime and continental powers, Dejillo said. 

 

Second. In connection with the confrontation of the sea power of England with the continental 

Spain, France and Germany, control over the estuaries of the rivers flowing into the North Sea, 

that is, over the coastal territories of Holland and, to a lesser extent, Germany, acquired a 

decisive role for the "sailors". So the "patch" of the old medieval Flanders acquired a new 

cardinally important geopolitical significance and the attempt on its life by the "continents" 

immediately provoked a violent reaction from Albion and a war. Here, to Dejillo's thesis, it 

must be added that England sought to control not only the estuaries of rivers in northern 

Europe, but in general all outlets to the sea, especially in Europe, and strategically important 

islands. "England loves balance on the seas so much, locking their exits and bombarding 

peaceful foreign docks," thus generally blocking access to the open sea to all other peoples of 

Europe, 

 

Third. Since the unification of Europe into a continental (peninsular) empire was contrary to 

the interests of the maritime powers - Holland, and then Great Britain, the existence of a 

system of states, and not a single pan-European empire, corresponded to their interests. The 

maritime powers fought to preserve this system and always sided with those European states 

that became or could become victims of the most powerful continental power - a claimant to 

the role of an imperial unifier. Thus, European freedom and the very existence of a system of 

states turned out to be closely connected with the economic and political interests of the most 

powerful maritime powers, especially Great Britain. In this regard, Dejillo pays special 



attention to the role of the Anglo-Saxon maritime states (nations) - Great Britain, and then the 

United States - in the development of the European system of states. The British and 

Americans, as the author of The Fragile Balance writes, counterbalanced the continental 

nations of Europe that were claiming domination. The last such nation was the Germans, and 

one of the main tasks of Dejillo's book is to induce the Germans to self-analyze, "pushing away" 

from the catastrophe of defeat in 1945. 

 

Fourth. The system of European states functioned cyclically: periods of sharp battles for 

domination in it (Dejillo calls them the rise, or surge of waves), sharp rises in the tension curve, 

alternating with relatively calm conflicts, which are characterized only by local wars (for such 

periods, Dejillo uses the metaphor of failure, collapse, wave fall into the depths). 

Dejillo considers the wave peaks of the wars of Charles V, Philip II, Louis XIV, Napoleon, 

Wilhelm II and Hitler, and periods of decline - failure - the segments, respectively, between 

Charles and Philip (barely noticeable), Philip and Louis, Louis and Napoleon, Napoleon and 

Wilhelm, Wilhelm and Hitler. 

 

The diagram is generally clear, although some parts of it do not look entirely convincing. From 

the point of view of formal logic, the struggle of Charles V is the emergence of a system of 

states preceding its normal, "model" functioning (as Hegel said, when a thing begins, it does 

not exist yet), and therefore must be taken out of the scheme as an act of its creation, like her 

Big Bang. It is difficult to say which was the more important test for Europe - "the great 

strategy of Philip II" (J. Parker) or the Thirty Years' War (1618-1648). The Seven Years' War 

(1756-1763) - is it a "comb" in the middle of a failure, or is it a segment that, together with the 

revolutionary Napoleonic wars, forms another thirty-year war for domination in Europe - the 

Anglo-French? Some historians throughout the period 1914-1945. singled out as another 

thirty-year Anglo-Saxon-German war for European and world domination, due to which the 

axis of the entire history of the struggle for hegemony in Europe (and the world system) turns 

out to be the thirty-year world wars. In other words, there is something to argue about and 

reflect on, and we will definitely do this in the afterword. 

 



Fifth. Analyzing the mechanism of reproduction, self-preservation and victories of the 

European system of states over those who encroached upon it (from Charles V to Hitler), Dejillo 

emphasizes the role and significance of such a factor - and this is one of the strongest and most 

interesting aspects of his book and schemes - as suddenly European powers, empires: first (in 

the 16th century) - Ottoman, and from the 18th century. - Russian. 

 

By forming an alliance with Sultan Suleiman II Qanuni ("The Legislator"; better known in 

Europe as "Magnificent") - a Muslim - against the Christian Emperor Charles V, Christian 

Emperor Francis I made an extremely important contribution to the new model of the struggle 

for dominance in Europe. Now a power external to Europe began to act as an ally of the system 

of states against the intra-European imperial-unifying inclinations. And therefore, one of the 

guarantors of the very existence of the European system of states and European geopolitical 

freedoms. In the XVIII century. The Ottoman Empire was replaced by Russia, an empire much 

larger and more powerful. 

 

It is safe to say: with the appearance at the beginning of the 18th century. which crushed the 

Swedes of the truly continental, i.e., the Eurasian Russian Empire, the continental-imperial 

integration of the peninsula of Europe became impossible. 

 

Thus, from the middle of the XVIII century. ("Seven Years War") and, obviously, since the 

Napoleonic Wars, the European system of states, in addition to the sea (island) power, has a 

powerful continental guarantor. At the same time, the interests of this external "guarantor" to 

preserve the European system of states with its geopolitical freedoms coincided - Dejillo shows 

this well - with the interests and raison d'être of the system as a whole and with the interests of 

another external guarantor - Great Britain. Since the systemic European (“anti-imperial”) 

interests of Great Britain and Russia coincided, it is not surprising that in the wars against the 

European “continents”, the “sailor islanders” and Eurasian continents acted as allies. 

 

Correctly noting the emergence already in the 1710s in a latent form, and since the 1810s in an 

open Anglo-Russian conflict, fixing the parallelism and similarities in the development of 



Great Britain and Russia, Dejillo, unfortunately, does not dwell on this Eurasian conflict in 

detail. It is clear that the German scientist is primarily interested in the European system of 

states, it is she who is the subject of his research. And yet, since the 19th century. The situation 

in this system is beginning to be determined by the Eurasian rivalry between Great Britain and 

Russia (a specific example is the Crimean War, which is the first all-Western war against Russia 

led by Britain), and since 1945 - the world rivalry between the USA and the USSR. Ironically, the 

victory over Hitler meant automatically the destruction of the European system of states as 

significant.Isn't the European Union an attempt to revive this system in a different era 

and on a different, economic basis? 

From A. Fursov's book - World Struggle. Anglo-Saxons against the planet 

 

 

Andrey	Fursov:	Was	there	an	oprichnina	tomorrow?	
 

 

Russian history demonstrates with crystal clearness: the subject of historically fateful 

breakthroughs in the development of the country is not the masses, not institutions and not 

individuals, but "extraordinary commissions", the first among which was the oprichnina 

of Ivan the Terrible . It is the extraordinary subject, the "professional emergency workers" 

who "turn on" the masses, organize and direct them. Lenin clearly recorded this in his 

"doctrine" about the "party of a new type." But what is a "new type of party"? This same 

"emergency" with an anti-system orientation - no more, but no less. Lenin in an anti-systemic 

way rationalized what had already been carried out twice in Russia by the authorities 

themselves and what the impotent power of Lenin was no longer capable of. 

 

It is the oprichnina who does the dirty work in Russian history, cleaning out the dirt and rot, driving 

the Russians Emel off the stove and, like a Shvekov corporal, reminding them: "Remember, brutes, 

that you are people." 

 

Today the Russian Federation is in a failure and in a dead end (a failed dead end). Are there any 



forces visible that can bring her out of this impasse? No. Institutions? No. The situation is 

similar to that of the 1560s and 1920s. Where did the decision come from in those distant 

years? From the split of the top - a part of it, led by the first person (king, secretary general), 

used extra-institutional means, rigidly placing the other part under control and at the service 

of the national / imperial (national-imperial) whole, acting in relation to this whole as a 

special, extraordinary organizations, almost orders ("corporations"). 

 

What caused the split? The fact that the heritage was eaten away, the material substance of the 

previous era, the previous system, and the question arose about the redistribution of the social 

"pie". And again we find ourselves in a situation similar, if not identical to the 1560s and 1920s: 

in the middle of the next decade, on the eve of the centenary of the October Revolution, the 

Soviet legacy will be almost completely consumed: industry, agriculture, housing and 

communal services, communications. Everything will fall into disrepair, since in recent decades 

nothing new has been created, the old has been eaten away - and it has been reckoned with by 

eaters (how not to recall the saying: only pigs eat and shit in the same place). As soon as this 

happens, the question will arise: who will be the main source of "accumulation" for movement 

into the future - the population or corrupt officials and "businessmen"? The authorities will 

have to choose, and any choice is difficult and dangerous. 

 

There is already almost nothing to take from the population, moreover, driven to 

despair, it can rebel - there is nothing to lose, and stupidly zombie telecasts, having 

reached the point of asymptotic saturation, will work counterproductive . Corrupt 

officials and "business" - a part of the government itself associated with crime and foreign 

capital - is also dangerous. Moreover, society is of a criminal nature (in many of its segments 

criminalization is becoming a form of social organization), it is mentally unhealthy, and any 

abrupt actions can lead to unpredictable consequences. And without harsh actions - a cover. 

 

The time for palliatives is over; “Invitation” of external government or trade in territories is 

unlikely and, most importantly, will not solve the problem. True, an attempt is possible to 

create on the territory of the Russian Federation some special zones, separated from the 



"rest" of the territory and connected with the global world, its centers to a much greater 

extent than with one's own country. In fact, these are enclaves of the global world. Kenichi 

Omae calls them region-economies, or region-states. A region-economy is a natural business 

unit of the "global information economy", which is a geographically isolated complex that 

solves its problems by attracting global resources and embedding itself in global commodity 

chains. 

 

A region-economy is a unit of production and consumption with a population of at least 5 

million people (otherwise an attractive market for consumer goods will not be provided) and no 

more than 20 million to ensure the unity of citizens as consumers. All over the world, Omae 

believes, there is an increase in such units. These are Silicon Valley in the USA, the Syutoken 

and Kansai regions in Japan, Baden-Württemberg in Germany, Languedoc - Roussillon - 

Catalonia (France - Spain), etc. 

 

It should be noted that all of these regions of the economy arise not in the midst of a sea of 

poverty and devastation, but as an organic vanguard of industrially developed economies. The 

emergence of such regions in poor countries will pose the task of effectively isolating / 

segregating them from the poor, up to the construction of walls a la medieval cities. Similar 

"neo-medieval cities" have already appeared, for example, Alphaville in Brazil. A huge city-

region, separated by powerful fortifications from the world of the poor, is described by K. 

Benediktov in the novel "Battle for Asgard". In Russia, the "Asgardians" will not pass - for 

the same reason that feudalism and capitalism did not pass here. Paraphrasing Tyutchev's 

phrase about Russia that she is Achilles with a heel everywhere, we can say that the Russian 

"Asgardians" will be solid heels, although they can exist for some time "under the banner" of 

innovations - until the innovative means are "sawed off" - they can. In short, wherever you 

go, there is a wedge everywhere, and the situation is neglected and intensified by the 

global crisis. 

 

Is it possible to end the infinity of the impasse with the help of the oprichnina, the application 

of the "oprichnina principle"? Russian history shows that it is possible. But it all depends on 



who, as in the “bloc” with what principle, will apply it. If the oprichnina principle is combined 

with the oligarchic principle, we will get the second edition of the St. Petersburg version. Using 

the terminology of the 20th century, it will not even be a right-wing authoritarian regime, but a 

right-wing totalitarian regime, or, more precisely, a totalitarian-anarchic regime, something 

like the one described by O. Markeev in the novel “The Unaccounted For Factor”.  

 

Let me put it bluntly: the right-wing dictatorship in post-Soviet Russia has little chances. She 

does not have enough of her own strength to hold out, which means that she will need “other 

people's bayonets” and external control. The occupation of Russia by outsiders has always 

ended badly for outsiders and for collaborators. 

 

If the oprichnina principle is blocked with the autocratic-national principle, then the result will be a 

left-wing dictatorship, and this option is much more likely, if only because in Russia power is always 

more important than property, and in this regard, from the point of view of Russian history, as post-

reform Russia, and the post-Soviet Russian Federation is the essence of socio-economic perversions 

(isn't it because there are so many sexual perverts in both - abyssus abyssum invocat, “the abyss 

calls upon the abyss”). 

 

A split of the top and a collision of two types of oprichnina - "Grozny" and "St. Petersburg", 

and this will be an innovation in the development of the oprichnina principle. Behind the first 

will be the scheme of nation-corporation and empire, behind the second - "region-state" 

("market-state"), relatively speaking, "Fifth Rome" against "Asgard". At the same time, all other 

things being equal, the oprichnina that will play more successfully on the world stage, using 

the contradictions of possible enemies and creating a network of international alliances, has a 

great chance of winning. A year ago, speaking at a congress on global issues in Havana, I said 

that corporations-nations (or states that have chosen this path, automatically assuming a left-

wing dictatorship) in the fight against neo-imperialism, transnational corporations and 

corporation-states need an alliance - something like the V International ... Among other 

things, this will force the bourgeoisie to dissipate forces. 

 



However, one more innovation, a twist of Russian history, is not excluded: the synthesis of the 

“Grozny” and “St. Petersburg” versions of the oprichnina, although many problems 

immediately arise here. But we are no strangers: Russia is a country that is both problematic 

and experimental; the principle often works here: “I don’t feel sorry for anyone: neither you, 

nor myself, nor him” (words from the song in the film “Boomer”). 

 

The victory of the "left oprichnina" is only the beginning of a difficult path, which can 

be characterized by the phrase of the hater of Russia, Churchill: blood, sweat and 

tears. The new oprichnina will unfold in a society much more decayed and criminalized than 

the Stalinist one. And this will undoubtedly leave its mark on the neo-cause - there is no need 

to harbor illusions here. 

 

Further. Present-day Russia is the exposed layers of defects of several epochs of Russian history 

at once, the ends and the beginnings in the chaos of the last decades have become entangled 

with each other - “everything has mixed in a wild dance” (N. Zabolotsky). 

The Russian Federation is a futuro-archaic society: next to the virtual world of the 21st century, 

there are material realities of the 18th – 19th centuries, not to mention the coexistence of 

different types of Russian people from different eras. Here you have Pugachev's "rabbit 

sheepskin coat", and the uniform of General Skobelev, and Budenovka and leather jackets of 

the Chekists and Lyuber, and the crimson jackets of the "new Russians." As O. Markeev, already 

quoted by me, noted, “the armored train of the next Russian revolution rams the borders of the 

twenty-first century with its forehead, and the tail cars are still dangling at the junctions of the 

nineteenth century”. The socio-economic heterogeneity of the country, reflecting the unsolved 

problems of several stages of different economic structures at once, i.e. unresolved in the past, 

"arrived" in the future - all these are also problems that will need to be solved, and quickly and 

simultaneously, while overcoming the resistance of the beneficiaries of the previous era, 

criminals and the passivity of the population. And, of course, the resistance of external forces. 

From the book of A.I. Fursova - “ Forward, to victory! Russian success in retrospect and 

perspective. Fourth edition, supplemented. " 
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Andrey	Fursov:	1939	-	who	unleashed	the	world	war?	
 

Like who? Of course, Hitler, the Third Reich is a common knowledge. Well-known? Indeed, 

Hitler invaded Poland, after which Great Britain reluctantly (pressure from America?) Declared 

war on the Third Reich and World War II (or rather, first a pan-European) war began. Gustave 

Le Bon, who once had no sympathy for Germany at all, when assessing the situation in the 

summer of 1914, noted the following. Yes, it was Germany that sank into the bowl filled to the 

brim with that drop, because of which everything was spilled; however, for an objective 

researcher, the main question is not who "poured" the last drop, but who filled the cup to 

the brim, making war inevitable. Who filled the cup in the 1930s, making war 

inevitable? Who Wanted War? 

 

This is not about removing historical guilt from Hitler. There can be no forgiveness here. As a 

Russian, I will never forgive an Austrian that he was preparing the destruction of my people, its 

past and future, and destroyed a huge part of this people - it was the Slavs and Russians in 

particular who became the main object of physical destruction - just look at the numbers. 

 

Therefore, there can be only one attitude here: “They are my enemies, they are all criminals, 

according to my understanding ... They must be executed. Not to take prisoners, but to kill and go to 

death . " This is Andrei Bolkonsky about the French on the eve of Borodin (although, let me remind 

you, the French, unlike Hitler, did not set the task of physically exterminating the Slavs and other 

peoples). 

 

The imperative of science and theory is the clarification of objective circumstances, causes and 



effects. It is important to know not only who is the contractor, but also who is the customer, 

what is the entire network of customer-executors, it is important to know not only who closed 

the chain, the last link, but also the chain as a whole. And the one who forged it. It is important 

to understand that Hitler only closed a certain chain, not forged by him, but arising objectively, 

according to the logic of the functioning of the cap-system and the struggle for dominance in 

it. The same can be said about Germany in 1939 what Gustave Le Bon said about Germany in 

1914. 

 

So, did Hitler want a world war? Sure. But not in 1939, but at a later date - in 1939 Hitler was 

not ready for a world war, despite all the rhetoric (however, calculated primarily for internal 

use - relying on the Germans with their specific psychology; outside Germany it evoked other 

feelings - from irony to righteous anger. Besides, in the middle of the twentieth century, a 

century of universalism, optimistic and cynical, ideology mixed with mythology in the spirit of 

the "death of the gods" and the particularism of race and blood, the gloomy rhetoric of the 

Vernichtung and Weltfeind could hardly have been effective outside the Reich (the time of 

fantasy, the genre that will take the place of science fiction, will come at the end of the 

century.) Among other things, Hitler talked too much in situations such as rather be silent 

more, 

 

Specialists, primarily Western, American, in particular, were well aware of the unpreparedness of 

the Third Reich for a world war. “The general picture of the German war economy ,” wrote the 

American economist Cline Burton about Germany in the 1930s, “not like the economy of a country 

aimed at all-out war. Rather, it is an economy mobilized to wage relatively small and localized wars 

and subsequently reacted to military events only after they became indisputable facts ... For the war 

with Russia, the preparation was more thorough, but it also went through almost without stressing 

the economy ... Soon after the attack, the release of some important types of equipment were cut in 

anticipation that the war would soon be over ... The leadership of the German war economy was far 

from perfect. Great Britain and the United States acted much faster ... ”. 

 

The famous American economist J. Galbraith emphasized that, contrary to popular belief, it 



was Great Britain that was in 1940-1941. a stretched military string, and not Germany, where 

even in 1941-1944. did not see the need for civilian consumption sacrifices. In 1940, in an 

economy with a total output of about 30% less than Germany, the British produced more 

aircraft, almost the same number of tanks and much more other armored vehicles. In 1941, 

British war production far exceeded German production in almost every respect. 

A similar picture emerges when comparing wartime Germany and the USSR. Even in 1943, the 

year of the Stalingrad-Kursk crisis, in the Great Patriotic War, Germany possessed, as studies 

show, greater material capabilities than the USSR for the production of weapons and military 

equipment. In 1943, Germany received more than the USSR, coal 3 times, steel - 24, electricity - 

2 times. And nevertheless, during the war years, the USSR produced equipment and weapons 

twice as much as Germany. 

 

Germany was much better prepared for the First World War, on the eve of which the German 

industry produced 250 thousand shells a day, the British - 10 thousand shells a 

month. Therefore, for example, in the battles on the Dunajec-Gorlice line, the Germans fired 

700 thousand shells at the Russian Third Army in just four hours (during the entire Franco-

Prussian war, they fired 817 thousand shells). One cannot but agree with I. Solonevich, who 

wrote that the military potential of Wilhelm was far superior to that of Hitler: “Wilhelm had 43 

years of peaceful development behind him. He had a military and merchant fleet. He had a huge gold 

reserve - both at home and abroad. It also had an industrial potential higher than the American one 

at that time ” . 

 

P. Kennedy in his famous book "The Rise and Fall of Great Powers" writes that in 1914 Germany 

(true, with Austria-Hungary, but this is an insignificant addition) surpassed both Russia and 

France combined, and Great Britain separately in terms of in world industrial production, in 

terms of total industrial potential and energy consumption; in steel production, it surpassed all 

three countries combined. In terms of military spending and total mobilization costs, Germany 

surpassed the United States ($ 19.9 million versus $ 17.1 million) and only slightly yielded to 

Great Britain ($ 23 million) (for comparison: Russia - 5.4 million dollars, France - 9.3 million, 

Austria-Hungary - 4.7 million). But in the 1930s, the situation changed. Although Germany's 



share of global industrial production reached 13.2% and the UK fell to 9.2%, on the other hand, 

the USSR and the USA had 17.6% and 28%, respectively. At the same time, in 1937, the United 

States spent 1.5% of the national income of $ 68 million on defense, Great Britain out of $ 22 

million - 5.7%, Germany out of $ 17 million - 23.5%, USSR from 19 million dollars - 26.4%. The 

relative military potential of the powers in the same 1937 was assessed as follows: the USA - 

41.7%, Germany - 14.4%, the USSR - 14%, Great Britain - 10.2%, France - 4.2%. 

 

All this suggests that for the period from 1913 to 1939 Germany significantly lagged behind the 

United States, its main rival in the struggle for hegemony in the capitalist system, and a new 

world war could theoretically be a last resort to prevent the gap from widening - at least, Many 

Western researchers come to this conclusion when explaining the specific mechanism of the 

outbreak of the last world war. However, as I have already said, studies show that it was for the 

world war in the 1930s that Germany was not ready and did not intend to fight seriously after 

the capture of Poland. 

To compete with the Anglo-Saxons for world domination, the Germans needed a rear - just like 

Napoleon at the beginning of the 19th century. And just like Napoleon at the beginning of the 

19th century, Hitler at the end of the 1930s was not sure of the strength of the same rear, called 

"Russia". At the same time, Hitler's position was worse than that of Napoleon: the seizure by the 

Russians of the oil-bearing South Bukovina (its entry into the USSR was put forward by Stalin 

as one of the conditions for the USSR's joining the anti-Comintern pact; in December 1940, 

during a visit to Berlin, Molotov once again persistently raised the question of South Bukovina) 

would immobilize German technology. 

 

By the irony of history, it was the head of a large state, in 1939 worse than others, ready for a 

world war, who started, unleashed it, dropped the last drop - and turned out to be the only 

culprit, the aggressor, the World Evil. Yes, Hitler seems to have swallowed someone else's 

bait. Whose? Who else wanted a world war? British Empire? USA, USSR? Churchill? Roosevelt, 

Stalin? 

I. Stalin 

Did Stalin want a world war? Theoretically, yes, since the USSR, according to the logic of the 

development of the komstroy in its opposition to the cap-system, was supposed to turn into a 



zemstvo republic. This is one side. On the other hand, the world war in the cap-system itself 

between the Anglo-Saxon and German predators objectively weakened the imperialist pressure 

on the USSR. IA Ilyin remarked: "The Soviet state wants to accelerate the world war without 

participating in it . " Hence - a game on the contradictions of two predatory imperialist 

races. Too much? But these are not Stalinist words or a phrase from Soviet propaganda of the 

1930s. Here is what M.O. Menshikov wrote in 1900: 

 

“Germany and England are at the turn of the twentieth century, triumphant peoples, not only 

leaders, but also exterminators of mankind. Our Slavic world, like the Latin, is behind these 

predatory races ... We are irresistibly lagging behind in the development of the people's energy and 

are gradually being drawn into the network of the Anglo-German conquest. Russia is still terrible for 

its state power ... but apparently in all worlds it is inferior to its blond neighbor . " And further:. 

 

“Pondering the quiet pogrom that the Anglo-Germanic race brings to the rest of humanity, you will 

involuntarily find the dream of the modern Antichrist - Nietzsche, the dream of the“ blond laughing 

lion ”- not a madman's dream, but a formidable prophecy and already being realized ... Among the 

British and Germans themselves it goes ... restructuring, the struggle of human types. One strong 

and predatory type, apparently, eats all the rest " 

 

In his own way, in his own language, Menshikov very accurately reflected the Anglo-German 

struggle for domination in the cap-system in the 1870-1910s, a struggle that presupposed a 

certain selection of certain social, human individuals and flocks (in the form of organizations, 

parties, etc. .) and which, as noted by the Russian geopolitician I.I.Dusinsky, did not exhaust all 

other international issues, but captured them and incorporated them into itself. Well, the 

wording "quiet pogrom" is just brilliance. True, twice in the twentieth century. the pogrom 

became loud, and Stalin, of course, strove to prevent Hitler from inciting the USSR, so that the 

Anglo-Saxons and the Germans would grapple with each other, and for the USSR to enter this 

pogrom when the main opponents, the Reich and the Anglo-Saxons, would be 

weakened. Normal "Realpolitik", where there are no friends, but only interests, or, as R. Aron 

would say, 



 

Was Stalin planning a preemptive strike against the enemy preparing to jump, trying to hit him 

in the air? Should have planned. But the USSR was not ready for a world war at the turn of the 

1930s - 1940s. 

 

Throughout the 1930s, the British elite actively pushed Hitler to war with the USSR. It turned out, as 

N. Ya. Danilevsky once warned: "Knowing the insight of England and her persistence in achieving 

her goals, one can swear that she will not miss the opportunity to harm Russia and, if the 

opportunity presents itself, to incite Europe against her . " And further:. 

“Europe, hostile to us in general, is being concentrated in its purely Germanic half; we will have to 

keep our accounts with her in the future. " 

 

In addition, Hitler had many sympathizers in the English establishment who believed that the 

transformation of Russia into a "Germanic India" would play into the hands of the British 

Empire and strengthen its position in the world, primarily in the face of competition from the 

United States, which was in vain rushing to the markets of the British Empire. The English side, 

writes M. Sarkisyants in his work “The English Roots of German Fascism”, “expected from 

Hitler's Germany what the Weimar Republic could not provide. What? Something that was not 

officially in England, but that would be so useful to her empire. The English side was waiting for, 

say, a more radical racist-imperialist ideology of power with conclusions in the spirit of some Alfred 

Rosenberg, an ideology that gives sanction. "on the application of racial laws against non-whites, 

non-Western Europeans (blacks, Indians, Slavs, Jews, etc.). And Hitler was ready to 

comply. These are the statements in 1936 - the year of the Berlin Olympics - are quoted by the 

same M. Sarkisyants: “The Anglo-Saxons have tiredly abandoned the reins, we are aware of our 

responsibility for all whites”; “Does London really believe that in the face of a grave threat to the 

positions of whites in the world, the Anglo-Saxons can refuse our help in the resistance? .. We want 

to work together in the spirit that Chamberlain and Cecil Rhodes once dreamed of, in close alliance 

with a people close to us by blood ”. "This ... is all the more necessary since since 1918 there has 

been a grave threat ever to hang over the rule of the white race: Bolshevism."...  

 



Hitler spoke of Great Britain and Germany as two great empires, opposing them to the anti-

imperial USA and the USSR.  The pro-Hitler policy of Great Britain in the second half of the 

1930s, the course of "appeasement", was not a mistake or stupidity. It was a course to preserve 

the British Empire as a world empire on the basis of an alliance with the German Empire as a 

Eurasian one. Or European. Therefore, the British in 1938 (Munich) did everything to save 

Hitler. 

 

“Give me a reliable guarantee that England will enter the war in the event of an attack (by Germany. 

-),” said Ludwig Beck, behind whom stood the German army, ready to overthrow Hitler.  to 

Czechoslovakia, and I will put an end to this regime " 

A.F. 

 

However, the plan of the Oster-Witzler-Halder group, which was passively supported by the 

commander-in-chief von Brauchitsch, collapsed on September 28, as soon as the message 

about the upcoming Munich conference arrived. The position of the British elite is 

understandable - they sought to preserve the empire and their privileged positions in English 

society at any cost, and therefore were ready to surrender Europe, more precisely, the holy of 

holies of English politics in Europe - political equilibrium, sacrificing it in favor of the empire. 

 

But everything changed on September 3, 1939, when, as if reluctantly, England declared war on 

Germany invading Poland. Announced, apparently, not least under American pressure. Joseph 

Kennedy (father of President Kennedy), the US ambassador to Germany in 1937-1940, said that 

Neville Chamberlain claimed: "England was forced to fight by America and world Jewry . " Similar 

thoughts were expressed by Lord Beaverbrook, and not only him. 

I'm not sure that "world Jewry" could have pushed England into the war - a more powerful force 

was needed here. But America is precisely such a force (however, it would be wrong to deny the 

Jewish component of this force). Did the American elite want a world war in the second half of 

the 1930s? Undoubtedly.  

 

In the second half of the 1930s, it became quite obvious that the "new course" was stalling (it 



would be the war that would bring it effective). Roosevelt was faced with a choice: either the 

continuation of reforms - a real limitation of the power of capital, deepening social conflicts 

and, as a consequence, a significant likelihood of aggravating relations with the ruling class, or, 

even worse, ouster by an adversary such as populist Huey Long (Governor of Louisiana, the 

prototype of Governor Willie Stark from "The whole royal army" by Robert Pen Warren), or a 

way out of this situation thanks to the war in Europe, which, firstly, solved the economic 

problems (in 1940, the US national debt amounted to 50% of GDP), would have loaded the US 

defense industry; secondly, it would help relieve social tension in society; thirdly, as after the 

war of 1914-1918. would further weaken the Germans and the British and further strengthen 

Europe's dependence on the United States. 

 

America needed exactly the Anglo-German war, because, firstly, Germany was gaining 

momentum and becoming an increasingly powerful technical and economic competitor;  

 

Secondly, the British Empire did not allow American goods to enter its markets, which would 

hurt the American economy (overproduction crises, etc.);  

Thirdly, for the Americans, the pro-German, pro-Hitler sympathies of the significant and, more 

importantly, the defining part of the top of the British Empire were no secret; the union of the 

two empires was a serious threat to America. All these problems were solved at once, if not in a 

stroke, by the war in Europe, which had to be stimulated, which happened on September 3, 

1939. 

 

After that, little was left to do, to force their own country, the United States, in which 

isolationist sentiments prevailed (80%), to enter the war. Pearl Harbor solved this problem. As 

M.S. Maslov and S.P. Zubkov showed in their recently published work "Pearl Harbor" (2006), the 

question of Pearl Harbor is not simple. And nevertheless, indirect evidence (for example, 

realizing the danger, Roosevelt ordered the Pacific Fleet: in the winter of 1940-41 and 1941-42 

not to return to San Francisco and "winter" in Hawaii), as well as research by C. Beard, J. 

Tolanda, B. Stinnett and others testify that the president of the "imperial republic" Roosevelt 

not only knew about the upcoming Japanese action, but provoked it. This was the only way to 



break through isolationism, to break it. The war with Japan logically led to the war with 

Germany. And so it happened. On the morning of December 4, Japanese aircraft, launching in 

two "waves" from six aircraft carriers, dealt a crushing blow to American warships and aircraft 

at Pearl Harbor. And even if Pearl Harbor happened unexpectedly, this is the case that helped 

the prepared and as if long-awaited president. 

 

The war with Japan was necessary for the United States and in itself - only in this way it was 

possible to prevent its hegemony in East Asia (i.e., in the Western Pacific). W. Churchill in his 

American history ("Great Republic") frankly writes that the United States, like Great Britain, 

had very large material and commercial interests in the Far East and especially in China, and 

these interests were formed over several generations. And now these interests were threatened 

by Japan. The Anglo-German conflict with the involvement of the USSR in it, especially the 

protracted one, or the German-Soviet conflict with the participation of Great Britain as a whole 

made it easier for the Americans to solve their Pacific problem. As D. Reynolds emphasized, 

Roosevelt began talking about the danger of a world war since May 1940, and on May 27, 1941, 

he called the war going on in Europe "World War II", although it had not yet become such; the 

Americans qualified the war of 1914-18. as a world one after its entry into it, and the war of 

1939-45. - even before joining. And he is right in pointing out that the very term "world war" 

was used by Roosevelt as a battering ram with which he broke through the psychological wall of 

American isolationism and fueled the militancy of the nation. Roosevelt began using the term 

"world war" earlier than Hitler. A trifle? I do not think so. 

 

Thus, the US's path to solving its problems via world hegemony lay through the war in 

Europe, the North Atlantic and the Pacific. And for this, Germany, Great Britain and the 

USSR had to be weaved into one bloody knot. In this regard, the very beginning of the 

Second World War and - most importantly - the beginning of the Great Patriotic War 

became America's victory: it won both the war and the post-war world, in which it 

became the hegemon. 

 

Hitler's European Union 



So, Hitler and the German elite wanted war, strove and prepared for it. But what kind of 

war? To the world? In the medium and even more so in the long term, yes. In the short term, it 

is doubtful. You can talk, as Hitler did, about world domination, the "Millennial Reich", etc., as 

much as you like. However, there is a reality. Of course, in the long term, having created a 

powerful economy and a powerful army, Hitler's Germany (or his successors), pushed by the 

political and economic regularities ("laws") of the cap-system, had to start a big war. However, 

in the reality of the 1930s, Germany and Hitler were not ready for such a war. And for a war of 

less scale too. That is why the "Western democracies" presented the Fuehrer in Munich, 

pushing him to war in the east, Czechoslovakia - its military-economic potential was sharply 

strengthened by the Reich. But not for a world war. 

 

In principle, Hitler, like any serious post-Versailles and post-Weimar politician who was about 

to take place, had to first of all strive to eliminate the humiliating consequences of the 

Versailles Peace Treaty, and in the mid-1930s he solved this problem as a whole.  

 

Nevertheless, in the second half of the 1930s, Hitler was able to capture in Europe only what 

was weak, what was bad, and only if the "democracies" pushed to this and closed their 

eyes; classic - Munich, that is, an invitation to aggression, ultimately came out - an invitation to 

execution, more precisely, to suicide in April 1945 (of course, if Hitler actually committed 

suicide).  

 

Hitler was going to annex Poland to the Reich and prepare for further expansion. And prepare, 

given the state of the German economy and the power of those with whom Hitler could now 

face (the weaklings are over), it would take quite a long time. However, to Poland, Hitler 

received a "load" of world war - unexpectedly for himself. 

 

This was the result of both Hitler's actions and the game of Roosevelt, Stalin, and partly 

Churchill - great masters of world politics, in comparison with whom Hitler ended up being a 

provincial politician; a romantic (albeit a very cynical one) who, having read in Karl May's 

childhood, ran into pragmatists; a man of illusions and mistakes. So, Hitler clearly 



underestimated the United States and their ability to influence Great Britain. He was too 

confident in the possibility of an alliance with the British. Indeed, there was a powerful group 

of leaders who were ready to sacrifice Europe for the sake of the empire. But there was another 

group for which the divided "continental" Europe, political balance in it were no less important 

than the empire, which they were therefore ready to try to save in an alliance with the United 

States. However, America subsequently showed the British all the myopia of this approach 

beyond the short term. This was in 1945. And in 1940, capturing and uniting Europe, Hitler 

materialized Britain's age-old nightmare - Europe under the rule of a continental hegemon.  

 

As early as 1940, Churchill expressed his grave fears that the Germans might create a single 

European economic community. Reich Minister of Economy Walter Funk directly stated the 

need to create an economically united Europe (K. Coker writes about this in his book "The 

Twilight of the West"), in which he was actively supported by the Belgians, the Dutch, and the 

French. Hitler at the very beginning of the war characterized it not as just a German-English 

conflict, but as a question of expressing common European interests, that is, the creation of 

Pan-Europe.  

 

Among other things, the European war of 1939-1941, and then the world war, was the last 

attempt to unite Western, Central (and then Eastern) Europe into a single whole by military 

means. This aspect of World War II, which only became truly world war in 1941, is usually 

overlooked. And the fact that the European war first turned into a Eurasian one, and then into a 

world one, that is, both of these wars were a reaction to the attempt to create Pan-Europe by 

Germany, once again testifies to the "matryoshka" composition and complexity of the last 

world war, and that the military-political unification of Western and Central Europe by Hitler 

(and in general - by anyone) did not correspond to the interests of the Anglo-Saxons on both 

sides of the North Atlantic, and the USSR too. Europe has once again crossed weapons of 

several different world-class hierarchies. 

 

"I was Europe's last hope ," Hitler would say shortly before his death. To the question of what 

kind of Europe Hitler was, the answer is given by J. Steinberg: the hope of a certain part of the 



financial-oligarchic Europe, more precisely, the German Warburgs (a banking family with 

Venetian roots), circles represented by the director of the Bank of England Lord Montagu 

Norman and Halmar Schacht. Both stood at the origins of the Bank for International 

Settlements (1930), the goal of which, according to K. Quigley, was the world financial 

dictatorship of the neo-feudal style. It was they who needed a unified imperial Europe as a field 

of activity. Hence - the interest in Hitler of the leaders of the Pan-European Union created in 

1922. Steinberg quotes the following phrase Schacht said in October 1932 to his "colleagues" in 

the Union:“In three months Hitler will be in power. He will create Pan-Europe ... Only Hitler can 

create Pan-Europe . " 

 

Taking into account all of the above, we can say: Hitler's Reich, among other things, turned out 

to be the resultant of several very different forces to create a single Europe - an empire like 

Charlemagne or Charles V of Habsburg, but on an anti-universalist (anti-Christian), quasi-

pagan basis (and this is in a Christian Enlightenment era) and thus not only preserve, but also 

maximize their position in the world. 

 

Hitler's time, however, is over. An attempt to create a pan-European "empire" turned out to be 

such with unsuitable means, "ran against time" (too late and too early at the same time), since 

Europe was politically weakened and left the historical stage (in this regard, Hitler was late). 

 

By the way, even those who sympathized with Hitler understood this well. P. Drieu La Rochelle 

writes in his diary in August 1944: “Hitler is as stupid as Napoleon. But we must admit that he has 

to act in a much more difficult situation: the Anglo-Saxon world is now many times more powerful, 

the Russian world is also many times more powerful. Too late he came to a fairly old and 

monstrously narrowed Europe ... Hitler's defeat after the defeat of Napoleon, Louis XIV, Charles V, 

Charlemagne, it seems, proves the non-viability of Europe. It will be plundered and pushed to the 

backyard, like a collection of Greek city-states. Amen"... In other words, by the irony of history, 

Hitler worked on the Anglo-Saxons and the Russians, bringing closer and shaping the decline of 

Europe not in the Spengler sense, but in the sense of playing golf - sunset in the hole of 

History, acting as its Terminator. And an "icebreaker" for the USSR and the USA. It was they 



who emerged victorious in the world war, which turned out to be quite special - thanks to the 

USSR, the "Russian factor". 

From A. Fursov's book - World Struggle. Anglo-Saxons against the planet 

 

 

 

 

	


