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The Leninist strategists 'take particular heartmfradhe fact that American and
West European policymakers have no understandingthefr strategy and its
dialectic nor any means of countering if'.

ANATOLIY GOLITSYN, The Perestroika Deception', page 58, Memorandum of 4th January 1988.

'Western experts fail to perceive the strategic tiooity behind [events]. They
accumulate facts but are unable to see their gtcateteraction and cannot build
them into a strategic picture. They lack vision andight, which is why they are
floundering in the face of the onslaught which tifesil/to understand'.

ANATOLIY GOLITSYN, The Perestroika Deception', page 38, Memorandum of March 1989.

This prevents the West from appreciating 'the onedable differences of principle
between the Western and Soviet versions of dempceaxdd the market economy.
In the West, elections usually decide which parthieves political power'. In the
USSR and now in the ‘former' Soviet Union, 'the @Gumist Party continues
to decide the outcome. It maintains its monopoly paflitical power ... through
a controlled "multi-Party system™ [in which all eh participants, without any
exception, are covert Communists masquerading unfidse, Western style
'non-Communist’ labels, or overt Communists wearitigeir own labels. In
the ‘former' Soviet Union, the continuing CommunBarty of the Soviet Union
(CPSU) controls and supervises all the politicahctfions' splintered out of the
CPSU itself, as is explained and proved with doauaten in Part One - Ed.].
ANATOLIY GOLITSYN, The Perestroika Deception', page 127, Memoraafi®aptember-November 1990

And even as they did not like to retain God intthei
knowledge, God gave them over to a reprobate mind,
to do those things which are not convenient;
Being filled with all unrighteousness, fornication,
wickedness, covetousness, maliciousness; full wy,en
murder, debate, deceit, malignity; whisperers,
Backbiters, haters of God, despiteful, proud, berast
inventors of evil things, disobedient to parents.
Without understanding, covenantbreakers,
without natural affection, implacable, unmerciful:
Who knowing the judgment of God, that they which
commit such things are worthy of death,
not only do the same,
but have pleasure in them that do them'.

The Epistle of Paul the Apostle to the Romans, @hah verses 28-32.
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IMPORTANT NOTICE

The Author draws attention to two important poiatsout this book. First, the under-
lying purpose of the work is to provide, as farpassible, a documented primer of con-
temporary 'post-Soviet and Pan-German strategyEfmope and the world, so as to
show the lack of strategic discontinuity in bottses Given the environment of whole-
sale mis- and disinformation (the 'Luciferian fogf) which we live, and the egregious
left-wing bias which predominates in the 'mainsmemedia’, the sources are more than
usually important. In a work that challenges theeieed version of events, faithful doc-
umentation is indispensable. Anyone who, after ingathis book, chooses nevertheless
to doubt the accuracy of the analysis herein, fadle the obstacle that the sources cited
throughout the book - given in the Notes at the ehdach section - stand in the pub-
lic domain. The reader is urged to make maximum okehese clearly referenced
Notes, many of which contain supplementary infofaratto illuminate the main text.
The second point is that, because of its focus, Work does not extensively address
a fundamental dimension of the accelerating LenMisrld Revolution, which targets the
nation state for destruction - namely, the relssfléong-term assault on morality, national
institutions, true Christianity and civilisatiorséf, which is based upon a complementary
Leninist strategy elaborated by the Italian Commiif\ntonio Gramsci, to introduce a
‘common mind'. Gramsci was ‘'the originator of thétural "war of position" strategy
that stresses... social struggle as a preludeet@dhquest of power, that counters Lenin's
"seizure of the Winter Palace" approach with a gehdbuildup towards socialist
hegemony within the [existing] political structuoé society' [Carl Boggs, in his book
‘Gramsci's Marxism]. Although the Soviet use oimmalism' - the exploitation of organ-
ised criminality in the interests of strategy -alided to here, as is the Soviet involvement
in the global drugs scourge, ‘the Gramsci dimehssoof such importance in its own right
that, God willing, it will form the subject of az@rate work Many people are dismayed at
the shameless, seemingly open-ended deluge ofwiiiith is corrupting public discourse,
education, religion, television, the cinema, andaat all aspects of our lives. With the use
of documentation, the Author will show, in the imtied separate study, how these great
evils stem from the same global revolutionary seas those discussed in this wark.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

None of those people to whom | am most indebtedstah understanding as | have acquired
concerning the extent of Soviet deceit and the tratire of the European Union as a political
collective and the enemy of its Member States, Haa any hand in the preparation of this work.
The insights, elaborations and research, and aastceimings and omissions, are entirely mine.
It goes without saying that, although | was a sttidd Soviet Leninist strategic deception before
he approached me, | owe much of my understandintpeofLeninist mind and behaviour chiefly
to Anatoliy Golitsyn, whose analyses and prediditiave proved almost 100% correct, and who
puts all other Soviet analysts - not to mention Metiatelligence communities - to shame.

Among those others who have influenced my thinkingst profoundly, | must mention
first of all the late and dearly loved Dr Malachiakin, of New York City, who miraculously
assisted me with the basis for faith and deternginato carry out this and related projects; and
after Malachi's untimely death, my other Irish fidein America, Des Griffin, of Oregon, a man
of glowing faith and shining knowledge and underdiag of true Christianity and thus of the
Truth, and our mutual friend Mrs Betty Sakuma, ohg Island, truly a jewel of light; my special
friend Lawrence Kohn, of Wisconsin, a Sovietologidiose eagle eye and remarkable expertise,
acquired despite his many demanding tasks as HdmcBirector at Temple Beth El, Madison,
WI, have brought countless 'post'-Soviet ruses yonuatice; Don McAlvany, of Colorado, whose
great generosity and support in these endeavolwgshéan both unexpected and invaluable; the
Rev Richard Wurmbrand, a Romanian priest of Jewtkground whose work ‘Marx and Satan'
[1990: ISBN 0-89107-379-5] definitively identififsom Karl Marx's papers, he whom Marx wor-
shipped; Dr Paul Busiek, of Springfield, Missowsiho is surely the wisest private Lenin scholar
of our time, to whom | owe all my higher training, iand understanding of, Lenin and his evil
works; Joel Carmichael, the distinguished veterathax and former editor of Midstream, New
York, for his illuminating insights into 'the Monbanentality' and his detailed knowledge of
Lenin's mind, of Trotsky and of the Russian RevoiytJimmy Clabough (‘Brooklyn Jimmie'), of
Brooklyn, New York, whose rich and encyclopaediowiedge and understanding of continuing
Communist global revolutionary thinking, methodotognd achievements, and whose perpetual
agitation to awaken opinion-formers and specialistshe grave dangers we face from rampant
Leninism, has achieved far more than he may acledyd; Bill Jasper, of California, a Senior
Editor of The New American, the delightful colleagwith whom | penetrated the offices of the
Gorbachev Foundation /USA at the Presidio, Sandgen, in 1995; Dr Joseph D.Douglass Jr.,
of Virginia, for sharing with me his open-ended Wiedge of Soviet global drug operations and
other dimensions of satanic Soviel activity; the HRin the Lord Bruce of Donington, formerly
'Mr Europe' in an earlier Labour Government, whdisst-hand knowledge of, and relentless
determination to expose, the abusesl undemocratic practices of the European Uni@ve h
inspired somany; lan Milne, publisher of the invaluable UK tfughtly paper Eurofacts, which
specialises in the exposure of the EU's lies anoigance; the brilliant Marie Ciliberti, formerly
of Voice of America; Martin Dewhirst, the doyen Bfitish Sovietologists, of Glasgow University,
who hasfreely given me many leads since | became EditdSofiet Analyst’; Christopher Gill, the
MP for Ludlow, Shropshire until 2001, and now Chman of the Freedom Association who, though
ploughing a sometimes lonely furrow as a dedicated implacable opponent of the European
Union Collective, enjoys the rare satisfaction ofitical integrity; and many others on both sides
of the Atlantic too numerous to mention. Finallymlst thank my wife Janet for having tolerated
my subversive thinking for so many years, with@sarting to drastic measuras.

ABOUT THE AUTHOR

Christopher Edward Harle Story was born in the éthiKingdom in 1938 and was educated at Eton Colege
Christ Church, Oxford. After working as an indwagtrivriter in Canada for a number of years, he Esttad an intel-
ligence publishing company based in London in 1988ch has maintained an office in New York sin€&7L As the
Editor and Publisher of the intelligence journavigt Analyst, which specialises in the exposur&aviet strategic
deception, he was approached by the widely-citedige Soviet defector, Anatoliy Golitsyn, in May929 and subse-
quently edited and published the defector's seclasdic book 'The Perestroika Deception'. In 1885 Author founded
this publishing company, Edward Harle Limited, whispecialises exclusively in ‘politically incorretttelligence
works - that is to say, in books which defy théhiias for controlled ‘politically correct' thinkingp order to reveal
truths about the contemporary world. (‘Politicafrectness' is a Leninist concept which fostersirtigosition of an
intolerant ‘common global mind’). Mr Story is medrto Janet, from Adelaide, Australia. They have flaughterss



A poster published by the Council of Europe: The Tower of Babel is taken from the famous painting by the 16th
Century Flemish artist Breughel, showing the well-known scene from the Book of Genesis. The Bible says that for
their arrogant behaviour, God divided and confused the builders of this monstrosity by causing them to babble
at each other in different languages. The choice of this motif to symbolise ‘the building of Europe' shows that, as
one would expect, the secular designers of this poster were either ignorant or sceptical of the moral of the Biblic-
al story. However, in 1993, shortly after the Author first republished this illustration in one of our intelligence ser-
ials, and pointed out its irony, the poster was suddenly withdrawn. The inverted stars are intended to replicate
the 'stars' of the European symbol, which have remained 12 in number-the number of the Apostles, and also
the number of the stars itemised in Revelation 12, verse 1, which depicts 'a woman clothed with the sun... and
upon her head a crown of twelve stars', an image extensively used by the European Union: see page XXVIII).
The stars mimic the upside-down pentagram used in occult contexts [see inset]. The expanding EU's retention
of 12 stars, and their use upside-down here (one being obscured), conveys a conscious yet subliminal occultic
message. Bernard Connolly, who was the senior Brussels official formerly in charge of the European Monetary
System, refers in his book 'The Rotten Heart of Europe' [Faber and Faber, London, 1995] to 'the sinister motives
and back-to-front reasoning' of Euro-ideologues and of the ‘builders of Europe'. 'Back-to-frontness’ and ‘upside-
downness' are characteristic of evil. No doubt the poster was withdrawn because of a fear or superstition that
‘the European edifice' may well suffer the same fate as the Tower of Babel. Since there is no place for God in
Lenin's '‘Common European Home', which the deluded European elites are 'building', this is a certainty. They
forget that ‘except the Lord build the house, they labour in vain that build it' [Psalm of Solomon 127, verse 1]. m



The national revolutionary subversion process, based on details revealed by the Soviet defector Yuriy Bezmenov (a.k.a. Tomas

Schuman), using his own knowledge of KGB strategy and details conveyed to John Barron, [the author of 'KGB: The Secret Work
of Soviet Secret Agents'[1974] and 'KGB Today: the Hidden Hand'[1983], Hodder and Stoughton, London], by the GRU-KGB
officer Stanislav Levchenko, who had attended the Soviet Academy of [Leninist] Sciences' Oriental Studies Institute with
Bezmenov. The chart, which has been elaborated by this Author on the basis of new information, shows the four stages of
Soviet/Leninist ideological subversion: Demoralisation, Destabilisation Crisis and ‘Normalisation'. Source: 'Soviet Analyst'.
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ABOUT THIS BOOK

This work has been written in order to clear upfquad, egregious and dangerous
misconceptions about the nature and purpose of Bhpean Union Collective -
the most advanced of the regional blocs intendethaspillars of a long-planned One
World Government which will represent the final liggion of Lenin's global revolu-
tion against the nation state. By definition, agiinworld Government, from the arbitrary
decisions of which there will be no appeal, will &drutal dictatorship, perhaps ultimately
engaged in 'population reduction'. The idea of @all holocaust has been discussed in
certain revolutionary circles - shockingly, for exale, at various 'State of the World
Forum' events staged from 1995 to 2000 by the ®beha Foundation/USA, an influ-
ence-building and propaganda organisation nament #fe parallel Leninist powerhouse
in Moscow. This is a 'New Form' of Leninist revadmary instrument developed via the
Lenin School and the International Department & @ommunist Party of the Soviet
Union [CPSU] under the late Georgiy Shakhnazarowo wvas prominent in the 'struc-
tures' during Gorbachev's time. The CPSU contirtoefunction 'underground', direct-
ing, supervising and controlling all the politicahrties formed out of the CPSU itself.
In November 2001, Izvestia described the intendedgimg of President Vladimir Putin's
so-called 'Unity' Party with two other key factioimsthe Duma, as ‘a movement, a front,
a league - the CPSU, in effect' [The New York Tinggls November 2001].

The Soviet Bloc was 'folded' not, as is commonlyielbed, because Communism
and the Soviet Union 'collapsed’, but because theeSstrategic collective, after long
preparation spanning much of the 40-year postwaogeuring which the wartime allies
had agreed that Germany should be occupied, eriter#889-91 upon a new phase of the
World Revolution in pursuit of Lenin's objectivey bther means' (to quote Lenin him-
self). These objectives presuppose the destruatialh nation states, the collectivisation
of every dimension of human existence, the obtitanaof religion, the development of
a uniform global mentality (agenda-setting and ‘toenmon mind’), and the gradualist
establishment of World Government. For the contiguBoviet Communist strategists, the
European Union is a primary infiltrated instrumfemtthe furtherance of these objectives.

The European Union is a revolutionary organisatigmch seeks to supplant its
constituent nation states. Its arrogance is sushittpresumes that certain of its decisions
- the locking of national exchange rates, for imsta- can be taken 'irrevocably’, which is
to say, for all eternity. But even Hitler was cleaaded enough to realise that he could not
realistically claim that his Reich would last forora than a thousand years. Hitler's heirs,
the Pan-German disciples of Dr Konrad Adenauer,na@anwhile on the brink of using
the European Union for the fulfiiment of Hitler'sms - again, by 'other means'. On 1st
November 1993, even as the EU collective's Maastiiceaty came into force, Moscow
Television proclaimed that the Treaty was 'the @udtion of plans agreed 50 years ago'.

The inadequate label 'Eurosceptic', used in Britaipigeon-hole activists engaged
in various forms of direct and indirect oppositimnBritain's participation in the European
Union, signifies ultimate submission to the intehdederation - since scepticism implies not
so much a determination to resist, as resignatipiort a sullen acceptance of, an unpalat-
able state of affairs which it is assumed canntitnately be prevented. This book seeks
to inject backbone into the efforts of those whe sickened by the European Union - by
exposing the parallel, coordinated strategies afsRuand Germany in Europe. That can
only be done by showing that there has been negiraliscontinuity in either case.

The European Union Collective is part of a widegrnious Man-centred project
to 'organise' the entire world along revolutionagninist lines - dispensing with the nation
state. Today's successor of the biblical Tower aifeB[see page VII] has no time or space for
God. For this reason alone, it is a certaintyithatl share the fate of that edifice.



Federation is atransiional form towards the letisgpion... of all nations'.
Theses on the National and Colonial Questions ediofty the Second Comintern Congress,
28 July D20 [Protokoll, ii, page 224]

‘The aim of socialism is not only to abolish theqant division of mankind into small states,
and all national isolation, not only to bring thations closer to each other, but also to merge
them.... The merging of states is inevitable '.

V. I. LENN, 'Imperiaism and the Right to Self-determinationfted in a paper by the British
Communist R. R.ve DuTT, published in 1949 by International Publishers, Nenk.

« The right of self-determination, the stage ofgilole separation or alternatively federation

is, Lenin insisted, only a prelude or transitiontte ultimate aim of the merging of nations'.
R. PALME Dutt, in the paper mentioned above, phblitin 1949 by International Publishers, New
York. In this statement, the author accuratelycgrdted, by a margin of 48 years, the precise twin
threats Britain faces at the beginning of the Z&sttury, as a consequence of the blindness of its
leaders and policymakers: separation, to be follbmefederation.This is Lenin's idea.

'An  example... is what is happening in the Sovienhiod. Separation must come
before integration '. 'The United Nations in the9®® A Second Chance?', AKl JAKOBSON,
TweNTIETH Century Fund [A United Nations front group], 1988ge 123.

‘The Soviet United States of Europe is the onlyeszirslogan pointing the way out from

European disunity, a disunity which threatens noty oGermany but the whole of Europe
with complete structural and cultural decline’Eo TROTSKY, writing in his journal
‘The Bulletin of the Opposition', Number 17-18, Bimber-December 1930, page 53.

[The am is to] carry forward theideas of the NewWorld Order'.
KARL Marx, cited in 'Kal Max and the United States,AavEs E.  JACKSON,
International Publishers, New York, July 1983.

'The transiton step to the New World Social Ordeinvolves  merging
the newly captive nations into regional governmeénts

F. Pemrenko and V. PBPov, 'Soviet Foreign Policy, Objectves and  Principles,
Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1985.

"The objective of Communist strategy is [to setting] New World Social Order '.
WiLuaM Z. FosTer the late leader of the Communist Party USA, in dmlwSoviet America),
Elgin Publications, Balboa Island, California, 196fginally published in 1932.

‘If we... are by nature too primitive to rise abowar aggressive instincts and selfish greed,
must we not be forced by a supranational authddtysubmit to a New World Order that will
ensure survival? As has been pointed out by onésofdvocates, the German physicist, Karl
Friedrich von Weizsacker, such a world order wddsle to be a harsh dictatorship '.

‘The United Nations in the 1990s: A Second ChardeR JakoBson, Twentieth Century Fund, 1993.

‘Today | have had to speak about a New World, aldwothat is at a risky,
but promising stage in its historic long march todvanity .

MicHeL CampeEssus former Managing Director of the International Magt Fund, in a speech
at the LMF/World Bank Annual Meetings, 10th Octob@®5 [page 7 of text and as delivered].

'‘We are experiencing an increasing abandonment afersignty within the European
Community in favour of this Community and, as | bBpplso in favour of [a] European
Parliament equipped with full rights'. ANS-DIETRICH GENSCHER the German Foreign Minister
and agent of influence (controlled by AleksandrdBesrtnykh - the chief Soviet controller

of agents of influence - under the code-name ‘Tdpé&Tulip), 'Der Spiegel', September 25,1989.



'We set ourselves the ultimate aim of destroyinge tstate'. Vladimir V. Lenin
‘State and Revolution', International PublisheesyNork, 1961 Edition, page 68.

The 'nation state' in the style of the last centoamp ceased to exist as an impermeable structure,
and to be quite plain, nor should it exist any keng
DR ProFESSORROMAN HERZOG President of the German Federal Republic, 17treSiar 1996.

‘National sovereignty is becoming irrelevant and ammgless for all that many stil
cling to it. OTO VON DER GABLENTZ, the German Ambassador to Russia, spouting Russian
policy in the journal of the Russian Foreign Minjistinternational Affairs’, June 1994.

'‘All countries are basically social arrangements> Ratter how permanent and even sacred
they may seem at any one time, in fact they agetéitial and temporary '.
STROBETALBOTT, Who later became Deputy US Secretary of State, 1992

‘Our vision of the European space from the Atlarttic the Urals is not that of a closed
system. Since it includes the Soviet Union [sic: $ad this in June 1992, six months after
the USSR had 'ceased to exist], which reachebetcsiiores of the Pacific, it goes beyond nominal
geographical boundaries' 1AL GORBACHEV, Nobel Peace Prize Lecture, Oslo, June 1992.

'l look forward to the day when Russia is a fulbdfed member of the European Community .
JoHN MAJOR, the former British 'Conservative’ Prime Ministeposting Russian policy in his 1992
New Year's Day broadcast on BBC Radio 4.

"Thou art Euro and on this Euro | will build Eurdpe

Pedro Solbes, Spanish Finance Minister of theMaglrid, 15th December 1995, cited in

"The New York Times', I6th December 1 995. Thisjtemous statement is typical of the 'builders'
of the European Union Collective and the ‘New W&ttial Order’, from which God is excluded.

‘The achievemtn of German unification, which we nfigi welcome, gives a new
dimension and a broader horizon to our cooperatienaim of which has been frotine very outset to
advance together the cause of European unifigat@hspheres'.

oint statement issued byH&NCELLOR HELMUT KoHL and the late RESIDENT FRANCOIS MITTERRAND

At their meeting in Munich on 18th September 199@&dcby the controlled agent of influence
Hans-Dietrich Genscher in a Policy Statement on Tireaty on the Final Settlement with respect
to Germany, in the Bundestag on 20th September. 1988 statement referred obliquely to the
requirement in the bilateral Franco-German Tredtthe Elysee [22nd January 1963] for the two
countries to 'reach... an analogous position'ldntatnational, especially European, issues.

‘The EC must turn itself into a new superpower [asitbuld start work immediately on]
a new political and institutional programme fotracture comprising 24 or 30 countries'.

JacQuEs DELORS former President of the European Commission, asd #ie most determined
advocate of full-blooded socialism in France, gitiBoviet strategy for the achievement of 'Europe
from the Atlantic to Vladivostok' - which, thanke the provisional, Leninist ‘independence’ of
the ‘former' Soviet Republics and the controlldzkerbtion' of Eastern Europe in the context of the
inexplicable eastward expansion of the EuropearorUrithe ‘replacemenf collective), is well on
the way towards realisation - in 'Der Spiegel nf@ery, and also in ‘Belvedere', Paris, October 1991.

.. Blake said that he believed ‘individual choicevould eventually be mastered
by a central Soviet control of thought processtoR&E BLAKE, Soviet spy, explaining the Soviet
conspiracy to achieve thought-hegemony and ageadtot (the ‘common mind’) as a key means
of furthering Leninist revolutionary objectives, the late Kenneth de Courcy, cited by Chapman
Pincher, in Traitors: The Labyrinths of TreasBidgwick & Jackson, London, 1987, page 157.

'Citizens may not infringe upon the interests efdtate, of society or of the collective'.
'Human Rights in China', Information Office of Bate Council, November 1991, Beijimg.



FOREWORD

This study seeks to place the phenomenon of thepgan Union Collective in a per-
spective mat is much broader than the usual naoomtext in which European issues
are considered. The dangers associated with th®wagrerspective include: blindness
to the relationship, interaction and significanE®uossian and German-French strategy
and the continuity of each in the European contaxtonsequent lack of any coherent
frame of reference with which to make sense of &s5 collectivist track record, policies
and behaviour; the masking from view of underlyloiges propelling this frankly evil,
divisive, anti-nation state experiment; the absesfceommon sense rationales for certain
consistently pursued Euro-policies - such as thmligision of the constituent EU nation
states into Euro-regions, or the unexplained 'imfpea’ of eastwards expansion and the
wholesale collectivisation of every aspect of dued, all of which are either irrelevant or
harmful to national wellbeing; a failure to ask ibaguestions - such as why it is 'neces-
sary' for the EU to duplicate institutions, pol&ieservices and activities established by
the EU countries themselves; an unwarranted asgymphiat the political collective's
intentions and actions are benevolent, which isréwerse of the truth; and a tendency
towards resigned acceptance of the entire supedlll) apparatus on the ground that
it has been sanctioned by democratically electglédures. In short, the familiar narrow
perspective impedes our ability to perceive thepkst truths about this geopolitical
monstrosity - for instance, its fundamentally underatic, revolutionary character and
objectives. The literal meaning of 'revolutiorigising round and round in circles".

One penalty of becoming intellectually enmeshedthie octopus-like tentacles of
any given dimension of the European Union Colletsivactivities is that the victim soon
discovers that all 'answers' or 'solutions' to Hasoies are required and calculated to
be strictly provisional - because, typically, Eissdes are never actually intended to be
resolved, but rather to be elaborated and explaitedynical furtherance of the overrid-
ing political interests of the collective, whichwalys supersede and displace those of
its constituent members and their populations. Atk the parallel ‘joint actions' of the
international community, as displayed for instanaéh respect to the Irish question,
the main objectives do not include the resolutidrthe relevant issues, but rather the
establishment and exploitation of a 'process' far furtherance of an internationalist
agenda which is intended to contribute towards uhlienate objective, enunciated so
clearly by Lenin, of 'the destruction of the natistate'. The 'process', enshrining these
revolutionary operations, becomes 'sacrosanctttarifurthers their realisation.

A second obvious penalty of the narrow perspedsvéhat the victim's mind is
soon controlled and dominated by the oppressivpsneénded agenda of the collective,
or segments thereof; and once this state of misddeaeloped, it becomes impossible for
the victim to see the wood from the trees, to céonbis or her senses, and to step outside
the Euro-context, so as to be able to see the dorgucture. Only a handful of ‘professionals'
have ever done this - perhaps the best known Heingy Bruce of Donington, a former
'Mr Europe' for the British Labour Government i th970s, and Bernard Connally, a senior
official of the European Commission, formerly inaofe of the Exchange Rate Mechanism
and author of the famous work The Rotten Heartwbje' [Faber and Faber, London, 1995]
which exposed inter alia the corruption of the EtXshange rate manipulation regime.

Among 'Eurosceptic’ politicians in Britain, the edeig option of exit from the
EU collective is seen as unthinkable, whereas at ifais the only option available to
Britain other than national annihilation. Since lsyseople persist with their illusions
about 'renegotiating' the collective EU treatiesl ampatriating’ powers from Brussels
back to Westminster - neither of which possibgiee or are ever likely to be on offer -



it must be presumed that in practice they standyread willing to accept the decapitation
and termination of their country, since as expegdnpoliticians they cannot imagine that
in any such negotiations their objectives wouldaltained. Their attitude is all the more
insupportable and open to criticism, in that thegravamong those who voted for the
powers of the ancient Westminster Parliament teelneled over to the political collective.

Obviously, if sovereignty is pooled, it is dilutexhd diminished. But a primary
characteristic of everything to do with the Eurapé#nion, as with the Leninists, is that
the truth is turned upside-down, or back-to-fronpamary characteristic of evil: in
black masses, the Mass is read backwards. Thimintites the European Union's well-
deserved reputation for lies, distortions and démep a fact lost on those who have no
true religion, no faith, and thus fundamentally vaues. For such people, the annihilation
of the nation state is no big deal - even though d@nly the nation state which can mobilise
physical protection from the people's real eneriies. European Union Collective seeks to over-
come this objection by proclaiming inaccuratelyt tihaalone has been responsible for keep-
ing the peace on the European Continent since ¢sen World War (whereas this was
pre-'perestroika’ NATO's achievement), and by acsodating the collectivisation of
security - which a head of the Russian AcademyLehihist] Sciences' Institute of the
USA and Canada has officially described as ‘thédsiggoal' of Russian foreign policy’,
as discussed elsewhere in this book. It standedson that once West European military
power has been collectivised along with everythétgp, including the constituent nation
states themselves, Europe will be at the permamenaly of de facto continuing Soviet power.
However perception of that reality, and indeed loé tperils associated with Britain's
continued involvement with the subversive EU Cdilex at every level, presupposes a
basic understanding of continuing Soviet/Russianiist World Revolutionary strategy,
of which the European Union Collective has beconwellang component. This is exposed
in Part One of this book, entitled 'Europe from #antic to Vladivostok'. The Soviet
dimension in turn must be understood in the contéxhe parallel continuity of German
strategy - explained in Part Two, entited 'Eurdmen the Atlantic to the Urals' - and of
its interplay with the web of relationships spurtly Soviet strategists, who are directed
by the continuing KGBGRU* protected CPSU. And German strategy, driven byRan-
German agenda which represents the continuatiaheofaigenda of National Socialism, as
is proved in Part Two, has seen to it that Fransdbken co-opted as a full participant in the

realisation of Germany's plans. But German-Frerafaboration with the continuing
Soviet Leninists spells ultimate disaster for the-Berman hegemony project.

It was the Comintern which laid down [see page tKt ‘federation is a transitional
form towards the complete union... of all natiomshd it was Lenin who taught that
'separation precedes federation' [page XI]. The chleglirected ‘long march through the
institutions' of the West, beginning with the itrfition decisions of the Comintern, has
left the Western powers deeply compromised, subdeshd increasingly, as the Leninists
intended, of a ‘common mind' - the creation of twhias all along been a key objective of the
World Revolution. The late Jesuit author, Malachartih, used the apt term 'Luciferian fog'
to describe to me the blindness which has enveltipedninds of Western policymakers
in the face of this evil, relentless and largelyaa@ognised revolutionary onslaugiat.

Christopher Story, London, January 2002

1. KGB, the Komitet Gosudarstvennoy Bezopasnosti, or the Committee of State Security, has undergone
innumerable name changes since it was established by Lenin's decree of 20th December 1917 as the Cheka,
meaning ‘linchpin’, an acronym for its first Russian name All-Russian Extraordinary Commission for Combat-
ing Counter-Revolution, Speculation and Sabotage. See also page 129.

2. GRU (Soviet Military Intelligence), the Glavnoye Razvedyvatelnoye Upravieniye, or the Chief Intelligence
Directorate, is a division of the Soviet General Staff. It was not relabelled following the false Leninist 'changes'
of 1991, and has continued operating seamlessly from overt to covert Communism. It continues to regard the
domestic political space as 'the Soviet Union', and refers to St Petersburg as Leningrad.



PREFACE

WHAT IS THE EUROPEAN UNION?

Understanding the nature of the European Uniorsé#f-evidently, an essen-
tial prerequisite to fighting this revolutionary pganational entity effectively.
But in order to do so, those who instinctively rgaige that the European

Union is a Godless collective destructive powerstmeubmit their minds t@a
certain perhaps unfamiliar discipline.

This is necessary because serious thought on tibged cannot take
place unless the observer is able to break thd 8yl the European Union,
which is familiar with the occult, exercises ovée tmind, notably the British
and European mind. What must be addressed firstf@minost is the nature
of this unprecedented political phenomenon whick baerged in order to
destabilise, collectivise and usurp the sovereighfguropean nations. For
the scales to be removed from one's eyes, it isssacy to be clear what the
European Union is, and to understand what it isIhst not compatible with
the continued existence of its constituent nattates.

Exactly what, then, is the European Union?

The essence of Europe's crisis, which is a key oot of the malaise
afflicting the whole world, is that the Europeani&in threatens national sov-
ereignty. Indeed, its only purpose is preciselstpplant its constituent nation
states, in conformity with Lenin's seminal direetithat the nation state is to be
destroyed [page XIl]. In short, the European Uni@s properties which set it
in opposition to the continued existence of its roer. If they wish to remain

sovereign nation states, and thus to retain thérmpb avoid ‘irreversible
oppression’, they must heed the voice from heawstribed in Chapter 18,
verse 4 of the Book of Revelation:

'‘Come out of her, my people, that ye be not partaké her sins, and
that ye receive not of her plagdes'

For the European Union structures are engaged lémtless low-level,
but prospectively terminal, secret warfare agaitistir constituent nation
states, while posing as their benefactors. Underghise of open-ended and
ever-expanding 'cooperation’ - the preferred weadibi of the penetrated
British Foreign Office - the European Union is imagtice engaged in whole-
sale collectivisation via relentless, open-endeduladion: the very essence
of Communism. It was therefore no surprise that ik Gorbachev, during
a brief visit to London on 23rd March 2000, desedlthe European Union as
'the new European Sovfet'

Until the political and policymaking elites of thEuropean Union's
tamely compliant member countries, with their shall socialistic compre-
hension of what is happening around them wake uphito unpleasant real-
ity - a process which entails recognising the reataf the European Union
itself - the level of malaise of which the Europédnion is both a primary
cause and a malevolent manifestation, will continaeincrease, with ever
more destabilising consequences for European sexietnd therefore in
parallel for the whole world.



In conformity with Lenin's objective, national balaries are being
openly called into question. It is a pressing psgof the ideologically
possessed strategists who are pushing the Europsaon project with
such revolutionary determination, to hide for asgloas possible from the
people of Europe their ultimate objective of degmg and replacing the
European nation states which the EU collective uppssedly established
to serve. In the meantime, everything conceivaklebéing done to detract
from the prestige, the value and the importancenaifonhood as the proven
structure for the organisation of society. By evelgvious and subliminal
means available to it, the European Union seekslingnish and usurp the
concept and reality of nationhood, in preparation the day, not far hence,
when its constituent nations will have been absbribed snuffed out of
existence by the European Union itself.

MAIN OBJECTIVE 'LIFTED' FROM THE SOVIET TEXTBOOK

Why else do the advocates of 'ever closer Europedon®, mimicking an

objective laid down in the Soviets' primary Worlcewlutionary blueprint
'Fundamentals of Marxism-Leninism' [see pages IJ-1&petitively insist
upon the importance of 'preserving' the speciaionat characteristics that
distinguish one ancient European civilisation franother? As the former
German Foreign Minister, Klaus Kinkel, pronouncetl Konigswinter on
17th March 1997 'Europe draws its strength and vitality from i#ver-

sity of cultures, languages and traditions, ands thich potential needs
to be sustained and developed'.

This 'line' - the 'Euro-propagandists’ frequentraief that 'national
characteristics must be preserved at all costsaskethe European Union's
underlying aggressive intention that the ancienhstituent nations them-
selves are to be liguidated by means of a continldoup d'etat’ by install-
ments' [see Part Two]. The insistent propagandamiging the preservation
of national characteristics is intended as a suwibstifor continued nation-
hood, and disguises the main objective, which i®nal extinction.

For if the European Union has its way, that is widt occur; and the
targeted nation states themselves will have cotgeran their own destruc-
tion, in accordance with Lenin's best-known dictatong the lines that if
the self-interested bourgeoisie is given enougterapwill collectively hang
itself. This is what its treacherous national leabigps have been doing, to
the indifference or subdued resentment of theirtieappopulations, who
are seemingly too demoralised to offer resistance.

Robert Burton [1576-1640], the English philosopheronounced in
The Anatomy of Melancholy' that it is 'the Devilmself, which is the author
of confusion and lies'. Burton was of course raiieg Jesus Christ's familiar,
searing condemnation of the legalism of the Phesisevho worshipped not
God, but Regulation:

'Ye are of your father the Devil, and the lustsyolur father ye will
do. He was a murderer from the beginning, and abooke in the truth,
because there is no truth in him. When he speakette, he speaketh of
his own: for he is a liar, and the father df if'



The Euro-ideologue  weavils and deceivers- residemithin,
for instance, the British Foreign Office, the Hon@fice and inside the
intestines of the long since com romised Britishlitipal parties-know
well, as the Devil himself knows, that they are suimg, by facilitating
obsessive and oppressive EU regulation, collettipslicies which are
anathema to the overwhelming majority of the tadetEuropean pop-
ulations, and which are against the peoples' maosiddmental interests.
They exert pressure in pursuit of their brazen ahje by relying upon
their apparently inexhaustible stock of guile aretedt, upon the relentless
propaganda spin which they interleave in the publamain through their
control of media minds, and most significantly & apon the fact that they
have forced the targeted countries into sullen @onty with the drudgery
of compliance with their obsessive, ever-expandidgeary and coercive
agenda of incremental collectivised control.

Many worthy antagonists of the European Union hagnmitted the
fatal error over the years of allowing their thimgi and responses to become
interminably bogged down in the horrendous detéilttee insidious ‘evolv-
ing 'Treaty’ and its consequences, without realisihat the Treaty invites
control of their minds. It is a trap which has atai@ attraction, in particular,
for those with legal training; indeed large firm$ expensive lawyers have
sprung up which specialise in 'European Law'. Qertafluential parlia-
mentarians have become so attached to the obsdsgabsm of the ever-
evolving Treaty that they cannot bear the thoughbeing without it. They
are truly infested by a perverse 'spirit of legalis Despite encyclopaedic
knowledge of its oppressive, devious and contradjctArticles, Protocols,
Paragraphs and Statutes, and of the resulting tdies¢ Regulations and
Rules, they are by no means in favour of Britairy)$eaving the Collective.
Instead, they obtusely argue, the EU must be trefdl, and Great Britain's
membership ‘renegotiated’ - which the Collectivelémever permit.

It is not suggested that serious students of thesdters should
pay only superficial attention to the small print the avalanche of docu-
mentation spewed out by the collectivist EU struesu- thereby emulating
the eccentricity of Kenneth Clarke, the former Glalor of the Exchequer,
who made a point of stating that he had never tbadMaastricht Treafy
or of Douglas Hurd (now Lord Hurd) who, when he w&areign Secretary,
was overheard after he had signed the Maastricbatyr to exclaim: 'Well,
we'd better find out what we've just signed'.

On the contrary, one must be familiar with at leths& skeleton of the
collective Treaty in order to be in a position tmk at it dispassionately and
to understand its underlying purpose - without peimg oneself ever to
become mesmerised or intimidated by its grandiogepidn generalities,
its oppressive mission to 'organise' every aspdécEuropean relationships
and live§, its obtuse Marxist prescriptions, its delibenatehmbivalent
and empty yet Aesopian language uncoincidentallypnimiscent of Nazi
Pan-German drafting from which so much of its ceefli and contradic-
tory gobbledegook is derived [see Part Two], arsl tygpically perverse
Leninist terminology (‘common’, ‘joint action’, etc



WILFUL BLINDNESS AND COWARDICE OF POLITICIANS

Having perceived the sombre reality of how the [peem Union seeks
to impose the pressure of what can reliably be riest as its demonic
collective will on the peoples and nations of Ewopnder the cover
provided by their subverted Governments' misguidsshsent, one must,
then, so as to appraise the spirit of this mecharfr collectivised coercion,
stand aside from the Treaty's beguiling text, aoadsitler its true intent. This
can perhaps be most clearly seen from a Britistspeetive, given that the
extinction of British sovereignty is proving to llee most painful process of
all - because Britain, unlike some of the other &tlintries, has a history of
sovereignty going back for over a millennium.

The misguided notion that British membership of thEuropean
Union, can or ought to be 'renegotiated’, pinpoitis actual nature of the
European Union itself. A dissatisfied tenant mayllwash to renegotiate his
or her lease with a landlord. The level of the teisadissatisfaction with the
existing lease may reach the point at which coimipuo live in the property
may have become near-intolerable. However, if thadlord in question
indicates he is unwilling to accommodate the disBatl tenant by granting
a new and modified lease which takes the sourcetheftenant's dissatisfac-
tion into account the tenant is wasting time anérgy complaining about
the situation or seeking to persuade the landlbed & new lease should be
granted. If the landlord is indeed unwilling to pead as requested, the ten-
ant will be frustrated and will be laced with thptions of putting up with the
situation, or else leavingthe premises and endih@gonsequences. These may, on
reflection or in the event, turn out to be muchslesevere than contin-
uing to tolerate a state of affairs which has I@igce become insupportable.
To mix metaphors, if you jump fully clothed intosavimming pool, you can
hardly complain of the unpleasant sensation creabsd the soaking
garments you are wearing, and nor can you objeat your clothes are
wringing wet. The only solution to your problem tis come to your senses,
climb out of the pool, pull off your soaking clothedry yourself, and put on
some dry ones. To elaborate the parable to itxidods extremity, neither can
you reasonably complain, after the event, that fad not appreciated the
extent to which your clothing would be liable tesalb the water.

This crude analogy falls apart, though, when cargid why the
United Kingdom, for example, has found itself inclsua terminal mess over
its membership of the European Union. For when aBritmade the fatal
mistake of agreeing to join the European Economam@unity in 1972,
most British people imagined the organisation wamcerned primarily
with trade. British parliamentarians remained chlpablind to the reality,
notwithstanding the fact that the Prime Minister tbé day, Edward Heath,
and other Euro-political ideologues, including at@dt one very prominent
known agent of the Communist International (Comimfe had openly
revealed their use of the Marxist stratagem - fiestployed in the early
1900s by the Russian Social Democrats - of explpithe lure of economic
progress as their primary lever for establishing trevolutionary frame-
work upon which political federation in Europe wade achieved. The



elites' chronic geopolitical blindness, coupled hwihe treachery of actives
within the political classes who do understand strategy, has, in just over
a generation, brought the United Kingdom and thHeerotEU Member States
to the very edge of national extinction.

For national democratic institutions have been aiigd, after the
Comintern's own model, for the state's destructidin.is', as the Second
Congress of the Comintern held in Moscow in 192@d k&own, 'only poss-
ible to speak of utilising the bourgeois organimasi with the object of

destroying ther’. And Lenin himself wrote that 'no parliament can i
any circumstances be for Communists an arenawjgtr for reforms....

The only question can be that of utilising bourgestate institutions

for their own destruction’.

Blindness to the nature of the regional politicalicibus which has
evolved into the European Union Collective refleatdailure to discern this
monstrosity's true nature, coupled with a cowandfusal to take meaning-
ful political steps to decisively arrest the prageof the conspiracy: for this
'‘process’ is indeed a conspiracy, as explained amesp 50-51.
As a consequence, national politicians who appear be antagonists
of the European Union, usually shy away from anggestion that the many
intractable problems which are overwhelming the BEdmber countries and
their parliaments (as a direct result of the shalrdcisions they have taken,
and of the Euro-ideological commitment of the naadiobureaucracies which
are supposed to be subservient to them but whidality rule them), can

only be resolved once and for all by abandoning it.

Inexplicably, this prospect appears to terrify mapsominent people,
especially among the compromised political classés spite of daily insults
to our intelligence perpetrated by the Euro-idenlsy as they scrabble to
construct their doomed Tower of Babel. Indeed,amati political figures and
their advisers themselves may regard their EU aglles and counterparts
with ill-disguised scorn. This certainly seems t® the case with British offi-
cials. According to The Sunday Times [16th Decemb@®l], reporting from
the EU Summit meeting held at Laeken, Belgium, iac@nber 2001, one
very senior member of the British delegation tol&K Weporters: 'Many of
these people are buffoons. We view them with a umétof horror and
amusement'. Another British delegate describedféindeft Belgian Foreign
Minister, Louis Michel, as 'a complete idiot. ThebK officials were merely
expressing views which have evidently been widedydhby political circles
in London for many years. Why, then, does Britamnttwue to squander
official time and resources on its disastrous mestbp of this confused,
corrupt yet ideologically offensive, political cetitive? By 1996, it had been
shown that the net cost of membership to Britairs wé the order of £300
billion*?, enough to build modern hospitals in every largert in the world.
It seems that after several decades of member&hipppean countries are
willing to countenance any amount of bureaucrattogance and incompetence,
regulatory oppression, corruption and Euro-abuseorofer to avoid what their
elites and their diplomatic communities fear mobeing 'left out in the
cold'. In reality, of course, a determinedly indegent national leadership



stance would mesmerise the rest of the world, camimglobal attention
and respect, transform the demoralised captive lpbpo's morale, and
usher in many decades of vigorous economic gro#thusual, logical think-
ing (as is the case on all Euro-issues) is turmesitde-down.

If the United Kingdom persists with its EU membépsht will pay a
much heavier economic (let alone political) pricethe years ahead than it
has already had to pay since 1972. For the Europedémn Collective faces a
bleak economic future, compared with that beckortimg United States, and
even Britain. This is because, according to Unitéations projections, the
population of the European Union 15 will declinenfr 376.5 million in 2000,
to about 339.3 million in 2050, with the working naponent of the popula-
tion (that is, people aged between 15 and 55 yehls falling from 231.5
million to an estimated 167.6 million (a decline 2#.6%). In Japan, where the
overall population is projected by the United Nasioto contract from 127.1
million in 2000, to 109.2 million by 2050, the wang age population will fall
from 78.9 million to 49.4 million (-29.5%).

By contrast, Britain's population is expected tona@ more or less
unchanged (59.5 million in 2000, and 58.9 million 2050 as more and more
people live longer lives, with the working age plapion falling from about
35.9 million to around 30.1 million, a decline d.2%. But the outlook for the
United States is quite different the 283.2 millld§ population will rise to
397.1 million by 2050, with the working age componeising from 176.0
million to an estimated 217 million, an increase233%. This means that
markets for goods and services (homes, consumenblds; household
goods, automobiles, electronic goods, and supporservices) will increase
progressively in the United States, whereas, onbidms of these projections
the opposite will inevitably be the case in Contita¢ Europe and Japan.
Moreover, the EU's economic salvation does not ntraty to the traditional
Pan-German ideology (see Part Two) - lie to thet,Babkere populations are
declining even more sharply than in parts of theopean Union. The most
extreme case is that of Ukraine, the populatiorwbfch contracted by 4.9%
between 1994 and 2000 (from 52.11 million to arineded 49.57 million,
according to the International Monetary Fund), awtiere the working
segment will fall from 30.5 million in 2000, to alo14.7million by 2050.
In Russia, too, where the population fell, on thasi® of IMF data,
from 147.97 million in 1994 to 145.49 million by nki 2000 (-2.48%), a simple
extrapolation shows that the overall populationl wive declined to 115.42
million by 2050 - within which the working-age pdption will have been
reduced, according to UN projections, from 92 milliin 2000, to just 51 mil-
lion in 2050, a contraction of 44.6%. Over the geahead, the Russian econ-
omy will be assisted by exploitation of its enengysources in collaboration
with Western corporations and experts - this beimg single main tactical
community of interest between Russia and the Westecially Great Britain
(mainly through British Petroleum) and the Unitethat8s. But overall, these
data demonstrate starkly, for Britain, that its fem largely disastrous and
fraught attachment to the European Union is leadintpwards a relatively
bleak economic future - whereas disengagementdamdification with the



North American economy offers incomparably greatewards. Britain's

population is not collapsing; although the workiogmponent will dimin-

ish over the years, as indicated. What is cry$tards that collectivisation

of savings (especially of pensions), which is idish and will follow the

‘consummation' of European Union collectivisatiornerally, would be
grossly to Britain's detriment, but greatly to thenefit of the Euro Zone
economy which faces a far more decisive declingtofworking and prod-
uctive population. In other words, for demograpbéonomic reasons
alone, Britain's future lies definitively with NortAmerica.

However, because of the corrosive impact of cadllett EU ideology,

basic logic such as this usually falls on stonyugch The main historical
reasons for the defeatist attitude shared by theogean elites, notably by
the British, are not easy to identify. Some tracddck to the weariness of
the post-Second World War years and to a resigmatl @agmatic deter-
mination among European policymakers that ‘coojperatmust be institu-
tionalised, at all costs, in order to preclude ameypetition of the horrors
suffered by European countries during the firsff lodilthe 20th century. But
evidence is advanced in this work for a less coogla explanation for the
progressive  collectivisation  of  sovereignty that sha occurred.

First, as a prerequisite for this, the present @hab the Leninist World

Revolution was preceded by the abandonment of theopgean colonial

empires, long agitated for, procured and demandgdthie Communist

International. At the 27th Congress of the Commuriarty of the Soviet
Union [CPSU], convened in 1986, the former Georgpolice chief and

Party Secretary, MVD General Eduard Shevardnadzmgstbd that the
Comintern's decolonisation objective - that is &y,sthe dismantling of the
West European Empires, in parallel with the de daestablishment of the
overt and covert Communist empire - had been dil duhieved® and this

Leninist sentiment was echoed by Douglas Hurd paglbefore the British
Government handed the priceless jewel of Hong Komgr to the amazed
Communist Chinese not just for nothing, but accamezh by the free gift of

foreign exchange reserves then held by the Hongy Kaithorities worth over $70
billion. Secondly, following the 'Long March' of @gts and agents of influ-
ence through the institutions of the West, accongohrby the Gramscian
radicalisation offensive associated with the Seldahched ‘permissive
society', elements have risen to policymaking pmsst throughout Europe
that are wedded to the self-same Leninist collettimgenda thought by the
unwary to have been abandoned in 1989-91.

Such developments have facilitated the triumph #dred de facto heg-
emony of the Soviet strategic collective's key \@ygence strategy', which
presupposes that 'convergence' between East and i8Ves take place only
on the terms laid down by the Soviet Leninists. Sehderms, which were
spelled out by Mikhail Gorbachev in his Nobel Pe&u&ze Lecture in June
1992 and in his earlier 'End of the Cold War Leetwt Fulton, Missouri,
essentially amounted to crude blackmail - congstof an implied threat
that international relations had been reoriented tfiie Soviets) onto 'new
rails', so that 'mankind’ would henceforth be thavgin the same train



together, and thus in the same single politica¢édion - since the alternative
of global conflict was simply too dreadful to comgate. What that meant in
Soviet Aesopian terms was that the West had nocehdtither you do as we
say, or you precipitate the Third World War'.

THE WORLD'S LARGEST POLITICAL COLLECTIVE
The European Union is a political collective. It msanifestly a tautology
and a truism that in a collective of any kind, demis are taken collectively.
By definition, collectivisation inevitably tends vtards oppression, since
those whose views do not prevail are required byuei of their member-
ship of the collective to accept the unpalatabléniops and decisions of
the collective as a whole, by whatever technicabmsethese decisions may
actually be reached. Since the political collectivas been imposed upon
the European populations by a combination of riggeférenda, diktat, and
deceit, all the EU Member countries' populations, aaind feel, oppressed.
The present level of oppression is, however, ngthim what lies in store.
Even as the Author was putting the finishing togche this text, he was
informed, only semi-mockingly, that because of hidbdurate' refusal to
accept the ‘politically correct’ view of the Eurape Utopia, he should
anticipate 'having your toe-and fingernails exeddby red-hot tongs'.
The decisions of the institutions of the Europeariod Collective are usually
deceitful and totalitarian in character. One tegbai a general proxy for the
collectivist ‘decision-making' methodology employed by the
European Union's undemocratic institutions, maszes as 'consensus-
building', and will be familiar to anyone who hasdhthe misfortune to
attend a 'visioning meeting’, a ‘'stakeholder' couioc similar socialistic
mind-control-oriented conference. Consensus-bgjldidoes not involve
actually convincing anyone to alter his or her \gew

On the contrary, it avoids and disposes of corflictviews - beginning
and ending with a predetermined position, which naaymay not be made
known to the group. Consensus-building, a revohaitg technique devel-
oped by Leninist strategic planners, is implemenbsd trained ‘facilitators'
who ask questions designed to elicit silence, ee ¢b force individuals who
might be opposed to a given policy, to identify tiselves. In the unusual
event that the lone objector gains the upper hanthé forum, he or she is
usually silenced by means of slogans, aggressisponses and counteralleg-
ations - such as that the said antagonist is edgagéype-casting' or ‘finger-
pointing'. These were, in fact, elements of a tdrref gratuitous invective
directed at the Author during a press conferencehat IMF/World Bank
Annual Meetings in Prague in September 2000, byyMRobinson, the ex-
President of Ireland and later the UN High Comnoissr for Refugees.

Facilitators do not ask if everyone agrees (whiahuldr encourage every-
one to start talking), but ask if there is anyonleowdoes not agree with the
predetermined proposition - which usually encousageveryone to stay
silent, since most people fear (irrationally) wttheir peers may think of
them. Moreover questions at such meetings are dlpigphrased so that
they appear to express an idea universally thoioghe good, or else gener-



ally felt to be bad. In the environmental contextliimension ol revolution-

ary operations in which the continuing revolutisrheavily invested, given

its underlying anti-property and ‘population reduwct intentions), a facilit-
ator might ask: 'Does anyone think we should notcbacerned about the
future well being of our species?"

The underlying deception principle here is that ist almost impossible
to prove hat a consensus on such a predetermined issue ndesxist. Thus the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [IPCC] declamedone stage
that a consensus among 2,000 scientists had datinthat global warm-
ing was as caused by human activity - a dubioustpafi view very strongly
denied by much authoritative expert opinion. Bué tbo-called '‘consensus'
stands firm in the public perception (as was ingehdby Soviet intelligence,
since this initiative was launched at the 27th @eswmy of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union in 1986), despite the alooon-concurrence of
thousands of scientists. When asked why the alleggasensus had not
been validated even by means of a straw vote, Mici@ujatar, Executive
Secretary of the Conference of Parties, replied:

'‘Consensus is not unanimity: it is very much up tlee president.
This cynical, arrogant, totalitarian, collectivistand anti-democratic
attitude is routinely encountered in the Europeaiok/context.

More broadly, history shows that collectivisationnda totalitarianism
are interchangeable. Under Stalin, the poor Ruspresants who had been
deceived by the Bolsheviks into believing that theyuld gain their own land

for cultivation, only to discover that title to Wwas being withheld from them,
learned that the minimal rights they had temporaehjoyed’ under the self-
styled champion of the working classes and peasahté Lenin, were to be
wrenched from them altogether through the wholesalepletion of agricul-
tural collectivisation - so that their position wri few years after the Russian
Revolution, and following the Red Terror and thél evar, was far worse than

it had been under serfdom, which had technicalgnt@bolished in 1861

Collectivisation led straight to oppression, withposition to it on the part
of the wealthier peasants countered by physicahdation.

These practical and historical observations reminsl in principle
of the potentially extreme risks one runs by mersibgr of any collective.
Depending on the context, membership of a collectinavoidably entails
taking representatives of co-members on trust clwhian be reckless, fool-
ish, hazardous and unwise - and pointlessly pla@gngself unnecessarily
in a position to be obliged to accept prospectivalypalatable decisions,
without being offered any prospect of such decsi@ver being reversed -
let alone any worthwhile quid pro quo.

Indeed, all collective decisions are by definitioand intention
‘irreversible’ - a word extensively used, by no neaccidentally, in the
Maastricht Treaty and its sequels, the blueprinttlé insidious European
Union Collective. Furthermore, the EU Collectivevhich has interests, self-
evidently, that diverge from those of its particitm - is forever venturing
onto national territory not previously authorisey the individual members,
since it is inherently driven by 'the imperativectlectivise' every dimen-
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sion of existence within its ever-expanding jurgsidin [see page XXVII et

seq.]. But the ever-careful revolutionary Europdamg-range strategists have
anticipated this and thought of a 'solution’ - sirtbeir frenetically restless
and haunted brains, bent on the pursuit of totaitrob, have anticipated

virtually every conceivable response to complaiatsout their fundamen-
tally oppressive intentions.

In line with the standard practice of overt Comnstmi- who proceed
towards their mad political objectives by enforcitige rule that no meeting
is permitted to conclude before the date of thet mexeting has been set - the
European Union Treaty is subject to 'revision' gvieur years. By means of
this device, derived from Communist practice, th&atsgists have been able
to lead the unwitting, penetrated national politieead bureaucratic estab-
lishments towards national extinction by the naseder cover of the slogan
of 'cooperation’. For the prospect of quadrenniavision' of the collective
Treaty is perpetually dangled before them, fosteiine illusion that ground
unfortunately ceded to the political collective calways be retrieved later,
despite the EU's 'acquis communautaire' doctriee pgge XXV].

This practice further reveals the true nature @& HEuropean Collective.
Self-evidently, if the collective Treaty is onlytémded to last in its present
form for four years, it acquires a built-in biasvlerds expansion of its juris-
diction, since it requires revision on a permanieasis, as there are no 'sun-
set clauses'. This means that no issues are etdeds - a curious paradox,
since, as already noted, the decisions of the dalée cannot be reversed, as
democratic ones can. The political collective'siglens are never reversed,
merely amended in further pursuit of the intereststhe collective as a
whole, rather than those of its members.

Indeed, in the collective, issues are not regardedoeing in need of
'solution’ per se, but rather as means to furtherimterests of the collective.
Hence, EU issues are never resolved, other thdheircollective's interests, and
even then, only on a provisional basis. What isdp@lescribed is the essence of
revolution. For the true meaning of 'revolutiorf, amurse, is 'going round and
round and round in circles' [page Xlll]. No revobrt ever achieves its objective:
rather, it is its own objective. This consideratiam turn, illustrates the central
truth that revolutions are inherently demonic. Exbose who do not believe
in God must concede that anyone who spends hiseorlite going round
and round in circles, winds up raving mad.

We have therefore illuminated both the fundamewtaéivolutionary
character and intent of the European Union CoNegtidefinitively linking
it to the broader revolution which is harassing tdemtemporary world, as it
has done since the French Revolution more than derturies ago. For as
will be seen, the revolutionary role of the Eurapdadnion Collective cannot
be properly understood without a sound parallelensinding of the false,
Leninist nature of the 'changes' (‘collapsible Cami®m’) which occurred
in 1989-91, giving rise to the phenomenon of 'namthunism' designed
to hoodwink the West that the threat from Communisad suddenly evap-
orated - whereas in reality, overt Communism int&asEurope was abruptly
‘folded’ in a controlled series of events, while ttormer' Soviet Union
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was subdivided, precisely to clear the way for #estward expansion of
its replacement - the European Union Collectivee Tmal meeting of the
representatives of COMECON held in Budapest, comdefor the purpose
of formally closing the organisation down, lastedless than half an hour.

In the British domestic political context, the 8ion that 'sovereignty
can be repatriated from Brussels', which presuppoae comprehensive
failure to understand the nature and collectivigtppse of the European
Union, has typically assumed a number of recogiésdbrmats. Among
officials in Conservative Central Office, for instae, it was often said, prior
to the Conservative Government's defeat at the 1@6reral Election, that
whatever mistakes had been made over 'Europe’ caudys be 'put right
in a subsequent parliament', because no BritisHidP@nt has the power
to bind its successors. Since this information vpaevided by a former
Conservative Central Office official, it cannot &eued witf.

Such illusions reveal the extent to which the riéms ‘progress' of
the European Union project has outstripped the agpaf even those at
the fulcrum of party policymaking to understand whaas been taking
place. The actual net consequence of detailed vewoént in any dimension
of European affairs is revolutionary - by whichngant here that the victim
finds himself going round and round in circles, timchanging object of the
exercise. And by extension and design, collectiiosadefines, and precip-
itates, open-ended confusion - which the collectiven seeks endlessly to
tame with ever more oppressive and onerous regulafifensives.

A SLOW-MOTION COLLECTIVIST COUP D'ETAT BY INSTALLMENTS

The illusion that powers can one day be repatridtech the EU political
collective back to its constituent nation statesaigpipedream, which was
encapsulated in the former Conservative Governmerihfused document
entitled 'A Europe of Nations'. This is not whatingended: what is envisaged,
rather, is a Europe of Regions; and these Europegions are to be progres-
sively amalgamated into a regional bloc en routgatds World Government.
The 'repatriation of ceded powers' diversion owdaothe European Union's
insidious collectivist dogma of the ‘'acquis commutaae', whereby every
component of national jurisdiction, once ceded d&hds 'acquired’ by the
European Union Collective, whether 'legislative{that is to say, by means
of Directive, Decision, or Regulation) or else byans of a decision handed
down by the European Court of Justice, thereaftdortys to the Collective
in perpetuity. And because the European Court cftidel was established
not to dispense justice as such, but rather togsafel and to enhance the
powers of the European Union Collective, it is haran ally of the cowed
constituent nation states. As for the European Csion, it is endowed
by the national parliaments with 'general powengijch grant it the priv-
ilege of proposing supranational legislation - amdich presuppose that it is
driven to expand them. (Lenin's principle that ol parliaments are to be
exploited by the Revolution only for their own destion, was first applied
outside Russia in postwar Czechoslovakia, when 'llbergeois’ parliament-
arians voted for a Communist dictatorship [see p&gX and Note 18]).
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'‘General powers' were also the foundation of théeHidictatorship.
Less than two months after he had been appointean@gy's Chancellor
by the elderly President Hindenburg on 30th JanuE®@3, Hitler banned
the Communist deputies and, by resorting to irdation and mendacity,
secured, on 23rd March, the required two-thirds oniigj in the Reichstag
for an enabling act which transferred all legislatiauthority from the
Legislature to his Cabinet, ostensibly for a periofd four yeart’. He did
this under cover of a sweeping emergency decreetagtato him by the
President following a mysterious fire which had tgdt the Reichstag
building in February - now known to have been ailgazvocation.

Thereafter, a wave of Nazi purges followed, withe dnstitution after
another being subjugated, and with arbitrary ruelacing government by
rule of law in what a contemporary, Konrad Heidewcurately described
as 'a coup d'etat by installmentsThe European Union is engaged in an
infinitely more sophisticated and long-range 'codftat by installments'
inspired by the Pan-German tradition, againstatsstituent nation states.

Among certain British parliamentarians, there hamgl been a
suspicious facilitating tendency to ‘'delay’ meafuhgpolitical responses
which could have arrested the ‘'progress' of thisefning coup d'etat’, on
the pretext of awaiting a 'more opportune' momentsame time in the
future. Short-term political calculations have usuabeen the deciding
factor. Because MPs failed, at crucial juncturesctwvhare a matter of UK
parliamentary record and history, to confront theurse of the torment -
as an exorcist is always obliged to do at an esprct the tormentor has
grown inexorably in arrogance, power and strength, that the continued
existence of the United Kingdom is now being caltgd question.

Because a political collective, with its inheremhperative to collec-
tivise' all dimensions of existence not yet coldsed, is inherently oppres-
sive, it is the enemy of freedom - that is to safyfreedom of choice, and of the
exercise of free will, which is a divine gift. lolfows from this perception that
all political collectives are manifestations of levihe European Union is an
incorrigeably malevolent structure because, as leative, it denies some of
its members - and a significant proportion of iisedchanted subject popu-
lations - freedom of choice, through its impositiapon them of decisions
contrary to their interests, which are justified the ‘collective decisionmak-
ing process'. As under overt Communism, this paeposits all power in
the hands of the implementing bureaucracy, andcthénto the hands of the
self-perpetuating cabal which directs it. Seniosifions are hawked around
and traded within the small revolutionary elite infernationalist collectivists
recruited from the national elites - each of whdimugh having recklessly
betrayed his country, is indifferent to having dese on the pretext that the
interests of the collective take precedence becahsy override 'narrow
national interests'. In practice, these have beegely abolished, since it is,
by definition, only the political collective whichas interests. It purports to
exercise these in the interests of the collectloa, behalf of the individual
members and the European Commission. Thereforeneviee we hear of a
national politician of an EU Member State writingspeaking about 'the
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national interest’, like Italy's Sig. Berluscong Is talking nonsense and deceiv-
ing his audience. Whether he is himself deceivectlge confused or just plain
misled, varies. Many national politicians have mawederstood this.

A dissenting member of any political collective g®werless to alter
the political collective's decisions. By the sanoien, a dissenting member
cannot realistically expect to be in a positionatter the nature of the collec-
tive itself, let alone, as a consequence, theigalibrientation of the decisions
it takes. Once again, the European Union's stisgttediave a clever 'solution’
to the frustrations thereby arising among the ctille's membership. Under
the EU's regime of Qualified Majority Voting (QMV)members of the
political collective at the national level can ihebry ally themselves with
other disaffected Members, in such a way (they migbpe) as to be able
to carry sufficient votes under this system totfiate what would other-
wise be the 'perverse' will of the collective.

This can indeed still sometimes be achieved; but possibility of
altering the collective's decisions by this meanstrictly limited, and in any
case will not endure because of the European Uniorierent 'imperative’
to achieve total collectivisation. Residual natiomatoes are at loggerheads
with this ‘imperative’, being inconsistent with tleellective's purpose. The
continued existence of the national veto, whichumler constant attack, is
seen as a temporary expedient, fit only for thdarsa tactics' approach:
thus, at every opportunity, prominent EU and Gernfegures compete
among themselves to denounce the residual natieetal powers ‘'enjoyed’
by EU Member States, which have not yet been syteatly abolished at
the quadrennial Intergovernmental Conferences [I@s]d to demand that
they should be progressively or completely liquadat

Naturally, too, the larger the political collectiymcomes, the less vot-
ing strength will be left to individual members,dathe more remote will be
any possibility of achieving variations of the perse will of the collective.
And as the European Union expands eastwards, lksctieist characteristics
will become ever more obviously pronounced, giveintended absorption
of countries which have supposedly been releasah fovert Communism -
but which, as demonstrated in Part One, remain rectige controlled by
overt or covert Leninist actives, politicians, offils, interior ministries and
intelligence agencies - all of them, in one wayamother, just as beholden
to Moscow today as before. For instance, in 200baB819 members of the
Czech Cabinet were ‘former' members of the ComrmuRety. None of
these people had ever 'renounced’' their Commurdst pnd all remained
Communists who were fulfilling Lenin's advice toofk by other means'
at certain stages of the World Revolution. In VotuK\V/ Il of his 'Collected
Works' [1923 Edition, pages 142-145], Lenin wroteatt 'a Communist
must be prepared to make every sacrifice and, desgary, even resort
to all sorts of schemes and stratagems, employititeate methods,
conceal the truth, in order... to conduct revohdity work within...".
In 1989-91, the Communists throughout Eastern Eyrops in the
Soviet Union, adopted the 'Third Way'" the acqigsitof false political
labels to mask their continuing covert Communisiést orientation.
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Nor should it be assumed that they did this spauasly, in the context of
the mythical 'collapse of Communism'. on the cawgtraas will be shown in
Part One, they followed Communist Party instructiand directives.

A prominent British 'Eurosceptic' once told the terithat expansion
of the European Union was desirable in principleyces the consequence
would be that its power and effectiveness would dileted. Like almost
everything connected with the European Union, thesird logic is upside-
down and back-to-front. Diluting the voting powef BU member coun-
tries through expansion, diminishes the residuawgs' of the countries
even further, but leaves that of the collectiveamded.

Moreover since the EU collective pursues poweritforown sake, rather
than, as its apologists misleadingly profess, i ititerests of the populations
of its member countries, the question of whethemat the European Union
is 'relevant’ and 'effective’ in the sense invok®d those mild antagonists
who remain imprisoned by its agenda, will remainmatter of permanent
indifference to the collective power. For its emtimotivation and raison d'etre
is the fundamentally demonic one of power and @bnffhe lust for control
is the very essence of evil, and a brazen forrdairy.

These secular considerations help us to understamdsource of the
pressurising presence which sits on the shoulderevary concerned and
politically aware inhabitant of the European Unsomhember countries. To
imagine that geographical expansion of the EuropBaion will result in
a diminution of the power of the political colledi itself, is obtuse: it is to
see the future upside-down. The reverse will bectze.

INACCURATE, NAIVE AND PERVERSE PERCEPTIONS

Although the discredited former British ConservativGovernment under
John Major affected, for electoral purposes, toehagen the light in the final
weeks of its existence, for most of his years iwgrothe former British Prime
Minister reiterated a tired slogan about the dedita of Britain being 'at the

heart of Europe'. At the same time, his senior Mers insisted upon using
a cliche stressing the need for Britain 'to figist corner in Europe’. By resort-
ing to these vacuous phrases, Ministers inadvéyteevvealed the emptiness
and confusion at the core of their 'European pglisince, by definition, a

corner is peripheral to the heart or centre. Ommatbe 'at the heart' of the
collective if one is simultaneously 'fighting onetsner'.

Note, too, the official admission that it is alwagyecessary to ‘fight'
within the EU context. What did those failed Biitigoliticians think they
were fighting for? National interests? These, adicated, had been largely
collectivised. No, the intellectual confusion whiamade them a laugh-
ing-stock, was a direct product of their failure &malyse the collectivist
nature of the beast with which they were dealing.

Unfortunately, the Godless European Union does hasgsociations
with 'The Beast'. It cannot be a coincidence thamassive Brussels-based
computer called Euro Net, capable of storing ak fhersonal data of the
world's entire population, is nicknamed 'The Bea$tie disturbing motif
of the wanton woman riding a modified beast from Book of Revelation,
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Chapter 17, verse 3, is in widespread use througtteu EU - for instance,
n wall paintings in the European Parliament at shtwarg, on a German
rive deutschemark note pre-dating the politicallemtive from 1948, on a
British postage stamp dated 1984 commemorating $leeond European
Parliamentary 'Elections’, in the form of an urafive sculpture located
immediately outside the European Council building, a German ECU coin
dated 1992, and on a recent German telephone card.

And everywhere is to be seen EU's ubiquitous cirofetwelve stars,
which the ignorant comfort themselves by believithgt they represent the
crown of Mary (symbolism derived from Revelationhapter 12, verse 1).
In reality, the 12 stars are an attribute of thggma'Queen of Heaven', a
name given to the mother of Nimrod (meaning, in |@&an, 'the horned
one"), the builder and ruler of Babel. The hidemew circular European
Parliament building in Strasbourg is modelled up@&ieter Breughel's
famous painting called The Tower of Babel’, regd in the Council of
Europe's notorious poster shown onpage VII. Symglovhich is much
too large a subject to be dealt with adequately,her a crucial component
of the occult focus of all such Man-oriented cdil@st 'New World Social
Order' constructions - the EU being a conspicuoossemer of such neo-
pagan symbolism. But the occult underlying naturel amotivation of the
European Union is not an issue that concerns thepglilical and policy-
making classes, which are mesmerised by economdglaology.

In any case, not a single politician belonging tosapporting succes-
sive British Conservative Governments nor (muchs Iearprisingly) the fel-
low-travelling British Fabian Socialist Governmefwhich, given its political
orientation, shares the objectives of Lenin's WdRevolution but proceeds
towards those objectives by stealth, just like Ehgopean Union Collective
itself), has had the insight to recognise the ctilest orientation of the
European Union, let alone the political courage rémounce the Leninist
World Revolution he or she serves (whether knowingl unwittingly), and
to acknowledge the truth: that Britain and the otB& Member States are in
thrall to the 'opposite’ revolutionary method tattlapplied by the continuing
Soviets. For whereas the Soviet Communists 'chartbedface' of Soviet
Communism and destroyed 'the image' of the eneimy, approach being
applied in Britain is the diabolically ingeniousteahative: 'the face' of the
existing system is being maintained, while its sufwpg ideology and substruc-
ture has been suborned and annexed by the WorlduRer - in conformity with
the opinion of the Danish philosopher, Kirkegaastho declared that the most
successful revolutions are those which take plaitkirwthe framework of the
decaying ancient regime. Confronted with such tieg)i prominent British polit-
ical personalities who understand the position quéif well, usually shrug
their shoulders and say: 'Yes, but no-one will dagdieve it. That is exactly what
happened in Czechoslovakia after the Second Wordd Wwhen the Czech
Parliament voted for Communism without realisingaivivas happenirig

The confusion bedevilling the minds of non-ideoleguamong the
compromised British political classes today is wdedi from a perverse
assessment of the nature of the European Unionfofimer British Prime
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Minister, a prisoner of the political collectiveteliberately complex agenda,
took immense pride in what he trumpeted as hisiéaelment’' in 'negotiat-
ing' Britain's opt-outs from the Single Currencydainom the Social Chapter
of the Maastricht Treaty. But given the politicabllective's 'imperative to
collectivise', these opt-outs were always dubiowmsl dentative, while the
Labour Government was able to reverse Mr Major'sitpm on the Social
Chapter overnight. These errors arose due to thmefo Prime Minister's
inadequate understanding of the nature of the Eampnion itself.

Had he and his ill-fated Government and Party usided, or even
wanted to understand, that the European Union ipoktical collective,
the British Government of the day might have pemeiin good time that
a Conservative Government should have had nothindot with this collec-
tivist venture. That realisation would have enabitsd Ministers to see such
nuances as that 'opt-outs' are inconsistent witltigad collectivism, since,
to repeat: a political collective endowed with 'geal powers' must strive to
collectivise everything without respite; for it alyh and cannot permanently
tolerate any dimension of human existence remainimgollectivised and
beyond the collective's reach. There can never lmeenthan temporary
exceptions to this imperative, since - once agaicoltectives are driven to
collectivise everything, with no exceptions whatswoe It is therefore absurd
for 'Eurosceptic’ politicians to sustain illusiosach as 'a Europe of Nation
States' or 'renegotiation’ of EU membership terms.

We have seen that membership of the European Usianconsistent
with the continued existence of the sovereignty itsf constituent member
states, since the Union exists precisely to supplaem and thus to snuff
out their existence. Since a political collectivaigh collectivise everything -
otherwise it remains 'incomplete’ and ‘'unconsumdhate the European
Union political collective will not be satisfied tilnevery dimension of the lives
of Britons and Europeans has been comprehensiwalgctvised. Health, education,
housing, property, agriculture, fishing, defenced agecurity, intelligence,
police, the legal system, the currency and monetany fiscal policy, are all
targeted along with national sovereignty for cdil@sation in one form or
another; and dissenting members of the collectiilebg powerless to resist -
since all power will have been ceded to the calletst centre, with objections
overruled by collective decision. The outcome vii#, and is becoming, an
environment characterised by the prospect of am m@e obvious encroach-
ment by stealth, of a regime of regulated colléstioppression.

And the degree of stealth being employed is extiiaary. The guid-
ing rule is that the captive populations should ooty be rendered power-
less to resist the '‘coup d'etat by installmentst, ¢dhould at the same time be
resigned and relatively indifferent to its slow-foot yet always accelerat-
ing, progress. Here again, the EU strategists,sathair usual form, seek to
deceive. For instance, the Regional Policy conthinghin the EU political
collective's 'evolving Treaty' appears to seekdevolve' powers to the new
regions, or rather seems to give the regions airsdlge decisions of the col-
lective. In practice, the Regional Policy serves thterests not of the regions
but of the collective, in the following ways. Firgtestablishes revolutionary,
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new and Leninist anti-nation state relationshipswben the regions and the
centre of the collective's power (Brussels), therdébrther diminishing the

residual sovereignty of the national centre - ie tnited Kingdom's case,
the ancient sovereignty of the Monarch in Parlianaiwestminster.

Secondly, it seeks to undermine the relevance tbma borders, as of
course does the policy to remove border controjscieating regions which
deliberately traverse borders. Thus, for instareetain districts of southern
English counties are absurdly grouped along with Bas de Calais, part of
the Channel Coast region of northern France andrd®ic as a 'region' of the
European Union, notwithstanding the obvious facht tlthere is virtually
no cultural contact between the relevant parts wds&x and Kent with the
selected areas in northern France. The EU's Rdgialicy has licence to
develop such outrageous proposals because the daurofgommission is
endowed with 'general powers' and can therefot@taiwhat it likes.

Armed with subversive anti-state 'general powersddefled upon
the Hitlerian precedent, the European Commissicosimand of the priv-
ilege of initiating the collective's policies meatit it literally bombards the
self-subjugated EU national governments with anlaaghe of initiatives,
draft Directives, Rules and Regulations - as itogsjcarte blanche to foster
wholesale collectivisation by stealth, includinge tieollectivisation of sover-
eignty itself, in order to accelerate the de faatmwlition of the constituent
nation states. This objective corresponds preciseith the revolutionary
aim of the continuing Communists, reflecting a casnnb.eninist purpose.

The Rev. Richard Wurmbrand, who served years asisener of the
Communist Government in Romania, has written wiihpgint accuracy
that.. 'the word "Communism" in itself is vague.idt taken to mean only
an economic system in which everyone will work adow to his needs.
There will be no state, no division of the worltbirtountries..".

COLLECTIVE SECURITY: 'HIGHEST OBJECTIVE' OF SOVIET POLICY

As the Communist International's Second Congres4980 also reiterated,
Lenin's 'Communist society... recognises no form sthte' whatsoever
Americans have a crude but useful vernacular clidhet looks like a duck,
guacks like a duck and swims like a duck, it isuzkd Since the European
Union Collective is incompatible with the continuexkistence of its con-
stituent nation states - as the 'ever-evolving fyteand the ever-expanding
‘general powers' and anti-national agenda of iendiic executive centre
make clear - it is obvious that the European Unpasses the 'duck test"
for it is what Lenin would call a 'New Form' foretlrealisation of objectives
identical to those of the covert Communists.

It was Lenin himself who wrote that 'we set oursslvthe ultimate
aim of destroying the state' And to Stalin is attributed the observation that
‘as growing numbers of nations fall to the Revolotiit becomes possible
to reunite them under a Communist world regifmeSuch an outcome was
provided for by the Comintern in point number sewhits 'Theses on the
National and Colonial Question' adopted by the BecG@omintern Congress
on 28th July 1928 'Federation is a transitional form towards theptete
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union of...all nations'. Some two years later, Le®rotsky, the leading
organiser of Lenin's Revolution, wrote in his 'Btilh of the Opposition’, that
'the Soviet United States of Europe is the onlyraxir slogan pointing the
way out from European disunity/

How bizarre it appeared at the time, then, for tmmfused former
British Conservative Prime Minister to have sedntdi state, as he did in his
BBC Radio 4 broadcast on New Year's Day 1992, ‘thiatok forward to the
day when Russia is a fully-fledged member of theoRean Community'.
Perhaps Mr Major's remarks were ghosted for himthxy senior Downing
Street official who used to display on his officala framed copy of what
he called his favourite newspaper, Pravda. Mr Majas, in the event, only
rephrasing the Leninist sentiments expressed by MW@eneral Eduard
Shevardnadze, who, interviewed at length on Mosdmlevision on 19th
November 1991, had invoked the familiar Bolshevikerhe of Lenin's
Common European Home by proclaiming:

‘| think that the idea of a Common European Hontee building of
a united Europe, and | would like to underline tgdaf Great Europe, the
building of Great Europe, great, united Europe,nfrohe Atlantic to the
Urals, from the Atlantic to Vladivostok, includingll our territory, most
probably a European-American space, a united hueréam space: this
project is inevitable. | am sure that we will coteebuilding a united military
space, as well. To say more precisely: we will dwal united Europe, whose
security will be based on the principles of colileet security. Precisely,
collective security®.

Shevardnadze's prediction is well on the way tondpeiulfilled. The
series of 'evolving convergence initiatives' stemgnifrom that fateful and
ill-advised decision taken in May 1997 on the exgiam of NATO, couched
in an accord which reads like a Soviet docuiiemtill ensure the realisation
of what the head of the Institute of the USA anch&@m, Sergei Rogdy
has described as 'the comprehensive security systbith has long been
discussed in our country as the highest goal of fmueign and defence
policy?®. The phrase 'long been discussed' was an Aegopiaference to
the strategy laid down in the Programme of the Camst International
(The Blueprint for World Conquest), adopted by tBixth World Congress
of the Comintern on 1st September 1928, to theckffhat a paramount
Communist strategic objective was 'the voluntanyficaetion and central-
isation of the military and economic forces of aftions’®. The Leninist
meaning of the adjective voluntary is compliant.

It is clear that, considered in this much broadeppplitical context,
the European Union is a devious mechanism for pioguthe de facto
‘convergence’ of Western Europe with the half-hiddéut continuing
Marxist-Leninist Communism of the East. '‘Convergensas a concept much
discussed in the Soviet Union following the deathSealir®’. Its intent was
expressed by Mikhail Gorbachev, in the course & Niobel Peace Prize
speech delivered in Oslo in June 1992, mentioneltkean which the former
President referred deliberately and provocativady the Soviet Union, as
though it remained in existence (which it doeghperspective of the GRU,
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and therefore of the Leninist strategy collectimeMoscow) - notwithstanding

that the USSR was supposed to have been abolish&kdember 1991. This
cannot have been a slip of the tongue, since Gbevarezad his speech from a
prepared text. In his heavily accented Stavropossiun, Gorbachev opined
that... 'Our vision of the European space from Mtlantic to the Urals is

not that of a closed system. Since it includes Soeiet Union, which reaches
to the shores of the Pacific, it goes beyond nomgeographical bound-

aries'. Note the Leninist theme that borders amminal’, hence expendable.

Then he spelled out to the uncomprehending audienaetly what
the Soviet Communists - now working 'by other mé&aas Lenin would
have said, behind the cover of the fake 'non-ComshuYeltsin regime,
consisting only of Communists - had in mind:

1 dare say that the European process has alreaglyiret elements
of irreversibility. In such a context, in the prgseof creating a new Europe...
self-determination of sovereign nations will be lissad in a completely
different mannet-.

COLLAPSIBLE COMMUNISM' REPLACED BY THE 'NEW FORM'

According, then, to the top Soviet leaders who Hasken ‘replaced’, in
accordance with instructions from the strategictregnby a regime run by
covert continuing (‘relabelled) Communists whone tWWest had recklessly
assumed were 'no longer' Communists, the sudddding@o of the Soviet
Bloc in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union wa®a@sated with an under-
lying, parallel process of European collectivisppamxsion to the shores of the
Pacific. For MVD General Eduard Shevardnadze, is,was he insisted with
Marxist-Leninist precision on 19th November 199inevitable' that ‘the
building of great Europe... from the Atlantic to adivostok' would be
consummated. And according to the self-confessedinlst Gorbache¥,
'the European process has already acquired elemiintsversibility'.

The purpose of this book is to throw a spanner ithte evil works
of this devious Leninist prescription - ahead o thoming consolidation
of oppression which will doubtless condemn this Hant to arrest and
subsequent indefinite imprisonment outside the ddhitkKingdom under
the terms of a Pan-European Arrest Warrant for 'tmame’' of criticising
the European Union. It seeks to unmask the identitypurpose of the
European Union Collective with that of the overtdacovert continuing
international Communists, and their secretly callating Pan-German
‘competitors’ - and to show that this ‘common caisefar from coincid-
ental. It hasn't 'just evolved' autonomously.

For the European Union Collective is nothing lekant an instrument
for World Revolutionary ‘convergence' - a new, ssiitated and deadly
weapon or 'New Form' of Leninist coercive instrutmerich seeks to collec-
tivise every dimension of Europeans' lives. Thetik be no states, no division
of the world into countries’; and nor, as should diious to believers, will
there be any place for God, for the transcendenthe New World Social
Order* of which the European Union is one of the primaolitical compo-
nents. For perhaps the most conspicuous featulee&U Collective is that
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deadly spiritual barrenness which naturally accamgsm all such attempts
to elevate Man above God and to turn the naturdl dimine order upside-
down. As King Solomon acknowledged in verse 1 @flffsl27:

'Except the Lord build the house, they labour innvéhat build it;
except the Lord keep the city, the watchman wakethn vain'.

The Godlessness of the European Union presupptsgsat its core,
it is an empty, though infested, vessel. Henceyjpécally vacuous preoccup-
ation with the fostering of dumbed-down (collecrt, 'politically correct’)
'European values', its demonic obsession with ptingp to protect the
captive public from innumerable improbable and remtazards, and the
fanatical determination of its proliferating adngimative and policymaking
structures with minutely detailed regulatory legadi - which is its primary
instrument of coercion and control, and its chosente towards its true
objective: a single, regulated collectivist (i.eltimately Communist) polit-
ical space stretching from the Atlantic to Vladitals

In other words, the European Union Collective, roapurveyor of
regulatory collectivism, is the enemy of its Memlf&tates. The fact that its
enmity seems to be ‘invisible' to all but a mingritluminates the wisdom of
Charles Beaudelaire and of G. K. Chesterton, bétlvttom noted that when
the Devil makes himself invisible, he is deadlyi®es. Virtually 'invisible'
as well, are the European Union's two evil collatiog powers - the covert
Soviet Union and Germany - both of which are endage the idolatry of
hegemony and, for the time being, 'agree' one witbther as they pursue
their parallel, but ultimately mutually exclusivestrategies. We will now
investigate these geopolitical strategies, and theskgrounds, in detai
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'‘During the 1990s, the neo-liberal economic modsl h
been implemented on a global scale. As a resltiNtr
and the World Bank have begun to play approximately
the same role on a global scale as the Central Gix@em
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union once!]si
played for the Communist Bloc. IMF and World Bank
experts decide what to do with the coal industry in
Russia, how to reorganise companies in South Korea
and how to manage entrepreneurs in Mexico. Despite
all that is said about the free market, world pcact
has never before known such centralisation.
Even Western Governments are forced to reckon
with this parallel authority'.

Boris Kagarlitsky, Senior Research Fellow at thatitnte for Comparative Political Studies

of the Russian Academy of [Leninist] Sciences, mgitin 'Socialism and Democracy', Volume
12, Numbers 1-2,1998, published by The Committé&oarespondence, which 'split' from
the Communist Party USA in the early 1990s. Thieféf The Committees of
Correspondence is located at 10th Floor, 122 \Wh 3fiteet, New York, NY 10001-6281,
which is also the office of the far-left Gramscieoation calling itself the Brecht Forum,

and the New York Marxist School.

Boris Kagarlitsky's riveting writings include subkarxist-Leninist titles as

"The Dialectic of Change', 'Disintegration of th@iwlith', 'De-revising Marx', 'Restoration in
Russia', 'Why Capitalism Failed' and ‘'The Miragdofdernisation'.
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LENINIST AESOPIAN SPEECH

WHY RECOGNISING AND UNDERSTANDING IT IS SO IMPORTANT

‘Lenin was most exacting of the language and sfylmjitation and propaganda.
He demanded that the language of articles and beb&sld be impeccable....
Before him, history had not known a politician whade such effective use of the
spoken word in the interests of the revolutionaangformation of society' [from
‘Lenin on Language', Raduga Publishers, Moscow3]1®®wever, typically, Lenin
did not encourage such exactitude in order tofglamatters: on the contrary, he was
exacting in his use of language in order to obfascand to create a means of com-
municating with those whom he called 'the intedtétiee revolutionaries), while

still using ordinary, everyday language, to whiol Tsarist censors could hardly
object. By the use of this dialectical means of momication, which contained

hidden meanings, the 'enemy' could be charmedjettimisled and lied to, while
the interested' could simultaneously be instruatecquired by the strategists.

Among vehicles used for the issuance of Kremlieatives, one of the most
widely employed outside the ‘former' Soviet Blos heen 'World Marxist Review’, in
which language is used with Leninist care. Anottrercial source of information on
the continuing Revolution is the Russian Foreignistiy's journal 'International

Affairs', also written in Lenin's ‘two-faced' larage, which provides detailed contin-
uing insights into Soviet revolutionary policy, tteg, strategy and intentions: if West-
ern analysts were aware of Lenin's 'special wayvrifng, and were prepared to
spend the necessary time reading and analysiegndtibnal Affairs', they would be
able to acquire Golitsyn-like expertise in intetipge events and predicting the likely
course of Soviet tactics or strategy. One reasoriestern blindness is ignorance
about Lenin's 'Aesopian language'.

So the Leninists' 'Aesopian language', alludechtthis work, requires some
brief explanation. In the Preface to the RussiaitioBdof 'Imperialism: The Highest
Stage of Capitalism' [26th April 1917], Lenin wrotlewas not only forced to confine
myself strictly to an exclusively theoretical, nmgiconomic analysis of facts, but
to formulate a few necessary observations on gmohiith extreme caution, by hints,
in that Aesopian language - in that cursed Aesofgiaguage - to which Tsarism
compelled all revolutionaries to have recourse whenthey took up their pens to
write a "legal" work' [i.e., a work which would nbe censored or banned by the
Tsarist authorities as illegal -Ed.]. Followingsthpassage, Lenin appended a Note,
which reads as follows: "Aesopian”, after the Grésde writer, Aesop, was the
term applied to the allusive and roundabout stylepted in "legal" publications
by revolutionaries in order to evade the censotship

That this method of communication has been usetihéby eninists ever since is
obvious from the language of double-meanings uge@dibachev, Kozyrev and other
contemporary Leninists - 'perestroika’ being thestnaonspicuous case in point. The
Soviets encouraged the West to believe that 'pgikestmeant 'restructuring’, as in
'restructuring of the economy’; which it did. Bperestroika' also meant something
entirely different to ‘the interested’; and itsosget meaning was quite legitimate: to
Gorbachev's 'interested’, 'perestroika’ meanbrmadtion’, as in 'military formation":
so that its hidden meaning was 'we are 're-formingorder more effectively to
prevail over all who are opposed to Communism. Thiat was the case was made
clear by Carl Bloice, the Kremlin correspondenthef CPUSA's 'People’'s Weekly World'
[see page 62]. Citing Lenin, he wrote in May 198t the Soviet Leninists were engaged
in 'drawing back in order to make better preparatior a new offensivai
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THE SUPREMACY OF THE KGB-GRU

DRIVING THE STRATEGY, THE KGB-GRU IS IN OVERALL CONTROL

Under the post-Stalin plan for revitalising and rauling the long-range revolutionary

deception strategy discussed in Part One, the K@B put in charge of mobilising the full

potential of the strategic assets of the Revolufidrerefore, it is the KGB that has hitherto
made and broken Party careers. With the installdtipo the covert Soviet strategy and policy
collective of the intelligence officer Vladimir Rutas President, to front for the Leninist World
Revolution strategists, it has become increasingljious that, in line with the logic of the

structure of the covert Soviet intelligence orgdhs, GRU (Soviet Military Intelligence) - the

Main Intelligence Directorate - is calling the shadindeed, according to French intelligence
sources, Putin, a product of the 'Andropov streams, in 2001, engaged in imposing GRU
officers in key positions throughout the continubayert Soviet control structure.

Since the KGB, under Yuriy Andropov, who had begpanted Chairman of
the State Security Committee [KGB] in 1967, waliarge of all dimensions of formulating
and perfecting the long-range strategy, the KGBefChiaxed increasingly powerful as
Leonid Brezhnev began his long physical declindnomding with 'the period of stagnation'
- exacerbated by the fact that the strategy, afreamstrained by having to wait for the
end of the 40-year period during which Germany t@abe occupied by the wartime allies
[see Part Two], could not be fully consummated. &itAndropov's power became total, he
grew impatient for Brezhnev to leave the scene.

Brezhnev, who never trusted Andropov, had appoi@eheral Semyon Tsvigun,
married to the sister of Brezhnev's wife, to be rApdv's first deputy. But his real job was to
keep Brezhnev informed of Andropov's activities. Tth January 1982, Tsvigun was found
dead in his office at the notorious KGB buildingated on Dzerzhinskiy Square. By May 1982,
after sweeping the Kremlin of many BrezhneviteBavihg had some of them killed, others
arrested, still others fired, and having frighteladidhe rest', according to the US-based Russ-
ian journalists, Vladimir Solovyov and his wife,eBh Klepikova [Inside the Kremlin', W H
Allen, London, 1987], Yuriy Andropov named hims&écretary of the Central Committee,
assuming the functions previously performed by MikBuslov, who had died early in 1982,
and by Andrei Kirilenko, Brezhnev's Party deputyd drusted comrade, whom Andropov
had smeared 'to the point that he was forbiddatteéad sessions of the Politburo'.

Although he had acquired supreme power in practieay months before Brezhnev
was murdered (see below), Andropov, with leveragen fthe obedient KGB cadres, appointed
himself General Secretary as soon as Brezhnev tMasteout of the way, thus bypassing
Brezhnev's heir, Konstantin Chernenko - the formeputy personnel gauleiter of the
Dnepropetrovsk NKVD in the late thirties (wherec@ding to the Russian (US) journalists,
citing a booklet about the Dnepropetrovsk terrar,was directly involved in nightly mass
shootings by fellow NKVD officers who were ‘eithédead drunk or high on cocaine’). To rid
himself of the lingering Brezhnev, Andropov hadaaged a punishing schedule of official
visits and engagements, which the ailing Brezhmehg had suffered several strokes and
whose legs were wobbly, fulfiled, to Andropov'poeed annoyance; and when that ruse
failed, he arranged for a catwalk to crash dowriopnof Brezhnev while the leader was visit-
ing a tractor plant in Tashkent, Central Asia. Tiijared Brezhnev was flown in a special
plane to Moscow, but, to Andropov's dismay, receselFinally, Andropov had placed his
hopes on the pompous ceremonies celebrating tieadbiversary of the Bolshevik Revo-
lution on 7th November 1982. But when, after stagdin the freezing cold for hours, Leonid
Brezhnev failed to expire on cue, Andropov appeengve lost patience altogether.

Using 'special' information allegedly from insideet Soviet structures, the two
Russian-American journalists reported that on 1Qtdvember 1982, having breakfasted
and read Pravda, Brezhnev went to his bedroorowfetl by bodyguards assigned to him
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by Andropov. Only a few minutes later, the bodygsareturned to the living room and
told Victoria Petrovha Brezhneva that her husbaad klied suddenly. 'She leapt up
from her chair and rushed towards the bedroom,theitbodyguards barred her way....
Then Victoria Brezhneva was led away'.

Gorbachev's own account of the way Brezhnev metdbiah, on pages 136-137
of 'his' enormous book 'Memoirs' [Doubleday, Newrkydl995] diverges 100% from that
account and is suspiciously bland but typicallyf-seénted - providing a smooth sum-
mary of how Andropov called for Gorbachev urgenthving received a message from
Brezhnev's wife that the leader had suddenly edpire

‘Leonid Brezhnev died unexpectedly... On 10th Ndwer [1992], | received
a Slovak delegation. We were engaged in animatkdnaen we were interrupted by an
assistant bringing me a message from the Sectetgkiadropov wants you urgently. He
knows that you are busy with a delegation, butsglegpologise to them, suggest a break and
go to his office right away". | understood that stining serious must have happened. When
| entered Andropov's office, his face betrayed motien whatsoever, but his calm countenance
belied his tremendous inner tension [sic]. He sdeomeuffled when he told me that Victoria
Petrovna, Brezhnev's wife, had sent him an urgesgsage announcing her husband's death
and asking him to come to the dacha in Zarechewatethe only person she wanted to see.
Andropov had already been there and had talked t8Hazov and members of the bodyguard.
Brezhnev had died in his sleep several hours bitfer@mbulance arrived'.

The account by the Russian husband-and-wife teaminedéstigative journalists,
which is based upon information provided througirttextensive network of informants,
is considerably more credible than the smooth KGBrcoffered by the official ghost-writ-
ers of 'Gorbachev's' massive 730-page tome. Thaglats, who left Russia in the late
1970s 'under threat of arrest' and went to liviN@w York - appear to have entertained
no obviously devious motive for publishing the damgis material which appeared in
'Inside the Kremlin'- unless they were 'licensed'db so by Soviet officials, in order to
reinforce preparations for the intended 'Break whih Past'.

As stated elsewhere, it seems highly unlikely tkbihail Gorbachev could have
found the time to write 'his' huge volume, and thany books which have appeared in
English and other languages under his name. Avalits, Gorbachev's elaborate account
of Brezhnev's death in 'Memoirs' is apparentlyefalsas is so much else in that volume,
designed to 'rewrite history' in general, to obéisc and to provide alternative accounts
of episodes such as the brutal murder by the KGBrethnev (on Andropov's orders), in
particular. (Another lie with which Gorbachev evitlg felt comfortable is summarised

in Note 3 to the Introduction to the present waede 21]: a detailed study of ‘"Memoirs'
would expose a multitude of further lies). It isredy a disgrace that the many 'post-
Soviet books, packed with lies, generated by thmarap since the fake ‘changes' of 1989-
91, have remained critically unscrutinised and afiehged.

Formally installed as General Secretary, Androputenisified his purges - arrang-
ing for the KGB to decapitate the Party and stat@ducracies. According to Solovyov and
Klepikova: 'He drove more than a third of the hafficials out of the places that they had
made cosy and warm by sitting in them for so lang] replaced them with reliable KGB
cadres. At the same time, he shook up the proVifmi@dations of the Soviet power struc-
ture: out of 150 provincial Party bosses (actuddigal satraps), 47 - again, almost a third -
were dismissed.... In Moscow itself, there were qurs about a secret Andropov circular
ordering a substantial reduction in the bureawcrstaff in general. The Lubyanka, the
Moscow political prison through which Stalin hadhtsbundreds of thousands of ‘enemies
of the people' to the other world, was now crowaéth Brezhnev's minions, accused
of bribe-taking and other kinds of corruption. Te tobvious satisfaction of a public longing
for spectacle, Andropov had several of them shbé Victims included Brezhnev's bosom
buddy, Yuriy Smelyakov, Chairman of the Technolagg Industrial Export Agency,
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and Yuriy Sokolov, manager of the Eliseyev Delissém Emporium and supplier of
scarce victuals to the Brezhnev household'.

Shortly after Brezhnev's murder, Andropov's enemijkolai Shchelokov, was
removed from his post as Minister of Internal Affaiexpelled from the Central Committee
and then from the Party, stripped of his Generaik, reduced to enlisted status, and finally
arrested. His son was sent to the GULAG as a fmar8sit the carefully planned show trial of
Shchelokov did not occur because he committeddsyieind further because in March 1983,
Madame Shchelokova, left alone in despair in hertayent on Kutuzov Prospekt, where
Andropov also lived, took her husband's pistol el at him [Andropov] several times on
the stairway as he returned home late one nigbford she was killed by Andropov's body-
guards. When the wounded Andropov reappeared iticpto weeks later, he walked
unsteadily, his hands trembled, and he could natage without assistance. In the autumn
of 1983, after he had ordered the shooting dowa #forean airliner with 269 people on
board on the night of 1st September 1983, Androgmished to a hospital in Kuntsevo,
a residential community near Moscow, where healidgl15 months after seizing power.

During the brief Chernenko interregnum, two sparriRolitburo 'young Turks',
Mikhail Gorbachev and Grigory Romanov, sought theorte; but after a KGB smear
campaign labelling Romanov as a drunkard, Gorb&haxal was framed and confined
to a hospital for alcoholics. Gorbachev, whom thHeBKfavoured to take over the leading
role for the strategy collective - in part becaofdis sexual charisma [see page 58] - was
hastily declared General Secretary only four haftsr Chernenko's death, the result of a
'palace coup' fronted by Andrei Gromyko, the vetekdinister of Foreign Affairs, with
the help of the KGB in preparing the way.

These Kremlin power struggles represented a themk-tio Stalin-era strife at the
highest level, threatening to undermine the cdllectesolve, reached after Stalin's death,
that power must, both in substance and in the geperception, reside with the Leninist
strategy collective - so that, apart from anythatge, the boodbaths [perestrelka’ that had
the potential to accompany Bolshevik transfers @ivgr would be permanently relegated
to the past. Following the appointment as Genegatefary of Mikhail Gorbachev - who
was himself believed to have the blood of sevesdies rivals on his hands - the 'collec-
tivisation of power' decision taken after Stalidsath was 'reaffirmed'. In any case, the
logic of Leninist revolutionary collectivism andategy necessitated nothing less.

The Politburo over which Gorbachev presided indude the beginning, three KGB
Generals in civilian clothes - the KGB Chairmanctdfi Chebrikov, the First Deputy Premier
Gaidar Aliyev, and the Foreign Minister, MVD GerleEeduard Shevardnadze. Having
been head of the Administrative Organs Departnteatmost powerful of all the Commun-
ist Party structures, Gorbachev, a protege of YAmgiropov, had been de facto in charge of the
KGB, the MVD and the Red Army. Solovyov and Klepigowrote that 'even under Stalin,
there were fewer representatives of the secraepali [that] body'. And they added that ‘thus, the
KGB' had now 'taken over the Council of Minister&l ahe Foreign Ministry, not to mention
the Ministry of Internal Affairs, whose upper edmelincludes many Generals from the Com-
mittee of State Security, and the Armed Forces lwhie completely controlled by the secret
police. All the newcomers to the Kremlin are, li@&®rbachev himself, Andropov's people'.
Thus the KGB, which the Party placed in chargeheflbng-range Leninist strategy in the late
1950s, and which enjoys a commanding position éndlte Party's structures (having
been ordered in 1959 to interpenetrate them arel wécsa), not only invaded the CPSU
Politburo but also preferred to hold even the Eegiy in its own hands. But with the
catapulting of Vladimir Putin, who began his cargethe GRU, to the Presidency, Soviet
Military Intelligence assumed direct, overt contmi behalf of the 'General Staff' of the
World Revolution, for the first time in history n@minous development indead.
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INTRODUCTION

THE DIALECTIC OF THE DECEPTION

The common presumption in the West is that Commmnisollapsed in

1989-91, and that this process culminated in thmidigration of the Soviet

Union itself. The West rejoiced, and rushed to ptdbese perceptions as
genuine. Only a handful of sceptical observersiged| at the time, that it
was wholly out of character for Leninist revolutisies to abandon their
objectives, especially as they had never shown s@mh inclination in the

past. A few specialists, who had correctly analySaviet strategic decep-
tion operations and who ought to have known betteassured themselves
that a true 'Break with the Past' was indeed takitere, on the ground
that the Soviets had 'abandoned' their ideologydiwis not true).

Hardly anyone - least of all among the political dampolicymaking
classes, and in the media - thought it was at diil ¢hat 'the changes'
occurred in such an orderly fashion, and that thecessive 'collapses of
Communism' in Eastern Europe took place at measuméstvals, rather
than in a typically confused manner (as would lablé to be the case if
the upheavals had been spontaneous), enabling Me$¥ journalists to
move from ‘revolution' to ‘revolution’, ending um iRomania at Christ-
mastime in 1989, to witness the staged guillotinofgthe odious Ceauses-
cus. Still fewer bothered to ask themselves whyais that, when the very
foundations of Stalinist states were supposed tdanbéhe process of being
destroyed, communications facilities for the Wastanedia remained in
impeccable order - a question which applied pddity to the events in
Moscow during the ‘'August coup' provocation. Rathalmost everyone
found it more congenial (and far less taxing) te@egt the received view -
that these curiously sudden, phased upheavals weneiine, and that all
evidence to the contrary represented the fantasigsranged minds.

But if you are reading this book, you are amonglioms who do not,
and probably never did, believe these egregious lieor who have been
troubled that Western Governments accepted thenfaet value without
a moment's hesitation. And you are right: for thevi& Leninist mirage of
‘collapsible Communism' represents the greatesk lexeer perpetrated. And
upon the single lie of 'collapsible Communism', tbevert Soviet strategic
deceivers have continued to erect further liescesiall lies breed like rabbits.
Yet even though the original generation of liesgd amany subsequent gener-
ations of them, have become threadbare, the Wedgi#itial attitude has
been that we should not be like Lof s wife: whathe point of looking back?
Whoever wants to revert back to the 'bad old dafsEast-West confront-
ation? To concur with this view is to give in tediand blackmail.

The 'changes' were classically Leninist - dialedtiand deceptive - in
both content and intent, being designed to expluit dialectical antithesis of
the Stalinist confrontation between East and Weasdtich the Soviets were
finally able to suspend following the expiry of aegarranged 40-year span
during which Germany was required to be occupiethbywartime Allies,
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under an agreement reached between the Sovietsth@ndVestern powers
(as explained in Part Two). This 40-year period &€am an end in 1989, the
bicentenary of the French Revolution, facilitatitige removal of the main
symbol of the confrontation: the Berlin Wall.

The dialectical antithesis of the 40-year stand-oftween East and
West was of course the opposite - namely, 'peabe épparent absence
of confrontation). The West missed this simplestatif Leninist dialectical
ploys, which can be summarised as follows:

Thesis: The perception of institutionalised East-West

confrontation, with the threat of nuclear annihdat
and indifference towards the environment.

Antithesis: Sudden termination of the percepbtb&ast-West

confrontation (destruction of 'the image' of the emy)
with  the apparent (but unspoken, provisional, reée and
thus false) renunciation of the threat of nucleamnililation,
and a sudden, unfamiliar global emphasis on theé@mwent.

Synthesis: The construction of a New World Cullee Social Order
exclusively along the lines specified (in  threabgni tones)
by Mikhail Gorbachev in his Fulton, Missouri, spkec on
6th May 1992 and in his Olso Nobel Peace Prizenime 1992

A dialectical equation - of which this is a partemly straightforward,
as well as a crucial, example - contains withielfta ruse, associated with the
fact that the antithesis is not spontaneous, hihieracontrived. Its purpose is
to bring about the intended synthesis. If the sysith that materialises does
not match the envisaged outcome, the strategiste Hae capability of trig-
gering or procuring a new dialectical cycle (thesistithesis, synthesis) aimed
at securing the intended result, as required by dlrategy (known as
'the General Line' or 'the Line'). In the case winp the dialectical cycle
would be more or less self-actuated if the Westewter come to its senses, to
recognise that it has been duped and caught offigwand to take the over-
due urgent steps necessary to re-establish itgiseand to arrest the subtle,
accelerating contemporary slide towards global ectiNism. So an added
problem for the West is that, once it dawns thathege indeed been duped
(if that ever happens), those who do know the tardn liable to be drowned
out by advisers insisting that 'there's no pointldoking back: we have to
deal with the situation as it has evolved'.

No wonder President Vladimir Putin, answering goest on a call-in
TV show on 25th December 2001, expressed delighhet'progress' Russia
had made during 2001 towards the achievement ofokfgctives. 'Despite
many problems and living standards remaining veny, Ithe dynamics are
very positive', Mr Putin proclaimed, according tadkei Zolotov 'Jr.', writ-
ing in Moscow Times. 'One can say today that theadeng year 2001 was a
good year for Russia'. But the Communists have mesaeed in the slightest
about the living standards of the people: theie smlirpose is the pursuit and
consummation of the strategy of the Revolutionw@at did Putin mean by
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his reference to 'very positive dynamics'? He weferring, of course, to the
stupendous and relentless progress made by cowartetSrevolutionary
strategy as it cruises towards the realisation hd bbjectives laid down
by the Comintern in the 1920s, aided by the refiaffupidity and credulity
of Western policymakers. When the Author asked dbecalled 'GRU defec-
tor', Viktor Suvorov (not his real name) who livies Britain, why the British
intelligence services had accepted the false, isinlohanges' of 1989-91 as
genuine, he responded abruptly: 'Because theygdét They must be: it is
reliably understood that MI6 now has, accordingotte knowledgeable UK
source, ‘hardly anyone monitoring the former So\ieion'.
The dialectic of the original master deception af-called ‘collapsible
Communism' was carefully masked by Soviet apolegat the time (notably
Eduard Shevardnadze), led by the liar Mikhail Gohes’ - or rather, by
his apparat copywriters, since it will have beempassible for this peripatetic
Leninist operative to find time amid his global vieés to author personally
all the works which have appeared under his naroeh sas the 730-page
'‘Memoirs' [Doubleday, New York, 1995] which surfdcen German (1995)
and English (1996). The Soviet strategists had tspemeneration studying
the Western pragmatic mentality, which diverges rghafrom their own
Mongol mindset; and as a consequence, the entopaganda output of the
apparat since the late 1980s has fed entirely iplaugpragmatic explanations
for Soviet behaviour into the receptive minds ofgexa Western analysts.
Thus, Western policymakers were told by Mr Gorbachieimself in
'his' book 'Gorbachev on My Country and the Woiltdit ‘the race for military
supremacy relative to any possible opponent...ltexsun military spending
that in some years reached 25-30 percent of oussGidational Produét
This spending was allegedly five or six times gee#lhan analogous military
expenditure by the United States, Canada and tmepEan NATO coun-
tries. 'Obviously this course could not continuaitote Gorbachev. 'The
rush toward the abyss had to end. The need to papus attention to
questions of foreign policy had (all of a suddeBEd:) become urgent’
So a thorough, pragmatic overhaul of Soviet foreigolicy priorities
'‘became necessary'. 'The problem', Gorbachev egplai'was not so much
Soviet foreign policy itself, or the actions of $vdiplomats, as it was the
concepts on which they were based. These concegtedr on a dogmatic
world outlook, not on reality, not on a sober as@yof the situation nor
on meeting the real and vital interests of our ¢tgurand our peopl@'
'Rather’, Gorbachev continued, ‘'our foreign policwas oriented
towards harsh confrontation with the outside worldot including, of
course, those we regarded as allies, although tbegupied a rather
subordinate position in our overall political docg)'.

'Such was the foreign policy legacy of totalitarsam, Gorbachev or
his KGB-GRU-Foreign Ministry copywriting apparatkbi continued. 'By its
very nature... totalitarianism cannot exist withaat harsh ideological and
political system, a set of stereotypes that distedlity and have only one
purpose - to serve the interests of the regime][amdcreate conditions for
its further entrenchment'. [So...] The first stiomibf the New Thinking
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was a dispassionate, even remorseless analysisurofown foreign policy
concepts and the practices they inspired'.

This was how the pretext for the abrupt dialectisaftch from thesis
to antithesis was presented and expressed - igtdficrward yet deceptive
terms calculated specifically and deliberately ppeal to the Western prag-
matic mentality, which the Soviets had spent tharyesince the beginning of
the 1960s studying. These studies were carriecbpuhe organisations of the
Soviet General Staff, and by the Academy of [LestjnSciences' many spec-
ialised institutes - in particular the Instituter fthe Study of the USA and
Canada, headed by Gorbachev's most important agv@eorgiy Arbatov,
'known to have connections with the General Staffther Soviet Institutes
engaged in studying Western responses and attittaldsypothetical Soviet
strategic initiatives during the years followingetttrucial Eighty-One-Party
Congress in December 1960, at which the long-radmmeption strategy was
ratified?, included the Institute of Europe, the Institutt ®eneral History
and the Institute for World Economy and InternatioRelations. The task of
these institutes was to develop and refine the eseom detail of the intended
relaunch of Lenin's World Revolution, which was filow the dismantling
of the Stalinist model of Communist control at ttenclusion of the 40-year
period of Germany's occupation.

THE DRAMATIC PRESENTATION

The 'changes' were, furthermore, presented fornat®nal public consump-
tion in the most dramatic fashion - the Sovietsnbegparticularly adept at the
exploitation of symbology The symbol of Soviet oggsion - the Berlin Wall -

was dismantled before the world's television casjesmd the East European
regimes were terminated, as mentioned, not simediasly, but one by one,
in orchestrated succession - to enable TV cameesvscrto be present at
each demolition operation, culminating in the dami of the Ceausescus.
This theatre locked permanently into the Westerpclps the perception
that Communism had 'collapsed’, a perception rgiefb by some further
theatre beginning with the mysterious 'August coypbvocation and

concluding, in December 1991, with the corollanatththe Soviet Union

is no more'. That spectacle was unveiled in thap@rfire stages.

First, 'behind Gorbachev's back' and in ‘'secreflalboration with
the Chief of the General Staff, Marshal Yevgeniya@bshnikov, the leaders
of Russia, Ukraine and Byelorussia - Boris Yeltsigonid Kravchuk, and
Stanislav Shushkevich, Chairman of the Byelorusssampreme Soviet - met
at a dacha in Belovezh Forest, near Minsk, on 8tgeinber 1991 and issued
the following declaration: 'The Union of Soviet &t Republics as an
entity under international law and a geopoliticaality has ceased to
exist'. At the same time, they signed an agreernmrdstablish the so-called
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) which heger, to this day,
acquired recognised legal status in internaticenal |

Secondly, on 13th December 1991, the leaders ofQbetral Asian
Republics and Kazakhstan met in Ashkhabad, thetatapf Turkmenistan,
approved the invention of the CIS, and 'agreed'dtarther conference
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of 11 Republics, which had all now unilaterally céged' their own indepen-
dence, should take place on 21st December. When cimference met in
Alma-Ata on that date, the third and final stage oo€hestrated 'collapsible
Communism'- a declaration in support of the Belbvezcord, was effected.
It asserted in terse prose: 'With the formation tbé Commonwealth of
Independent States, the Union of Soviet SocialispuRlics ceases to exist'.
The way had been paved for these theatrical evemts24th August

1991 when, following the fake 'August coup' whicdlprovided the pretext

for' collapsible Communism’, the Supreme SovietUKraine had unilater-

ally followed the earlier examples set, on insinrd from the centre, by
many of the smaller Republics, and had declaregifite be an independent
state - abruptly announcing that from that dateanda;, only the constit-

ution, laws and decrees of the Ukraine Government @her legislative acts
of the Ukrainian Republic, would be valid on thepRBRlic's territory. The

decree had stated that this step had been takedweof 'the mortal danger
threatening Ukraine in connection with the cougatl'én the USSR of August
10,1991, despite the fact that the putsch (a alyebrchestrated KGB prov-
ocation) had been reversed so that the 'mortaletangd 'evaporated'.

'‘COLLAPSE' FROM THE TOP

None of these events could possibly have takeneplgiven the immense
repressive power and potential of the KGB/GRU, tmistry of Interior
and the Red Army, as well as of many other milithbsymations*, had they
not been sanctioned and ordered from the top. Tievieethat the 'collapse’

*SPECIAL NOTE: The estimated strengths of the 14-15 different armies in Russia alone (excluding all the
armed forces of the 'independent former Soviet Republics) were estimated in late 2001 to be as follows:
The Russian Armed Forces, with 1.2 million actives, are commanded by the Minister of Defence and the
General Staff, and consist of the Ground Forces, the Navy, Strategic Missile Forces, Airborne Troops and
Central Command Units. The Interior Ministry has its own Army of 200,000 Internal Troops, plus several
special-assignment units such as the Vityaz Regiment and the Rus, Rosich and Skif detachments. Other
Interior  Ministry units includle OMON special-assignment commandos and SOBR rapid-response
detachments, consisting of several thousand men. Troops belonging to the Federal Border Guards number
almost 200,000 servicemen. The Emergencies Ministry has a separate Army consisting of some 30,000

Civilian Defence Troops, plus a number of special-assignment detachments. With the addition of Railway
Troops, these smaller Armies number about 50,000 altogether. In addition, the following further Armies
have come to light: (1) The Federal Service of Special Construction, established in 1997, consists of the
Main Military Directorate of Exploitation and Restoration of the Ministry of Communications, the Central
Directorate of Military Construction Units of the Nuclear Energy Ministry, and the Federal Road-Building
Service; (2) The Federal Special Construction Service (14,000 men); (3) The Main Directorate of the Special
Programs of the President (20,000 men); (4) The Federal Protection Service, of which the intensively-trained

Presidential Regiment is the nucleus (3,000 men); (5) The special-assignment Centre of the Counter-Terrorist
Department of the Federal Security Service, incorporating the elite Alpha and Vympel formations (between
1,500 and 2,000 troops: the Alpha troops, directly controlled by the KGB, were deployed during the fake
'August coup' in 1991; (6) The Foreign Intelligence Service has its own special forces unit, Zaslon, consisting
of between 300 and 500 servicemen; (7) The Main Penitentiary Directorate of the Justice Ministry has special
forces which are used for the suppression of prison riots - actually, for maintaining order in the continuing
GULAG-and also in Chechnya; (8) Special 'physical protection' detachments are maintained by the Federal
Tax Police and by the State Customs Committee, equipped with light arms, and consisting of some 10,000
men; (9) In his call-in TV programme broadcast on 25th December and reported by Moscow Times, President

Putin said that 'a special drug police force may be established', while the powers of existing law enforcement
bodies' were to be strengthened. Thus the Leninist model in Russia today is in fact sustained by the Stalinist
force model. In other words, the switch to the Leninist model is mainly for international public consumption,
because in practice the loose Leninist system needs to be supported by brute Stalinist force. In the ‘former'
Soviet Republics (with the partial exception of the Baltic States) there is no pretence at all that the Stalinist
model has been abandoned. But then Western media are not usually invited to the capitals of the Republics.
For Leninist lies to be sustained, external media reports have to be routed and cleared through Moscow. m
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was spontaneous would presuppose that the coleggsdratus of Stalinist
repression had suddenly ceased to function, whachsimply never the case

- persistent yet imprecise propaganda to the cgniratwithstanding. For

several years, Soviet organs of repression had laening riot all over

the 'near abroad', with devastating localised aqunmeces. Therefore, the
impression of spontaneity contrived by the Soviebppganda apparatus
was entirely false - even though, as the stra®distd correctly anticipated,
it was quite sufficient to convince the British EBign Office, the US State
Department and the other centres of Western forpigiity that the collapse
of the Soviet Union was indeed genuine, thus firfil Lenin's prophecy

that it would always pay the revolutionaries tdl 'thhem [the bourgeoisie
abroad] what they want to believe'. However it igitgy apparent that the
Soviet/Russian propaganda apparatus has had to oxEkKime ever since
these events, in order to buttress the lie that'cblapse’ was not contrived;
and among the multiple means adopted for this m&pmust be listed
Gorbachev's elaborate 'Memoirs' - a volume whicplays an extraordinar-
ily complex 'ducking and weaving' prose style desiy to reinforce the
illusion that all these 'dramatic events' wererehtifree-standing, and

to obliterate any residual Western suspicions ttiety must have been
preplanned and orchestrated from the top, throughou

Another tome which serves this purpose is 'Gorbactsm My Country
and the World, translated from the Russian by Geo8friver [Columbia
University Press, New York, 2000: see also Notewd]ich elaborates Mikhail
Gorbachev's 'stance' in opposition to Boris Yeltsiwho was the former
First Secretary of the Moscow City Communist P&tymmission, no less! -
during the 'dramatic events' of 1991. These aretbuot of the innumerable
literary and other propaganda devices deployed Hyy gtrategists' frenetic
revolutionary agitprop apparat to ensure that tbeffslding supporting the
vast inverted pyramid of lies upon which the New AffoCollective Order
is being constructed (see below) remains intact.

For upon the single combined lie that 'the Sovietiod is no more'
and that 'Communism and the USSR collapsed' wastrcmted the next lie
- that the threat derived from the imperative ofr@aunist aggression and
expansion had vanished, even though, as will bevisha Part One, Georgiy
Arbatov had taken special Leninist care to explhiat it was just the 'image’
of the enemy that was being destroyed, rather thanenemy itself. But lies,
like plutonium, decay over time; and as more andem@@s have been piled
upon this fragile base, the upward-expanding imeerpyramid of lies has
become increasingly unstable - necessitating tippat of scaffolding, as its
sheer weight has required ever more elaborateessitrg. Yet even though
evidence of Russian deception proliferates dailyd @ven though the West
must know by now that it has been deceived at etry, the unstable struc-
ture remains in place. Among reasons for this sib#dfairs are the following:

First, Lenin taught the revolutionaries to lie issantly for the Revol-
ution, and that whatever furthered the Revolutionterests and prospects
was moral. 'A Communist’, he wrote, 'must be pregpato make every
sacrifice and, if necessary, even resort to atbsairschemes and stratagems,
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employ illegitimate methods, conceal the truth,arder to conduct revolu-
tionary work®. A truly successful liar entices others to lie twitim. Those

people who have been lied to - or the liees - tteadily become co-liars and
co-conspiratorS, who, by accepting the original lies as genuinad eip

enthusiastically furthering the interests of thar,lideceiving themselves in
the process, and independently piling fresh liesnugd, ad infinitum.

Moreover, the Leninists' studies of human psychpldmd convinced
them that liees would not readily disown their olss - since they would be
prevented from doing so by their own pride, by eamonsiderations, and by the
human propensity to seek protection against huticiia At the same
time, the liar knows that there is always the likebd of his lies being
exposed, since 'nothing is secret, that shall rotnade manifest; neither
any thing hid, that shall not be known and comeoatt. So he is driven by
an imperative, if he remains unrepentant, to pileranlies upon former lies,
and to reinforce the scaffolding propping up thestahble inverted pyramid.
Secondly, the Leninist revolutionaries, being ifistably arrogarif,
have shown themselves to be largely - although ewdirely (see below) -
unconcerned when individual lies are exposed, agufntly occurs. The
reason for their super-confidence is precisely ity know that the liees
are prisoners of both the Soviet lies and of ttem derivative lies and
self-deception. This provides the Leninist WorldvBetion, which is based
upon lies, with a protective mantle - even thoughkhdil Gorbachev
himself revealed, in a telling remark at a jointess conference given in
Paris with the late President Mitterrand on 6th M#@1, that the strategists
remained concerned at the slight possibility thredirt lies might be exposed.
The dangers lie', President Gorbachev commentadth& fact that some-
one, analysing at some private moment or othess thi that instance or
episode, or even event, including a dramatic eent a prediction not
least of the August 'coup' - Ed.], should not mdiasty conclusions and
cast doubt on all that has been acquired and [ditwve have created in
putting international relations onto new channelento new rails,
entering, as all of us have said, a period of dfehdevelopment®,

STALINIST MODEL REPLACED BY THE LENINIST MODEL
in dramatising the apparent ‘collapse’ of Communighre Soviet strat-
egists masked the truth of the matter - which wa$ that Communism
had 'collapsed’, but rather that the Soviets hasmalntled the Stalinist
model and had restored in its place a long-planngujated, regalvanised,
Leninist World Revolutionary model. Gorbachev, avdiared represent-
ative of the collective elite since his status wast recognised when he
was sent as a delegate from Stavropol to the 22mty ongress in 1969
was selected by the strategy collective in parpitepare the ground for the
relaunching of the pure Leninist model, by pregidiover the dismantling
of the Stalinist model - the shift from thesis tuitnesis.

Brushing aside the anomalous fact that, followirge t'changes' of
1989-91, Stalinist-style Communist regimes nevéedse remained in place
in Cuba, North Korea and Vietnam, and the lacknyf jgolitical (as opposed
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to economic) discontinuity in Communist China, téest, caught off-guard,
jumped to the unwarranted conclusion that becaheeGold War had been
declared to be 'over' when the NATO and Warsaw Bauantries signed the
Joint Declaration of Twenty-Two States and the @haof Paris on 19th
November 1990, the Communist menace had indeedoeatapg overnight.
This careless assumption ignored the clear warnafgop Soviet strategists
such as Georgiy Arbatov, who had repeatedly stlessace at least 1988, that
it was the 'image' of the enemy (unspoken: rathan tthe enemy itself) that
was being destroyéd Furthermore, the West misconstrued the Leninist
word ‘perestroika’, assuming that it meant 'reftriny’ (as many Soviet
spokesmen, including Gorbachev, had themselveseadsigly implied) of
the Soviet economy and system - whereas the Aesaopianing of what the
Leninists secretly meant by ‘perestroika’ wasomaéition’, as in military forma-
tion. This was not the end of Communism, but thegirmeng of the resumption
of Lenin's World Revolutiol- and on a truly global scale.

The difference between the Stalinist and Leninistdels (between
the thesis and, for external consumption purpofies,antithesis) is striking.
Under the Stalinist model, control is achieved @pression; and territorial
boundaries are rigidly determined (unless Stalinidl to annex a territory,
in which case they became flexible). (As the Spediaste on page 5 confirms,
implementation of the Leninist model on the tersitoof Russia itself has
been accompanied by a massive expansion of dieemsed formations - imply-
ing that the strategists have, in practice, notedaio abandon the Stalinist
repression model in Russia, but have tried to désgut through 'splinter-
ing). But under the Leninist model, all territdriboundaries are transitional,
temporary, removable, transitory, impermanent artimately expendable
and of no relevance: hence the casual 'dismantbhghe Soviet Union in
December 1991, by just three of the leaders otatsstituent Republics. Since
the final Leninist objective is the abolition ofl &lorders, it was entirely consis-
tent with this model that President Putin tolddistrs to the call-in television
programme, as reported by Moscow Times on 25th mbee 2001 [see pages
2-3] that 'Russia has de facto become a countrhowit borders, especially
in the south'. Equally transitory and impermanantthe Leninist model are
all institutions, structures, positions, titles,regments, preconceived ideas,
values (other than the Revolution itself), normsljgions and morality. The
reason for this is that under the Leninist dispasijtthere is only one value -
the World Revolution. Morality is whatever furthethe World Revolution.
‘Morality’, wrote Lenin [in his 'Collected Works/olume XVII, pages 321-323]
'is that which serves [to create] a new Communisiety’. Beside the World
Revolution, all values, institutions and structua® ephemeral and expend-
able, and are in any case destined either forforamation from within, or for
liquidation. As discussed earlier, the literal magnof revolution is ‘going
round and round in circles’, which is demonic. Ag mbserver has said, 'the
Communist leaders are not in their right mind; tleeg all in Marx's mind’,
although this might be better put: 'They are inihsnmind'. And Lenin knew
the occult, having attended a satanic event oristaad of Capri, to which he
had travelled one year to visit and play chess thi¢hradical, Maxim Gorky.
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THE COLLECTIVE SECURITY IMPERATIVE

One of Gorbachev's most insistent stipulations Wt the 'New World'
was to be built on the basis of 'New Thinking'. glated from the Soviet
Leninist Aesopian double-speak, this meant that téviesgeopolitical policy,
to the extent that it was coherent at all, had ¢oréoriented and remodelled
to coincide wholly and without variation with theoliectivist 'norms' laid
down in dogmatic language by Gorbachev, both atoRubnd his in Oslo
Nobel Peace Prize speech, and earlier in Sovietusksons with Western
leaders. The most important dimension and objectife'New Thinking'
was to be a regime of collective security - themary objective of the Soviets
since the Executive Committee of the World Congre$sthe Communist
International (Comintern) [E.C.C.L] had ratifieddtstrategy in 1928.

Agitation for collective security has remained anstant theme of
overt and covert Communist rhetoric and propagaewer) cropping up

in the speeches of obscure Communist officials chsas that delivered by
the Chairman of the Communist Party of Belgium, dl&brumaux, at the
International Meeting of Communist and Workerstiearheld in Moscow
between 5th and 17th June 1969, at which the pssgo# the long-range
strategy unveiled in 1959-61 to dismantle the Bistimodel at the end

of the 40-year period of Germany's occupation ang4aunch the pure

Leninist model world-wide [see Part One], was estdd. Drumaux said:
'Our Party proposes an independent foreign poli@ctve neutrality,

which is a special form of struggle... for the dission of opposed milit-
ary blocs and for a collective security pact indpe’.

Likewise, as stressed throughout this work, thee@or of the Russian
Academy of [Leninist] Sciences' Institute of theitdd States and Canada,
Sergei Rogov, writing in the Russian Foreign Miyist journal ‘International
Affairs' [Volume 41, Number 7,1995, page 6], provked Moscow's firm

expectation that 'it will become possible to cremteuroatlantic security area
or, in other words, the comprehensive collectiveusgy system which has
long been discussed in our country as the higheal gf our foreign and
defence policy’. The phrase ‘'long been discussedoun country' is an
Aesopian reference to the Comintern's directivaindafrom the 1920s, that
the supreme purpose of Soviet strategy was to atovilge the military power
of the West - a development which would, of coursgessarily leave Western
Europe permanently at the mercy of continuing ocaed covert Soviet power.

This theme was heavily sold at the 27th Congresshef Communist
Party of the Soviet Union [CPSU] held in 1986, anhdvas further addressed
by Gorbachev in an article published in Pravda @87, in which he pro-
moted 'the idea advanced at the 27th CPSU Congremscomprehensive
system of international security’, failing to relvdhat this has all along
been the Soviets' primary strategic objecfiveThe Soviets are now far
advanced, as discussed in Part One, towards tHesatem of this long-
established aim - the collectivisation of militappwer. They have succeeded
in leveraging their gargantuan strategic deceptmantred on the unification
of Germany, to procure the 'perestroika’ (restrirog,ihere) of NATO.

Not only have Western Governments failed to comgadfthe Leninist
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dialectical thrust behind the ‘changes' of 198948lt there has also been an
equivalent failure by the West, and especially bg slothful Europeans, to
understand that the covert Soviet-Chinese Commuotigtctive is universal

collectivisation. The promotion of global issuesilfeates this process. A 'global’
issue in the Leninist mindset is an issue whichog big and complex' for the
redundant nation state - further marginalising ttagion state which, since
sovereignty is to be collectivised, is to be alelts The state is to wither away:
as Lenin wrote, 'We set ourselves the ultimateddidestroying the statd'

THE EUROPEAN UNION COLLECTIVE AS THE NEW EUROPEAN SOVIET

On 23rd March 2000, Gorbachev, who was brieflytivigi London, confirmed
amid cynical laughter that the European Union he '‘hew European Soviet'
[see The Daily Telegraph, Peterborough column, 24#rch 2000]. With this
single revealing remark, Gorbachev has himself inomefl this book's central
thesis - and also that, while engaged in presidimgr the dismantling of the
Stalinist model of control in the Soviet Bloc, h@svnevertheless also further
ing the realisation of Stalin's blueprint, set ioua treatise published in 1942:

'Divide the world into regional groups as a traonsal stage of
world government. Populations will more readily attan their national
loyalties to a vague regional loyalty than theylwir a world authority.
Later, the regions can be brought together all W into a single world
dictatorshig®.

The Russian word for collective - kollektiv - refeto the peer group:
but a peer group which operates in a manner withctwliew Westerners
will be familiar. One analyst who, many years agopperly understood the
role of the kollektiv, was Allen Kassof. He wrotlif Author's italics]:

The peer group - or, to use the Soviet term, tbkedaive - is the
setting for group pressure.... The task of theectile is to instil... habits
of collectivism - that is, to discourage "egoisstriving® and to foster an
acceptance of group control over values, attituded behaviour, not only
during the formative years, but throughout adtétdis welf".

This is precisely the primary function of the Eurap Union Collective
vis-a-vis its constituent states and governmentghich it routinely coerces,
pressurises, harasses and intimidates as it potmpose its collectivist-fed-
eralist agenda on them. Far from being a benevaglemter, it is in fact the
permanent enemy of its members - a Fifth Columrthgir midst, which is
dedicated to the destruction of their sovereignty.

And the European Union is profoundly Leninist inodrer way, too:
Lenin duplicated all the main sources of state poWde European Union
Collective's structures duplicate national power exactly the same Leninist
model. Nor is it accidental that, almost withoutception, all the leaders of
the European Union kollektiv, beginning with theefldent of the European
Commission (at the time of writing), Sig. Romanodiy are from the Left
and the Far-Left. On 9th February 2000, Sig. Progleased a document
entitted 'Strategic Objectives 2000-2005: "Shapihg New Europe™ which
contained so much collectivist double-speak thawi& Analyst' referred to
it as 'The Neo-Communist Manifesto of the new EesspCommissioff.
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Bearing in mind the Comintern's Thesis Number 728th July 1920
that 'Federation is a transitional form towards twmplete union... of all
nations®®, 'Prodi's Manifesto' outlines how this Cominterbjeative is to be
procured. Here are a few revealing excerpts:

'We have achieved integration in Europe by puttingplace, though
the Treaties, unique and innovative structures tiranscend traditional
international co-operation'.

'‘Over the next decade we will complete our econonmtegration
and, even more importantly, give shape to a newitiqgad Europe. The
next five years will be decisive'.

'We are already pushing forward with political iopation by estab-
lishing an area of freedom, security and justiaed &y developing common
foreign, security and defence policies. Our comnmberests and objectives are
best served by a common approach and common means'
[Common' is a key collectivistt Communist buzz-dior like ‘change’
'single’, joint, ‘harmonisation’, ‘solidarity’, shared’, ‘non-discrimination’,
‘community’, ‘integration’, 'collective’, etc., ahdir derivatives -Ed.].

'Political integration will become a reality as itiohl leaders and
citizens come to realise that their shared valdekberty, peace and stability,
democracy, human rights, toleraffcegender equality, solidarity and non-
discrirnination can best be promoted through shapeticies and instit-
utions. Political integration must be pursued.

'‘Globalisation is dissolving national boundaries'.
'‘Global issues increasingly demand global respanses

These [unspecified - Ed.] challenges are too laage too complex for
any country to tackle single-handed, and the needaf collective European
response has never been greater'.

'‘What we are aiming for, therefore, is a new kirfdgmbal governance
to manage the global economy and environment'.

The truth is that "Brussels” is all of us' [ a neendering of the
formerly familiar German refrain 'Ein Volk, ein Rél].

'We must sustain the pace of change to the vemjcfall the European
Union itself ['change', as noted above, is a rdimtary key-word: indeed,
whenever ‘change' is used in isolation - withouy answer to the question:
‘change to what?' - it is being employed in furtmee of revolutionary
objectives, which the perpetrators dare not ackedge publicly - Ed.].

It will need further integration backed by a sysédic policy of
reform, transforming both our economy and our dagistems'.

Sig. Prodi's document did not elucidate what wasamheby the
intended ‘transformation’ of European ‘'social swyste But, given the
unremittingly collectivist-Cornmunist orientationf dhe circular, and of the
development of the European Union itself, there t@nno doubt that the
nature of the transformation the European Commissims in mind is
towards ever-expanding collectivism. Thus, the ridexl political integra-
tion is not an end in itself, its actual purposetastransform the EU states'
social systems - or, in other words, to act as tlamsmission mechanism
for the de facto introduction of the 'New FormGQ@¥mmunism. This
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means that all those Euro-ideologues who are clanwdor the realisation of
a European federation are in fact agitating fot-lldwn Communism. These
people, therefore, need to be exposed for theulgdibts' (to quote Lenin) or
the international socialists/Marxist-Leninist Commisis that they really are.
To differentiate international socialism from Commam is to waste time
splitting hairs: the intended revolutionary outconas with Fabian socialism,
is identical: de facto Communism, albeit imposed INew Forn'.

'Prodi's Neo-Communist Manifesto' added that [thesridding prior-
ity of this Commission will be] 'to advance the g@ess of enlargement so
as to stabilise our Continent and secure peaceodaey and respect for
human rights throughout Europe'.

But the 'process of enlargement' is an imperatifichv has no logical
or practical rationale at all - and which the adites of European integration
accordingly forbear to justify other than when thaye openly espousing
Soviet strategy - as was the case in a speech mfrdétaWoerner, a former
Secretary-General of NATO, who, addressing the €mmice on the Future
of European Security organised by the Czechoslovakistry of Foreign
Affairs held at the Cenin Palace on 25-26th ApfP1, declared, as though he
was acquainted with, and supported, the Sovie¢cilie security objective:

‘The challenge for us Europeans is to draw the etoldnion into
our common endeavour, to dispel any temptationssotate it.... From the
viewpoint of security policy, our reference systagaches from the shores
of the Pacific to Vladivostok'.

With the exception of such Western outbursts ofpsupfor Soviet strat-
egy, apologists for EU expansion do not botherxaain why either NATO or
EU enlargement is at all 'necessary'. In the césheoeastwards expansion of
the European Union, their relative silence on thiscial issue reflects the real-
ity that such expansion cannot be justified on enuq, financial, social, prag-
matic or any basis other than as a Leninist getgallimperative for hastening
the demise of European nation states so as toematmIthe realisation of the
'single political space' called 'Europe from théatic to Vladivostok'. By 2004,
the EU's 11 official languages - English, Frenclerr@an, Dutch, Spanish,
Italian, Danish, Swedish, Finnish, Greek and Partsg - will have been
augmented with a further ten official languagestoBsn, Bulgarian, Czech,
Hungarian, Lithuanian, Latvian, Polish, Romaniadoy8k and Slovenian.

'SEPARATION PRECEDES FEDERATION'

This illuminates the Leninist rationale behind thmeak-up' of the Soviet
Union. Since, according to the Leninist model, taltritorial boundaries are
transitional, temporary and expendable, the cdetltol'break-up' of the
Soviet Union for international public consumpticacifitates the evolution of
'Europe from the Atlantic to Vladivostok'. One oérnin's most problematical
(for Western minds) principles was that ‘'separatimecedes federation'.
It is clear that the grand strategic objective lnd tontrolled 'break-up' of the
USSR is to facilitate the piecemeal adherence ofowa 'bits and pieces' of
the ‘former' Soviet Union - along with all the Epean members of the
'former' Soviet Bloc - to the expanding EuropeartodrCollective, which
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Gorbachev has accurately described as 'the new p&amo Soviet'. Boris
Yeltsin, that devoted disciple of LeAtrdeclared on several occasions - for
instance, in Helsinki at the end of a two-day Sutnihéeting with President
Clinton on 22nd March 1997 - that Russia itself dtojoin the European
Union 'in order to end its Cold War-era isolatimr fjood'. Russia needed to
be recognised, at last, as a 'full European staWe are also prepared to join
the European Unidfi:

This was nothing new: had not the British Prime istier at the time,
John Major, stated on New Year's Day 1992 thabdklforward to the day
when Russia is a fully-fledged member of the Euamp&ommunity?. In
the security sphere, Klaus Kinkel, the German kprélinister, a protege of
that pro-Soviet Pan-German Hans-Dietrich Genscimrp preceded him as
Foreign Minister, insisted in May 1996 that 'it very important that Russia
is integrated into a new European security architet
But notoriously, on Lenin's own instructions, theoldéheviks regard
all agreements reached with ‘the bourgeoisie' it same revolutionary
perspective as their attitude to all institutiorstructures, positions, titles,
agreements, preconceived ideas, values, norngiprediand morality: that
is to say, they routinely renege on them at a timeuit the interests of the
Revolution. Therefore, no undertaking by these fgeigpever worth the
paper it is written on, and never will be.

Naive Western policymakers and diplomats never darelerstand
this, because the corollary to such understandsghat negotiating with
Bolsheviks is not merely a waste of time: it is dr@bly counter-produc-
tive. In order to avoid having to face up to thieamfortable truth, they
either support the Leninists' objectives, or elsdude themselves by main-
taining that these people have 'become like usquse they bear Western-
style-style political labels which provide them lwia veneer of observable
'equivalence' - whereas the truth is that they haimply adopted 'the
Third Way' towards the final consummation of LesinWorld Revolution:
disguising their Leninist-Bolshevik provenance aimdentions by the use
of false political labels. They preach 'peace, peatien there is no pedte'
and, as indicated, their hidden purpose in seekimggration with the
inexplicably eastwards-expanding European UnioneCtive is to hasten
the realisation and completion of ‘the new Eurodeaviet' which, they
intend, will indeed stretch one day from the Atlamd Vladivostok.

DISREGARD OF GORBACHEV'S DISCIPLESHIP OF LENIN
In addition to the innumerable clues to Moscow'sives which have been
missed by the somnolent, self-indulgent West inegaln and by the blind
European ideologues in particular, there has beedisgraceful failure by
Western analysts and policymakers generally to read understand what
Gorbachev has himself repeatedly said about histiraged adherence to
Leninist revolutionary principles. At every opparity, Gorbachev has quite
openly acknowledged his debt to Lenin. There isoalingly no excuse what-
soever for the West's blindness - since, like Hite'Mein Kampf', the Soviet
leader laid Moscow's intentions bare. As late €881%orbachev sought to
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dispel any notion in the West that he and the egiats had ‘abandoned
Marxism-Leninism' - a theme repeated in 'his' baahkd in many speeches:

'We see that confusion has arisen in some peopigisls: aren't we
retreating from the positions of socialism, espbciavhen we introduce
new and unaccustomed forms of economic managemedt paublic life,
and aren't we subjecting the Marxist-Leninist téaghitself to revision?...
No, we are not retreating a single step from sl from Marxism-
Leninism.. .

In 'his' book 'Perestroika: New Thinking for My Gty and the World'
[Harper & Row, New York, 1987; Perennial Library itewh, 1988, pages
11-12], Gorbachev likewise wrote [see also paget3&q.]:

The works of Lenin and his ideals of socialism agmd for us an
inexhaustible source of dialectical creative thdughheoretical wealth
and political sagacity.... Turning to Lenin has ajle stimulated the
Party and society in their search to find explameti and answers to the
qguestions that have arisen.... The Leninist pen®dindeed very impor-
tant. It is instructive that it proved the strengthf Marxist-Leninist
dialectics, the conclusions of which are based onamalysis of the actual
historical situation. Many of us realised even Idmgfore the [1985] Plenary
Meeting that everything pertaining to the econontylture, democracy,
foreign policy - all spheres - had to be reappriise

In Terestroika', too, Gorbachev plainly admittedie' are not going to
change Soviet power, of course, or abandon its afmetital principles,
but we acknowledge the need for changes that wi#ngthen socialism....
The essence of ‘perestroika’ is that it... revitke Leninist concept of
socialist construction both in theory and in preeti

Addressing a large group of Russian students orh 18ovember
1989, Gorbachev exclaimed:

'‘We are for a Lenin who is alive! In building oustdre we are basing
ourselves upon the gigantic intellectual and mgratential of the socialist
idea linked with the theory of Marxism-Leninism. Wsee no rational
grounds to give up the spiritual [sic] richness taored in Marxism.
Through restructuring, we want to give socialisnsecond wind and unveil
in all its plenitude [to the whole world - Ed.] theast humanist potential of
the socialist system'.

'In order to achieve this, the Communist Party loé tSoviet Union
returns to the origins and principles of the BolskeRevolution, to the
Leninist ideas about the construction of a new etgci. Our Party was
and remains the Party of Lenin.... In short, wef@ra Lenin who is alive'.

'We must seek these answers guided by the spiriLesfinism, the
style of Lenin's thinking, and the method of diiteal cognition'.

In Part One, it will be shown that the CommunisttyPaf the Soviet
Union remains in existence, and indeed controlstlaf Moscow political
factions - that is, the 'relabelled' political gpsuthat the secret continuing
Communists have been using, in accordance withruictsdns confirmed by
both President Gorbachev and Boris Yeltsin at t8#h ZPSU Congress held
in July 1990, in order to hoodwink the West.
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GORBACHEV'S INSISTENT CONFESSION OF HIS COMMUNISM

It was late as 1989, too, that Mikhail GorbachewcHally declared:
I am a Communist, a committed Communist. For sothat may be a
fantasy. But for me, it is my own goal. And in B9%®ven as he was being
senselessly feted all over the world as 'the mam whded Communism’,
Gorbachev was careful to insist that ‘I am nowt jas | have always been,
a committed Communist'.

To have deceived the world to such an exaggeratddnte that he
was being feted everywhere for ‘ending Communisthilewsimultaneously
affirming in the most explicit terms at every publopportunity that he
remained 'a committed Communist', will no doubt éaappealed to this
Bolshevik's typically black sense of cynical humournot least since all
Bolshevik-Leninists, like Viktor Suvorov, consid&/esterners to be 'stupid'
and, on the evidence considered here, with goabrea

Even so, there can be no possible excuse for thet'sMeaive and hasty
conclusion that 'Communism is dead'. All sorts ofcuses are routinely
made for such blindness - one familiar alibi bethgt 'you have to let these
people come to realise the truth in their own tinWgell, by 2002, Western
analysts who should have come to their senses maags ago had already
been 'sitting on their brains' for a dozen yearsnore: is that not good time
enough to reach a certain level of understanding?

Yet those few observers who pointed out that thenidists were
deceiving the West, after their normal fashion, thé time of the false
‘changes’, and have been doing so ever since, baea systematically
disregarded by policymakers - and have even atstisifered antagonism
from experts and officials who ought to have knobetter, 'got it wrong',
and have simply been too proud and obtuse to adm#ind some analysts
who do know the truth, nevertheless persist to thay with the bad habit
of couching their references to Communism and tbeie® in the past tense,
failing to qualify the adjective ‘former' (as irorfner Soviet Union’) with the
necessary parentheses, and falling routinely idtah& terminological traps
set for them by the Leninists (‘end of the Cold Waollapse of the Soviet
Union/Communism’, etc) which serve to buttress ehdies autonomously.
Since Gorbachev repeatedly went out of his way émimd the West
at every opportunity that he and his colleaguesewest, and never had any
intention of, renouncing Marxism-Leninism, why didle West jump to the
absurd conclusion that they had done so - acceptinfigce value the lie that
Communism had ‘collapsed’ and, as liees, becomiilingv co-liars with
the Bolshevik-Leninists by ignoring their Leningtdigrees?

Has such a scam ever been perpetrated on suchleaiscthe history
of humanity? Has ignorance of the enemy ever rahcheh disastrous pro-
portions? Why did the West - including some ofiisst proficient observers,

whose record of accurate Soviet analysis had beeedcable to dat® fall
for the fantastic proposition that, all of a suddafter metaphorically brush-
ing their teeth, putting on clean suits and abamdpmuch of their irksome
revolutionary rhetoric, these veteran deceivers hachculously turned over
a new leaf? Why did the West forget Lenin's adtacEelix Dzerzhinskiy, his
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Cheka chief: Tell them what they want to believe'?

The trap into which the West was about to fall, dradl already par-
tially fallen, was succinctly summarised ahead loé tchanges' in 1987, by
Dr Joseph D. Douglass, Jr., in an essay entittadeStrategic Deceptioh'

'Perhaps the most important continuing Soviet diemepis the
notion that the Soviet Union is not a lethal threktis deception has many
components, such as the notion that the Soviet histance is only defen-
sive. .. and only wants peace. The historical mkcoompletely disproves
these basic themes, and Soviet actions themselwetnee to demonstrate
how false the themes are. But one very special coeqt of this deception
serves to rewrite or negate this history and emsalpleople [in the West -
Ed.] to continue to swallow the basic deceptiorat tthe Soviet Union is not
a lethal threat. [This is] the idea that the Sowiktion is changing, espec-
ially now, under Gorbachev's new policies of 'opswi.

‘Do not concern yourselves with the past, the Soleion is chang-
ing, we are told. Their ideology is dead. Nobodyidwes [the ideology] any
more. The system is merely driven by bureaucrat@mentum. As soon as
the old leadership dies off, a new moderate elenvglittake power. It is
important for the United States to play to thesedemates and not to be too
tough. Give their new policies and desires for peacchance to take root
and grow. Their economy is a disaster, and the fbovent is rotten with
nepotism. The younger moderates know this, andr thist priority is to
implement changes. The West should see to it thi@rnial pressures make
reform inescapable, and it should encourage itslementation by provid-
ing a fertile climate for change [sic] - relaxatiof tension and an increase in
trade - in which moderating influences can grow'.

This sounds eminently logical, precisely what weould like to
believe is the case. [There is] only one problemisi totally wrong. It is
a very effective Soviet strategic deception, onat tldates back many
years - well over half a century'.

Dr Douglass was tackling a common Western mispéaep the
notion that some Communists are ‘less extreme' tbmers, which had
encouraged the dangerous subsidiary view that sbee ceased to be
Communists at all. Such loose Western notions édriwipon ignorance of
the Bolshevik mentality and revolutionary traininbp the first place, it is
a contradiction in terms to speak of a 'moderatairlist’ or a 'moderate
Bolshevik'. For no Bolshevik can be moderate: ak aiehard, dedicated,
ruthless, lying revolutionaries. The notion that npahave undergone a
transformation is covert Soviet disinformation: apdor to the 'changes',
it was 'overt’ Soviet diversion.

When Westerners speak about Russian 'moderates' 'hemdliners',
they are uttering gibberish - applying inapprogriatVestern standards and
perceptions to the totally divergent environment which contemporary
continuing Bolshevism functions. A parallel to thesror is the widely-used
phrase 'born-again Christian: anyone familiar witte New Testament of
Jesus Christ will come to understand that one dameoa Christian until
one has been 'born again' in the Spirit. Likewds€pmmunist cannot be
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other than a ‘'hardliner: so all references to dima@rs' and 'moderates’
prior to the adoption of 'Third Way' false politictabelling in 1989-91
were derived from Soviet ‘active measures' (dismadgion) activity.
As Dr Douglass elaborated back in 1987: 'The need the West to
support moderate elements is another deception findbers the notion
of change in the Soviet Union, that has been ardandnany years. The prob-
lem is, there are no moderates. There is littlaglisement, if any, among the
leadership regarding objectives. Debates are allmw best to achieve
the main objective, world domination. To suggesit tthere are hawks and
doves in the Soviet leadership, as one finds invest, is false mirror-imaging.
Doves and moderates do not survive in the Commuystiem. There are only
hawks, with varying types of deceptive colorati@pplied from time to time'.
‘'Stalin referred to himself as a moderate in sagkooncessions from
the West to pacify the "hawks" in the Supreme Sowigh whom he had to
contend. [Later] an equally absurd ploy, and onaditg picked up by the
Western news media, was to characterise Andropova akloset liberal"
just a few months before his predecessor, Brezhded. And illustrating
how the West never learns, Gorbachev, the instH#mt][ the Chernenko
death watch began, travelled to London, sipped pelitely, and was at
once accorded by the press the image of the "Gkidfj a gentleman with
whom Margaret Thatcher believed she could workanrtony'.

GORBACHEV REVEALS HIMSELF TO THE BRITISH AS A THUG

That Mrs Thatcher reached this recklessly hasty conmtusbn the basis
of Gorbachev's initial visit to London in late 1984as quite extraordinary
in the light of the following episode, related tg by a British Member of
Parliament who had been delegated to conduct Goelvacaround the

Palace of Westminster and generally to be on handatilitate the future

Soviet leader's visit. In case anyone chooses tibtdthe accuracy of what
follows, the episode is twice described in greataileby the former MP

concerned, on tapes which the Author holds in higsspssion.

In the course of the visit, assorted members of dless the British call

'the Great and the Good' were invited to attenéception at Westminster to
meet Mikhail Gorbachev, amid guarded hints thatwas expected to emerge
as the next leader of the Soviet Union. Now theskshgviks often like to pre-
tend that they do not understand a word of Englastg Mikhail Gorbachev

is no exception (indeed, on one occasion whileulgng in the United States
after leaving office, Gorbachev was observed tdyrémmediately to a com-

plicated question put to him in English, withoutitivey for the services of

his moustachioed translator). As Gorbachev proakeadeng the line of UK

dignitaries, who greeted him in accordance withtgol each one in turn, he
overheard one of the 'Great and the Good' makertairteemark (in English)

to which he (Gorbachev) took strong exception. Mgvip to the offending

dignitary, Gorbachev proceeded to punch him hardhim stomach, so that
the guest was badly winded. Most of those presdserved this horrifying

incident, as did the Member of Parliament who watng as Gorbachev's
guide. Not a word about the incident ever appebrdae usually vigilant
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British press. In Britain, there is a system ofggsre&ensorship known as the
'D-Notice' system; if the authorities issue suchaice, the matter covered
by it cannot be reported in the press; and it was n

One would have thought that the British Prime Marisof the day
should have been advised that in the light of thgouth, barbaric behav-
iour alone, any suggestion that Gorbachev was 'snend can do business
with', as Mrs Thatcher insisted on the record, Wobhve been out of the
qguestion. Further, one would have thought that Bmgish Foreign Office
would have seen fit to her advise Ministers - oa #vidence of this single
incident, let alone Gorbachev's self-trumpeted hishi pedigree - that
suggestions that Gorbachev was anything other tharBolshevik thug
and a disciple of Lenin, were less than crediblestégad of which, the
episode was hushed up and 'expunged from the tecord

That this abomination took place, in full view oflarge number of
eminent personages, raises the obvious unanswewsedtian: WHY was
this matter suppressed? What diplomatic reason tafe scould possibly
have overridden the objective truth about this Beldk, which he himself
had chosen to place on display before the Britiste?% What could have
justified the British authorities' failure to argma for the exposure of this
man's thuggish behaviour - as a consequence ofhwtiie Soviet strateg-
ists might have been obliged to withdraw him frombiic view, and to
substitute an alternative front man for the strg®ed@he nagging question
remains unanswered: did the Foreign Office haveaganda which would
have been jeopardised by exposing Gorbachev for thig he was, and
indeed remains? Was the Thatcher Foreign Officeeurmbnstraints similar
to those hobbling the American bureaucracy, afterHenry Kissinger had
issued instructions to all US Government agendié&s, Voice of America,
to the effect that no criticism of the Soviet Uniwould be tolerated?

That Gorbachev remains as much of a thug today easvéis when
he punched a British guest in the stomach in fidhwof other distinguished
dignitaries shortly before Christmas 1984, was ghbuhome to the Author
when he observed Gorbachev, who served annuallyCasvening Chair’,
deliver his opening speech before the Gorbachevndaion/USA's 'State
of the World Forum' conference held at the New Ybtikon and Towers on
5th September 2000. On that occasion (as, accorgingeparate reports by
other observers, on other such occasions), Gorbacherbiage in his harsh
Stavropol Russian accent spilled out with hardlyraak, his voice becoming
ever louder and angrier, until the peroration haduaed the characteristics
of an unending rant (at the Wesf s failure to mtbet expectations released
by his ‘termination of the Cold War', this themanpbeGorbachev's preferred
complaint). Above this din, Gorbachev's faithful BGEnNglish interpreter
(the tall, thin minder with that black moustachedswcompelled to shout even
louder than his 'master’, so as to convey Gorbaheanvoluted meaning
to the bewildered audience. Gorbachev's speechssicait conferences in the
West have been described to the Author by seveliablte observers as weird
and almost demonic: and the prolonged speech heedsd in the Author's
presence on 5th September 2000 certainly met #satrigtion.
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In any case, as we have seen, Gorbachev was nguearish about
openly identifying himself with Bolshevism. In hislosing address to the
27th CPSU Congress on 6th March 1986, Gorbachestginoed: 'Already today
we can say. the Congress has been held in an dterespof Party
fidelity to principle, in a spirit of unity, exactyness, and Bolshevik truth'.
Invoking Lenin, as usual, he concluded: 'lt is listway, in Lenin's way,
that we have acted here at our Congress. And thathé way we shall
continue to act!... Comrades, our Congress has rshthat at the present
stage, which is a turning point in our country'siabdevelopment, the

Leninist Party is equal to its historic tadksThe final Resolution on the
Political Report of the Central Committee statedtthlihe 27th Congress of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union notes that Leninist party has
come to its Congress enriched.... At the presemtirtg point, in a qualit-
atively new situation inside the country and on therld scene, the Party
has again shown its loyalty to Marxism-Lenini&m'

Gorbachev has never deviated from Leninism, contreo the unfort-
unate opinion of Lady Thatcher, who exclaimed te thuthor in July 1991
that 'he isn't a Leninist any more.... | don't khiwe have been deceived -
at least, | hope we haven't' - thereby revealingiggling residual fear that
she might have been. But in November 1987, Gorbadtzal said: 'We are
moving towards a new world, the world of CommunisWie shall never
turn off that road'. And interviewed on the 'Lakyng Live' TV show in the
United States on 6th November 1993, Gorbachevegpb a questioner from
the audience as follows: 'I'm not hiding in the waork. I'm involved in
a different political role.... | have not abandonédks with the past.
The Western perception that Leninist revolutiorgrielike leopards,
can change their spots, is seen as pathetic by thith lifelong experience
of Bolshevism. Thus the wife of the late (contrd)ledissident, Andrei
Sakharov, who died suddenly and mysteriously shaafter he had critic-
ised Gorbachev in the Supreme Soviet, has explaitidte point is that
the Communist goal is fixed and changeless - itenevaries one iota
from their objective of world domination, but if wpidge them only by
the direction in which they seem to be going, walldie deceived'.

The point is, too, that the Leninists know thatréhés no place for
them in the world over the longer run unless they @ charge. 'Peaceful
coexistence' is another Soviet lie: Bolsheviks c@nooexist, peacefully or
otherwise, in the medium to long run, with peoplbowdisagree with them.
Ultimately, those who oppose the 'universal' thaugiocess which is to be
imposed upon the whole world (starting with the dagontrol offensive
called 'political correctness™, a concept devetbpg the Soviets), will
* Poliical correctness (the creation of a ‘common mind) is a Soviet concept 'Political correctness' means
the exact reverse of what it says: it means that lies, or an 'imposed truth', supplant the objective truth.
'Fundamentals of Marxism-Leninism' states, in an essay entitled 'Marxism-Leninism as a Philosophy and
a World Outlook!, that .. in deciding other affairs [sic], methods of public influence, the influence of public
opinion, will be utilised. In a collectivised society, the Communist man... [is] distinguished by conscious
collectivism and deep concern for the common good'; but the issues which preoccupy him are those
imposed upon his controlled and easily manipulated mind by ‘political correctness'. In his closing remarks

to the 28th CPSU Congress on 13th July 1990, Mikhail Gorbachev said that the ‘restructured’ CPSU would
become 'a truly vanguard party whose power lies not in giving orders but in influencing people's minds'.
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have to be liquidated: 'The socialist society viaé forced to apply the most
resolute measures for a long time (including thgquitlation of people
who are especially dangerous to the socialist Bystagainst people who
are harmful and deliberately destructive... i.dapse who seek to under-
mine the socialist state and to re-establish theaist systeni®.

In answer to any complaint that this Stalinist editates from the
1930's, and that 'things are different now', thedee must be reminded that
the Stalinist thesis has been followed by the puemrinist antithesis; and that
the third element of the dialectic, the synthesi#i,reincorporate the thesis.

There will be no place for anti-Communists when thgnthesis' has
been achieved in accordance with Leninist theomces the ‘completion of
Communism' will be a World Dictatorship, as Stahnticipated [page 10].
That outcome is self-evident anyway, since once Wwald is controlled by
One Power, dissent will be prohibited and there Wwéd no alternative high
authority to challenge the Single Power when itilggas it will immed-
iately do, to abuse the power it has seized andiadc

To whom should one appeal when in dispute with @we World
Government, the Man in the Moon? The folly of peoplho perversely
promote One World Governance is thus easily to dhestnate. All those
who are engaged in promoting regional governance,ina the European
Union context, are assisting and accelerating teadlong rush towards
Stalin's One World Collectivist Dictatorship.

In the meantime, thesis, antithesis and synthesi the trinity of overt
and covert Communist thought and actioriThe thing that exists [thesis],
the opposite that grows out of it [antithesis], ahd higher stage that develops
from their interaction or conflict [synthesis], gom all correct thinking and the
proper interpretation of life and society.... Thahich retards socialism is
"reactionary” and is to be destroyed. That whichvaades socialism is
"progressive" and "liberating" and is to be encgerhand forwardetf:

In 1939, Stalin, a consummate student of Leninoaigh he imposed
his own territorial variant of Leninism, declarekdat 'the withering away of
the state, the precondition for the classless sgcmould not be entertained
as a possibility until the encirclement of socrmlidy capitalism had been
changed to the encirclement of capitalism by sisral That is to say, until
those conditions had been established which wowdura world-wide
Soviet dominatiof®. 'Morality is what brings about... a new societj o
Communists. Communist morality is that which sertbs struggle.... At
the base of Communist morality lies the struggle ttee strengthening and
completion of Communisff: For Communism cannot be 'complete' until
all opposition to it has been eliminated - which tiee Leninist-Aesopian
meaning of 'peace’. the cessation and absencel afppbsition to Lenin's
World Communist Revolutidh

Since the manifest orientation of the European bni® collectivist,
its leading political figures are invariably of tipmlitical Left, and under Sig.
Romano Prodi, no attempt is even made to hide tlmdean Commission's
identity of purpose with Marx's Communist Manifesibis axiomatic that all
criticism of this political monstrosity, such assthook, will be criminaliseds
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Notes and references:

1. In his June 1992 Oslo Nobel Peace Prize speech, Gorbachev took care to refer to the Soviet

Union in  the present  tense, despite its ‘abolition’ in December 1991.
2. Conversation between the Author and 'Viktor Suvorov', a 'defector’ from Soviet Military
Intelligence (GRU defector), in England in November 1999.

3. In the following Note, a specific lie by Gorbachev will be exposed. Gorbachev delivered his
Nobel Lecture in Oslo on 6th June 1992. In 'his' book 'Memoirs' he affected a casual approach to
the prestigious honour. Given that his remarks were of exceptional importance in laying down
the terms which the Leninists intended should characterise 'convergence', Gorbachev's display
of nonchalance here suggests an attempt by the ghost-writing apparat to play down the fact
that Gorbachev used this occasion to dictate terms to the West. In simple terms, the West was

to ‘converge' substantively towards the East, whereas Soviet ‘convergence' towards Western
norms was to be essentially cosmetic only - as the West subsequently discovered to its
immense cost but apparently without triggering any review of Western policy towards the
‘former' Soviet Bloc. 'Gorbachev' writes on pages 549-560 of 'Memoirs": 'lt was the custom for
the Nobel laureate to deliver the traditional lecture either at the award ceremony or within six
months of the presentation. | was invited to give a lecture in early May 1991. However the
political situation in our country had meanwhile become more critical, particularly after the
January events in Vilnius and Riga'. [Armed troops had stormed the TV tower in Vilnius in
January 1991, leaving 15 dead; and there was also violence in Riga. Gorbachev had presided
over both these atrocities, just as while on a visit to London he had personally ordered the
attack on innocent demonstrators in Thilisi in April 1989 (information given to the author per-
sonally by a well-informed British Conservative Member of Parliament - Ed.)]. 'l was under fire
both at home and abroad, with some people going so far as to declare that to award me the
Nobel Peace Prize had been a mistake and that the Committee should reconsider its position.
In this situation, | repeatedly postponed the decision to go to Oslo. | thought of going there in
early May, but had to cancel the trip. | must admit that to this day | feel somewhat embarrassed,
since my hesitation could perhaps have been perceived as a lack of respect towards the Nobel
Committee. However, in the end | decided to use this international forum to restate my creed
about the role of perestroika and the New Thinking for us and for mankind'. [Thus the false
impression was given that the menu that Gorbachev dictated to the West in Oslo (and at Fulton,
MO) was the product of a personal whim on Gorbachev's part - whereas what Gorbachev said
on that occasion, in Russian, was of crucial importance, as he laid down the Soviets' terms for
‘convergence' and ‘cooperation’, as indicated -Ed.]. 'l delivered my Nobel Prize lecture in Oslo
on 5th June 1992. | naturally apologized for the delay'.

Unfortunately for Gorbachev, the St Louis Post-Dispatch of 23rd April 1992 published, on
page 1-A, a lead story by Phillip Dine under the headline: 'FULTON, Mo., COLLEGE BRACES FOR
THOUSANDS AT [Gorbachev] SpeecH': 'Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev, 61, former leader of a
former country, is coming to Fulton, Mo., May 6 - and the public response has the organizers

of the historic event reeling. "With the crowd estimates, we're starting to get - | won't say
scared - but they're exceeding what we originally thought. It's approaching 15,000", said
Bruce Hackmann, spokesman for Westminster College, where Gorbachev will speak....
Over 1,500 reserved seats are being provided for the speech, which will be at 3 p.m. outdoors;
most of the seats will go to those with ties to the college. That leaves standing-room for the
public on a first-come-first-served basis, Hackmann said'.

In view of this information, the elaborate reasons given in 'Memoirs' for Gorbachev not
going to Oslo in early May 1992, and cancelling that trip, were spurious. He could not be in
Oslo because he was double-booked to appear and deliver his 'end of the Cold War' speech
at Fulton, Missouri - to take advantage of the symbolism provided by that location, from
where Winston Churchill had famously invented the phrase 'lron Curtain’. This is an example
of how careless the Leninist apparat is liable to be over facts. Since their stock-in-trade is
lying and deception, it is perennially hard for them to keep track of previous lies, and they are
constantly having to trim public statements to accommodate earlier lies and disinformation.
At the same time, since they understand very well that the West is confused, laid-back, lazy
and reactive, and they have long since ensured that the Western media is dominated by their
own sympathisers and agents of influence, they can afford to take a relatively relaxed view,
when it turns out that previous lies conflict with new lies, since (a) this is in any case provided
for by the dialectical method and (b) they need not fear exposure from the ignorant and often

fellow-travelling Western 'mainstream’ media. Correspondents posted to Moscow usually
reproduce the official 'line', as numerous readers of The New York Times are aware.
4. 'Gorbachev On My Country and the World', Mikhail Gorbachev. Translated from the Russian
by George Shriver, Columbia University Press, New York, 1999, pages 171-172. Gorbachev
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made this statement even though the Soviets never employed Gross National Product as
an economic measurement: their preferred measure of national output was Gross Material
Product, an altogether different compilation. This is an example of the free-and-easy careless-
ness which typically characterises Soviet lies. The 'error' was ignored by Western analysts.

5. Ibid, page 172.

6. Ibid, page 172. However the Soviet Communists have never, at any stage since 1917, been
concerned with 'the real and vital interests of our country and our people', since they have
been concerned exclusively with amassing, consolidating and spreading their own global
power worldwide, at the expense precisely of the Russian people and of those other peoples
they have by various means subjugated. Since Gorbachev, by his own repeated admission
remains a Leninist, this alibi is false: the rationale that, all of a sudden, the Soviet Communists
were concerned about the welfare of the Russian people is jaded misinformation.

7. According to 'Soviet Diplomacy and Negotiating Behavior: Emerging New Context for U.S.
Diplomacy', House of Representatives' Committee on Foreign Affairs: A Study Prepared by the
Senior Specialists Division, Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress, Volume 1,
1989, pages 418-420.

8. The 'Eighty-One Party Congress' was the second of two conferences of the ruling Parties
of the Communist Bloc including the Chinese, held in Moscow in November 1957 and during
November-December 1960, which discussed, formulated and adopted the long-range deception
strategy to prepare for the dismantling of the Stalinist model of control following the termin-
ation of the pre-arranged 40-year period during which the Western allies and the Soviet Union
had agreed to occupy Germany [see Part Two]. This was to be followed by the re-launch of an
upgraded and thoroughly researched global Leninist model of the Revolution (which is the
period through which we are living today). The Manifesto of the 'Eighty-One Party Congress'
issued on 6th December 1960, and Nikita Khrushchev's speech of 6th January 1961, confirmed
the adoption of the long-range strategy and defined its objectives as consolidation of the social-
ist states and world Communist victory. See also Anatoliy Golitsyn, 'The Perestroika Deception',
page 129 [Edward Harle Limited, London and New York, 1995 and 1998]. The exceptional
importance of the ‘Eighty-One Party Congress' of November-December 1960 was recon-
firmed in various speeches delivered at the successor meeting of Communist Parties held

in Moscow in 1969 (the third of that series). For instance, Khaled Bagdash, General Secretary
of the Central Committee of the Syrian Communist Party, proclaimed on that occasion:

'‘Comrades, important changes have taken place since the last International Meeting of
Communist Parties in 1960. They testfy to a serious deepening and growth of the revolutionary
movement. The Communist movement has gained in strength and scope', [ ‘International
Meeting of Communist and Workers' Parties’, Moscow, 1969, Peace and Socialism Publishers,
Prague, 1969, page 571].

9. Vladimir I. Lenin, 'Collected Works', Volume XVII, pages 142-145.

10. As discussed in Part One and elsewhere, the pragmatic Western mind rejects the notion of
conspiracy - despite the fact that Lenin specifically insisted that the Revolution was a conspiracy.
Writing in 'What is to be Done? Burning Questions of our Movement', Lenin confirmed, with
his usual pedantic playfulness with language, that 'in form, such a strong revolutionary organi-
sation may also be described as a "conspiratorial organisation", because the French word ‘con-
spiration' is the equivalent of the Russian word ‘zagovor' (‘conspiracy'), and such an
organisation must have the utmost secrecy'.

11. Gospel of Mark, Chapter 4, verses 21-22: 'And he said unto them, Is a candle brought to be
put under a bushel, or under a bed? and not to be set on a candlestick? For there is nothing hid,
which shall not be manifested; neither was any thing kept secret, but that it should come
abroad'. And Gospel of Luke, Chapter 8, verses 16-17: 'No man, when he hath lighted a candle,
covereth it with a vessel or putteth it under a bed; but setteth it on a candlestick, that they which
enter may see the light. For nothing is secret, that shall not be made manifest; neither any thing
hid, that shall not be known and come abroad'.

12. Gorbachev's extreme arrogance and impatience with any overview of global develop-
ments other than ‘'his' own, was vividly on display when he addressed the Gorbachev
Foundation/USA's 'State of the World Forum' event as 'Convening Chair' at the New York
Hilton and Towers on 5th September 2000.

13. At the press conference held with the late President Francois Mitterrand in Paris on 6th May
1991, Gorbachev made the following extremely significant remarks, couched as usual in
Leninist Aesopian (double-meaning) language. As indicated, he said: 'The dangers lie in the fact
that someone, analysing at some private moment or other, this or that instance or episode, or
even event, including a dramatic event, should not make hasty conclusions and cast doubt on
all that has been acquired and what we have created in putting international relations onto new
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channels, onto new rails, entering, as all of us have said, a period of peaceful development'.
These observations, though reported in the Western press, were never construed by ‘main-
stream' observers. They contain three elements: first, an expression of Soviet anxiety at the
continuing possibility that the devious strategy of ‘convergence' with the West on Communist
terms, facilitated by the false Bolshevik '‘Break with the Past', might be exposed by someone
in the West who had done his homework on Soviet strategic deception operations; secondly,
a prediction of the 'August coup', a KGB-managed provocation (‘a dramatic event’) and of
subsequent ‘dramatic events' that year; and, thirdly, an arrogant affirmation of Moscow's
success in altering Western perceptions to such an extent that Western Governments now
unwittingly accepted as genuine the Leninist view of the world (‘putting international relations

onto... new rails'). The point Gorbachev made here was that a train travelling along a railway
line can proceed in one direction only - the direction intended by the Leninist strategists, which
is towards the abolition of nation states and their piecemeal incorporation into regional
blocs en route to World Collectivist Government (dictatorship). Gorbachev could have said

‘onto a new road', as he had done on other occasions, but chose, instead, to use the word
'rails' precisely because there can be no deviation from the straight line (conforming with the
unchanging requirements of the 'General Line', or strategy). This was, then, a truly classic
example of the careful, Aesopian use of language employed by seasoned Leninists ever since
Lenin taught them how to use language in the interests of the Revolution: see page XXXIX.
14. Martin Walker, 'The Waking Giant: The Soviet Union under Gorbachev', Sphere Books
Limited (Abacus), 1987, London, page 10.

15. The campaign for the abolition of the 'image of the enemy' was spearheaded by Georgiy
Arbatov, a close strategic adviser to President Gorbachev and a member of his Politburo.
Writing in 'Kommunist' in June 1988, Arbatov proclaimed that 'the image of the enemy that is
being eroded has been... absolutely vital for the foreign and military policy of the United States
and its allies. The destruction of this stereotype... is Gorbachev's weapon.... Neither the arms
race, nor power politics in the Third World, nor the military blocs, are thinkable without "the
enemy”, and without the "Soviet threat". In the same article, Arbatov pointed out that the
United States would not be slow to acquiesce in this rapid erosion of the threatening ‘image’
of the Soviet Union, when he noted that 'of course, this weapon is not secret, but it does have
tremendous power'. The strategy of eliminating 'the image' of the enemy would mesmerise
the West (as Stalin's top adviser, Dimitri Manuilski had predicted), which could be relied upon
to confuse the ‘'image' with the substance; the enemy itself would remain wholly intact, and
would be strengthened as a consequence of the resulting transfer of Western technology and
finance, and Western disarmament. This information is repeated and elaborated in Part One.
16. This is not to say that Stalin was not a Leninist: on the contrary, he was a most attentive
disciple and implementer of Lenin's blueprint. However the Stalinist variant (thesis) impeded the
full flowering of the antithesis - the global Leninist ‘way' (‘put’, which means ‘'way', as in Putin).

17.P. Wiles, 1964, 'The Political Economy of Communism', Cambridge, MA, Harvard University
Press, page 356.

18. M. Gorbachev, 'Underpinning a Secure World', Pravda, 17th September 1987.

19. Vladimir I. Lenin, 'State and Revolution', International Publishers, New York, 1961 Ed., p. 68.
20.Joseph Stalin (Djugashvili), 'Marxism and the National Question', 1942.

21.Kassof, Allen, 1965, 'The Soviet Youth Program', Cambridge: Harvard University Press, page
45; cited in 'Contemporary Soviet Politics: An Introduction’, Donald D. Barry and Carol Barner-
Barry, Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ, 1978-91.

22.'Soviet Analyst', Volume 26, Number 3, March 2000.

23. Theses on the National and Colonial Question'adopted by the Second Comintern

Congress, 28th July 1920 [Protokoll, ii, page 224], cited for instance in 'The Communist
International 1919-1943: Documents": Volume 1,1919-1922, selected and edited by Jane Degras,
Oxford University Press, 1956. The set of three volumes of this work in this Author's possession
was obtained from a second-hand bookstore in Bloomsbury, London; each volume is stamped
as follows on the front fly-sheet: ‘'MINISTRY OF DEFENCE LIBRARY SERVICES: WITHDRAWN'.

24.The introduction to 'Prodi's Neo-Communist Manifesto' includes the following paragraph:
'Political integration will become a reality as political leaders and citizens come to realise that

their shared values of liberty, peace and stability, democracy, human rights, tolerance, gender
equality, solidarity and non-discrimination [i.e., the attitude 'distinguished by conscious collec-
tivism and deep concern for the common good' specified in the Soviet tome 'Fundamentals of
Marxism-Leninism] can best be promoted through shared policies and institutions'. However
when the Austrian electorate voted a non-leftist Government led by Georg Haidar into power,
the European Union immediately isolated Austria and imposed sanctions upon it for having
had the temerity to elect a Government not overtly enamoured of the EU's collectivist-federalist
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agenda. The exclusion of Austria was masked by a fog of allegations that Haidar represented an
insupportable neo-Nazi tendency which could not possibly be tolerated in the 'liberal' European
Union. So much for the value of 'tolerance’' invoked by ‘'Prodi's Neo-Communist Manifesto'
distributed within the EU structures in February 2000.

25.1n 1981, at the age of 50, Boris Yeltsin was appointed to the Praesidium of the 26th CPSU
Congress [Pravda, 24th February 1981], a position which of course he could not have attained
had he not been a lifelong Communist hack. In recognition of his devotion to dialectical mater-
jialism and Communist control, and of his faithful service to the Party (the Revolution), he was
awarded the Order of Lenin [Pravda, 1st February 1981], indicating that he was marked out for
very elevated status and position, at the summit of the Communist hierarchy. Thereafter, Yeltsin
embarked upon a rapid rise under Brezhnev (to 1982), Andropov (1982-84), Chernenko (1984-85)
and Gorbachev (1985-91). Such advancement could only have been available to a well trusted
Leninist who could be thoroughly relied upon to do the Party's bidding and who was held in the
highest regard by his cynical colleagues. Yeltsin was appointed to the Central Committee of the
CPSU [lzvestia, 4th March 1981], was 'elected’ a Supreme Soviet Deputy from Serov [Pravda,
7th March 1981 ], was yet further 'elected' to the Praesidium of the Supreme Soviet [Pravda,
12th April 1981], was named Secretary of the Central Committee [Pravda, 3rd July 1985], was
‘elected' First Secretary of the Moscow City Party Commission [Pravda, 25th December 1985],
and was then made a member of Gorbachev's Politburo [Izvestia, 19th February 1986]. During
this period and subsequently, Yeltsin's speeches rigidly followed the Party line. For instance,
according to lzvestia [26th February 1981], Yeltsin ‘fully approve[d] the measures that the CPSU
Central Committee ha[d] taken to enhance the role and restructure the work of the USSR State
Planning Commission..."; he presented the Party line 'to prolonged applause' [lzvestia, 11th
December 1984]; and he expounded for 10,500 words on his determination to 'carry out

the proper psychological restructuring of the Party and other cadres' [Moskovskaya pravda,
25th January 1986], meaning that Boris Yeltsin was intimately involved with the retraining
of Komsomol and Communist cadres ready for the dismantling of the Stalinist model and
for the re-launch of the purer Leninist model which would necessitate the retraining of
revolutionary actives for the conscious implementation of the Party's new covert role
as the 'General Staff' of Lenin's World Revolution.

In 1987, we find Yeltsin in Nicaragua. A photograph appeared in Diario las Americas on
13th March 1987, showing Yeltsin holding aloft the hands of those two world-famous democ-
rats, Daniel Ortega Saavedra and Jaime Wheelock Roman, members of the nine-member
Nicaraguan Communist Politburo. The sudden presentation of Yeltsin to the world as a newly
'moderate’ democrat - like the abrupt remodelling of MVD General Eduard Shevardnadze, the
oppressor of Georgia and its ‘former' Communist Party Chief, as the enlightened co-terminator
of the Cold War with Gorbachev, and of Gorbachev himself (Andropov's sidekick in Budapest
during the Soviet invasion of Hungary) as a man worthy of the Nobel Peace Prize - reflects the
ease with which Moscow has been able to bamboozle Western journalists into imposing its
doctored images upon an uncomprehending and thoroughly confused Western public opinion.

A glance at Yeltsin's record thus reveals the stark Leninist truth about his political pedigree.
The behaviour of Yeltsin in office was fully consistent with that of a Stalinist dictator, operating
on the basis of arbitrary decrees, diktats and the mediaeval ukase. Yeltsin's Leninism can best
be summarised by recalling part of his speech as First Secretary of the Moscow City Communist
Party Committee, as reported in Pravda and Izvestia of 27th February 1986:

'‘Comrades! At a Party Congress at which many frank reports were delivered and sharp
discussions held, Vladimir llyich Lenin, in defiance of the sceptics, exclaimed enthusiastically:
"Now this is something | really understand! This is life!" Many years have gone by since then.
One can note with satisfaction that the atmosphere at our Congress is again marked by that
Bolshevik spirit, that Leninist optimism, that call to struggle against the old and outmoded in
the name of the new [APPLAUSE]. The 26th City Party report-and-election conference showed that
Moscow Communists believe in the feasibility of the tasks that have been set and in the Tight-
ness of the changes that are taking place in the Party... and that they fully support this line'. The
‘changes' in question were of course the preparations for the '‘changes’ of 1989-91. Note
Yeltsin's invocation of Bolshevism, and compare this with Gorbachev's identical invocation
[see, for instance, page 14].

26. 'Yeltsin wants Russia in EU', The Daily Telegraph, London, 23rd March 1997.

27. John Major in his 1992 New Year's Day broadcast on BBC Radio 4.

28. Jeremiah, Chapter 8, verse 11.

29. Current Digest of the Soviet Press, 40, Number 7, 1988, pages 3-4.

30. A case in point is that of the analyst John Lenczowski, founder and director of the Institute
of World Politics, based at 1521 16th Street, NW, Washington DC (previously the office of the
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Soviet Trade Mission), formerly Director of European and Soviet Affairs, National Security
Council, 1981-87. While in that position, Lenczowski wrote a superb expose of certain themes
of Soviet strategic deception and disinformation which was published in 'Soviet Strategic
Deception’, edited by Professors Brain D. Dailey and Patrick J. Parker [Lexington Books,
Lexington MA, 1987]. The paper formed part of the proceedings of a conference on Soviet
strategic deception held at the US Naval Postgraduate School on 26th-28th September 1985.
On 14th March 1985, this Author made a presentation on themes arising from his editorship
of Anatoliy Golitsyn's work 'The Perestroika Deception’, at Lenczowski's Institute in Washington.
The Author was on his feet for three hours. However in the middle of the presentation, John
Lenczowski suddenly interrupted and criticised the information and interpretations provided by
this Author. His thesis was that there could have been no continuity of Soviet strategy because
the Soviets had abandoned their ideology. This event is discussed on pages 75 et seq.
On 4th November 1992, Lenczowski wrote to a correspondent that 'we have witnessed the
collapse of both the Soviet empire and, perhaps more importantly, the CPSU's ideological
power.... | believe that Gorbachev, Yakovlev, Shevardnadze and others indeed did harbor a

plan, on the outlines of which we both probably agree. | believe today, however, that this plan
(both to revive socialism through a Western bailout and to disarm the West intellectually and
physically) proved to be both overly optimistic and too clever by half, because it wrecked the
Party's ideological cohesion and unleashed forces of civil society which were not willing to
endure even socialism "with a human face". So today, even though most of the nomen-
klatura are still in place, they must operate without the two most potent weapons of totalit-
arianism they used to have at their disposal - the ideology as an instrument of enforcing
conformity, and the organizational weapon, the Party, which is completely splintered due to
the absence of a Party line. This is truly a victory to celebrate, even though there remains
much to be done, particularly ridding the ruling structures of entrenched apparatchiks so
that markets and non-totalitarian political structures can eventually arise'.

This shows that even the most sophisticated, and previously generally sound, analyst of
Soviet developments was bamboozled into ‘thinking what he wants to believe', in accordance
with Lenin's advice: 'Tell them what they want to believe'. Moreover, Lenczowski's analysis con-
tains serious material errors: for instance, while the statement that 'the Party is completely
splintered' was superficially correct, it failed to take into account the Leninist fact that this splin-
tering was contrived, directed and controlled by the continuing Communist Party of the Soviet
Union, as discussed in Part One. Specifically, Comrades were invited to adopt whatever political
label took their fancy, as those selected for the purpose embarked upon the Leninist game
called 'democratism' - the creation and maintenance, for international public consumption
purposes, of the illusion of democracy. It is astonishing to the author that this sophisticated
American analyst, whose understanding of Soviet strategic deception techniques had been so
complete shortly before the Bolsheviks pulled off the greatest strategic deception in world his-
tory, should himself have succumbed to the Leninists' lies and thus discarded all he presum-
ably knew about their revolutionary modus operandi. As for Lenczowski's assertion that
there had ceased to be a 'Party line', this indicates a total failure on his part to discern that
the Leninists had shifted gear to the dialectical antithesis of their previous Stalinist thesis-

to a 'qualitatively new' level of Leninist revolutionary activity, and that they were now, to cite
Lenin, 'working by other means'. For with the dismantling of the Stalinist model, the ideology
ceased to be 'necessary’ as an overt binding mechanism, or 'glue’, to enforce conformity -
since the game now being played was controlled Leninist nonconformity. The Leninist model
permits 'a thousand flowers to bloom' under the covert control of the continuing Communist
Party (i.e., only by 'licence’). In reality, Marxist-Leninist ideology remains intact and broadly
unchanged, as Gorbachev's repeated invocations of Lenin make clear-with the 'Party line'
having been adapted to match the requirements of the Leninist ‘antithesis' mode. Note,
finally, how conscientiously John Lenczowski fulfiled Lenin's cynical prediction: 'Tell them
what they want to believe'. He prefaced his remarks to his correspondent with 'l believe'.

31. 'Soviet Strategic Deception’, essay by Dr Joseph D. Douglass, Jr., in a volume of essays
entitled 'Mesmerized by the Bear", edited by Raymond S. Sleeper, Dodd, Mead & Company,
New York, pages 213 et seq. Dr Douglass is also the author of 'Red Cocaine: The Drugging of
America and the West', published in 1999 by Edward Harle Limited, London and New York.

32. The information that Dr Kissinger, when Secretary of State, instructed the Voice of America
to refrain from all criticism of the Soviet Union, was given to the Author by a former career
employee with Voice of America, in December 2001. The instruction was received with disdain
by many VOA experts and broadcasters, who sidestepped Kissinger's restriction by redoubling
criticism of Communism and the USSR in their broadcasts to Poland, Czechoslovakia, the Baltic
States, Hungary, Bulgaria, Romania and other Communist Bloc countries.
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33. Speech by Mikhail Gorbachev, General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, at the
closing of the 27th CPSU Congress, 6th March 1986, 'Information Bulletin: XXVII Congress of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union: Documents of the Communist and Workers' Parties,
Articles and Speeches', 9/1986, Volume 24, Peace and Socialism International Publishers,
Prague, 1986, pages 125-130.

34. Ibid, page 133.

35. Mikhail Gorbachev, interviewed on the ‘Larry King Live' television show on the evening
of 6th November 1993.

36. M. Rezunov, 'Socialism or State Capitalism in the Soviet Union', 'Sovetskoe Gosudarstvo
| Sotsialisticheskoe Obshchestvo' [The Soviet State and Socialist Society'], Leningrad, 1934,
pages 12-18.

37.In addition to keeping the dialectical method firmly in mind, the Author finds it helpful to think
of overt Communism and overt Communists, and of covert Communism and covert Communists.
Following the dismantling of the Stalinist model of overt Communism, the prevailing Leninist
norm is covert Communism (except in societies such as Cuba, at the time of writing, where, for
special geostrategic reasons, the Soviets have maintained overt Communist regimes in power).
38.Louis F. Budenz, 'The Techniques of Communism', Henry Regnery Company, Chicago,
1954, pages 7-8. On page 116, Budenz, describing the National (Communist) Training School
in the United States, notes that students ‘were indoctrinated in the Leninist morality that any
means can be adopted to advance the cause. They were trained in the techniques of decep-
tion and concealment, and in how to impart this method of procedure to others so that it
could be used in the courtroom, in the penetration of trade unions, and in the infiltration of
other mass organizations'. At the end of this classic work, which teaches us impeccably how
both overt and covert Communists operate, and their methods of concealment, this brave
former prominent US Communist wrote: 'The fundamental philosophy of Communism can
be answered only by a firm and enlightened belief in God. Nothing will give more strength
to the hand-to-hand combat against the conspiracy, made possible by a knowledge of its
techniques, than a great Credo from the hearts and minds of the American people. Those
who are educated and among whom the ravages of unbelief have particularly paved the
way for an acceptance of the doctrines of Red slavery, have a peculiar obligation to assert:
"I believe in God, the Father Almighty, Creator of Heaven and Earth". That humble
expression of faith is the beginning of wisdom in the battle against Communism'.

39.Joseph Stalin, Report to the 18th Party Congress, CPSU, 10th March 1939, published in
Communist International Magazine, special issue, XIV, 520 ff, 1939; cited by Louis F. Budenz,
ibid., page 12.

40. Sochineniya, 4th Edition, Moscow, Volume 31,1950, pp. 266,268,269,270.

41.'0Osnovy  Marksizma-Leninizma', 'Fundamentals of Marxism-Leninism'[also  variously
entitted 'The Foundations of Marxism-Leninism' and 'The Foundations of Marxist-Leninist
Philosophy', Moscow, 1959-74]. The copy of this crucial work consulted by the Author is a US
Government translation, reproduced by Research and Microfilm Publications, CCM Information
Corporation, available in the Mid-Town Library, New York City. This document contains the
entire body of global revolutionary theory elaborated by the strategic apparat following the
death of Stalin. It was intended for worldwide use by Communists during the long period of
preparation which led up to the termination of the 40-year period during which Germany was to
be occupied by the World War Il allies. In practice, this huge compendium was regularly updated
from the Stalin era to the Gorbachev period.

SPECIAL NOTE: Perpetuation of the Stalinist model to support the Leninist model

The information contained in the Special Note omeyd illuminates a point which

has escaped everyone, but which on reflection ghoalise no surprise. As indicated
in the Introduction, Gorbachev presided over themdintling of the Stalinist model,
and preparations for the relaunch (for want of #ebbeword) of the Leninist World

Revolutionary model. The literature generated bg #vYth Congress of the CPSU,
over which Gorbachev presided, is heavily pregnaith Gorbachev's indebtedness
to Lenin and Bolshevism. But, when it came to Watzhing' the Leninist model in

Russia itself, it proved necessary not merely toame from dismantling the Stalinist

repression apparatus, but to expand the repressimplex exponentially. This paradox
illuminates two considerations: (1) The Soviet iBtsi model has remained intact, but
is hidden for the time being behind the Leninistdelp and: (2) The substitution of the
Leninist for the Stalinist model is itself a dialeal ploy, driven by its own deceptiom.
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THE PURSUIT OF EUROPEAN
HEGEMONY 'BY OTHER MEANS'

Europe's slide towards
Lenin's ‘Common European Home'

THE COVERT SOVIET AGENDA
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AN OFFICIAL PORTRAIT OF LENIN: This portrait of Lenin, which appeared in Soviet newspapers, represented
a deliberate attempt by the Soviet structures to incorporate features commonly attributed - by the whole of
mankind -to the Devil. It is a mysterious truth that we all appear to know what the Devil looks like - as can be
seen from his frequent appearance these days in images promoted by Satanic popular 'culture’, a primary
‘transmission belt' used by the Leninist Revolution to fashion a devilish 'common mind' for the whole world.
According to 'Fundamentals of Marxism-Leninism', Moscow, 1973, page 735, 'under Communism, public
opinion will become a mighty force, capable of bringing to reason those individuals who might not want to
follow Communist customs and rules of behaviour in the community'. Thus there will be no room for dissert.
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THE CONTINUITY OF SOVIET
STRATEGIC DECEPTION

THE LENINISTS' AGENDA FOR EUROPE IN THEIR OWN WORDS

Commenting on the launch of the 'retail Euro’ od 2anuary 2002, Sig. Romano
Prodi, President of the European Commission, @tbigihat imposition of the new
Collective Currency specie was not ‘economic..s Téia purely political process'.
with previously unremarked honesty, Sig. Prodighgrdestroyed with that single
comment all the myriad spurious economic and moyegeetensions that had
accompanied the prolonged gestation of the Eurcaking retrospective fools of
finance and economy ministers, central bank governBrime Ministers, Presid-
ents and others who had contended publicly thaintineduction of the Euro was
'necessary' in order to make it easier for toudsid businessmen to conduct trans-
European transactions. Here was a perfect exanfifitee EU Collective's past lies
being cynically consigned to oblivion, once thegt batlived their usefulness.

The President of the European Commission had ‘finatknowledged what
the documentary and historical record conclusivetypws - that the European
Economic Community which converted itself into teropean Union was always
intended as a grandiose geopolitical engine oiefttolist) federalism. Grandiose
political projects are sustained by political idess ideology; so evaluation of such
a phenomenon presupposes a proper grasp of tiseaidgédeology that form its
substructure. All the evidence confirms that theentation of the ideology that
drives the European Union is unfettered collectivigarefully masked by a well-
established incremental economic and monetary feaukich the President of the
European Commission chose to discard with the teofibe 'retail Euro'.

Although deception remains the European Union'silil@ammodus operandi -
nothing will ever change that - it has recentlydmee fashionable for senior Euro-
ideologues to throw caution to the winds and teakewhat was previously hidden
from the captive populations of the EU Member St their leaders. Within days
of Sig. Prodi's admission, Hans Eichel, the GerfFiaance Minister, told The Daily
Telegraph [17th January 2002, page 8] that post@eamany had never believed in
the nation state at all, and has been working fd&uepean federation all along.
That this is the case, is confirmed by the evidessembled in Part Two: but

for a senior German ideologue to admit this opeml2002, suggests that Berlin has
concluded that the Leninist attack on the nati@testwhich Herr Eichel confirms
that it is pursuing in tandem with Moscow, has pesged so far in Europe that the
true purpose of the EU Collective need no longewitisheld. It is now acceptable to
speak openly in Europe about the redundancy ofttien state - the revolutionary
expectation being that, given the Revolution'smgh in the cultural war that has
been waged since the 1960s to undermine loyattigsespect for all institutions, the
nation state means nothing to the younger generafipecifically, Herr Eichel said
that 'since the end of the Second World War, tfieiadfraison d'etre of the state in
West Germany was that the nation state was nétttime.... The new thmking

was that united Europe was the future'. This stéroontains at least one lie: the
thinking was not 'new’ at all. On the contrary, am-German tradition has always
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sought the subjugation of the whole of the Eurofaamtinent to Germany.

Historically, British antagonists with reservatioabout Britain's member-
ship of the EU regional political collective haveffered from the illusion that this
geopolitical monstrosity is in some way capablebeing satisfactorily ‘reformed’,
so that an honourable compromise can be concociiid Buro-ideologues like
Herr Eichel which would alleviate their anxietiekoat the collective's federalist
momentum (even if they never manage to recognéetiie EU is collectivist). That
was the stance adopted in February 1995, for westdoy the European Research
Group, as publicised in a report entitled 'A EuropéNations', which influenced the
weak approach of the Conservative Government ofd#fyeto the Intergovernmen-
tal Conference leading to the gquadrennial revisibthe European Union's collec-
tive Treaty, culminating in the Treaty of Amsterdflune 1997]. In an Introduction
to that report, Sir Michael Spicer MP stated tlgatrope' faced the challenge of
‘how to integrate the historic nations of Eastemmopge'’. In other words, the unex-
plained eastwards-expansion ‘imperative’ of theofgan Union was apparently
accepted, without question, as valid - whereaslisgsissed in this work, it makes no
sense at all other than through the eyes of thageemnof the continuing Leninist World
Revolution. The report 'outlines the changes whitlst be made if the centralising
momentum of the European Union is to be reversed' farther 'describes how
these changes could translate into concrete ametgltoghe Treaties'.

By thus working within the European Union's framekvdhis assiduous group
of parliamentarians and officials from European t&eRight parties, had allowed
themselves to be trapped by the EU's federalilgetivist agenda from the outset -
thereby depriving themselves of any opportunitystend back from the Tower of
Babel in order to consider the fundamental questibrwhether they wished to
continue helping to build it. Thus theirs was aed#$t, and hence a fundamentally
pointless, exercise. They found themselves wittingt unwittingly caught like
flies in the federalist-collectivist spider's wekithout any realistic hope of extrica-
tion. For all who participate in, and seek to ieflae, the affairs of the European
Union Collective by working within its frameworkecessarily accept as legitimate
its fundamentally illegitimate overriding objectivewhich is to supplant its constit-
uent nation states and to substitute its own undeatio, collectivist structures in
their place. Already diverted, they thus ignore teatral truth - that membership
of this political collective is by definition incqmatible with the long-term survival
of its constituent members as sovereign nations.

In adopting this typically pragmatic approach, tesumption, presumably,
has been that since the 'European project’ hasdlleard to reach such an advanced
stage of realisation, there can be no ‘turning'backthe supporters of the 'Europe of
nation states' format wind up indulging in daydregmand wishful-thinking about
European nations somehow cohabiting for all etemith a European Union which
exists precisely to displace them (the Maastrickaty having, for example, required
the irrevocable merging and thus obliteration d@ional currencies, the primary distin-
guishing indicators of nationhood). Moreover, aacfiral, pragmatic politicians and
'Eurosceptic’ activists, such well-meaning polickena must surely be aware that
the achievement of any requested amendments amthsebf the European Union
would be out of the question, with only a few moddterations ever likely to see the
light of day in the highly improbable event of g Collective ever allowing reneg-
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otiation to take place. After all, the quadrenivigbrgovernmental Conferences are

not called for the purposes of renegotiation: thugiction is to maintain the relentless

pressure tor the ‘completion’ of the revolutioramopean Union Collective (masked
by the Marxist-Leninist quest for 'ever closer mnamong the peoples of Europe’)
which cannot, by definition, tolerate the existenEeany dimension of 'life’ within its
ever-expanding jurisdiction that has not yet bearmmonised' and collectivised.

AN 'AGENT OF CHANGE' - THE EUROPEAN UNION'S CPSU, IN EFFECT

Thus the European Union Collective is an orgaoisali'agency of change' serving
the interests of Lenin's World Collectivist Revignt and in fact performing exactly
the same functions in the European theatre as dnenfdnist Party of the Soviet
Union (CPSU) performs in the Soviet context. Napssingly, therefore, the 'Euro-
pean project' was always the central focus of théeSstrategists' openly acknowl-
edged' peace offensive’ [see page 34], as wasnoedfin the Soviet literature during
the Gorbachev era - for instance, on page 97 om'FBeneva to Reykjavik, by the
Leninist polemicist Fyodor Burlatsky [Progress iligrs, Moscow, 1987]:

The new Soviet initiatives are in large part @mhtron Europe - which,
should a sharp turn toward a policy of peace beesth would have a special role
to play as the building site of detente'. But tlmihist Aesopian meaning of ‘peace’
is 'the cessation of all opposition to collectivismd Communism'. For the Leninists,
detente always means ‘a Western strategic retreat'.

By responding to their overtures, especially durthg Gorbachev era, as
the Leninist strategists had anticipated, the ddiated Marxists and fellow-trav-
ellers who had become entrenched within the 'Earopeoject's' structures, and
the (Marxist) officials from the participating ratal governments who were in
charge of pushing for increased European integtafedl seamlessly into line with
the Soviet agenda for Europe and, whether wittirglyas simple ‘'useful idiots'
(liees), became active participants in furthering tealisation of Soviet strategy to
establish, via the 'European project’ itself, thamihists' intended de facto strategic
security and political hegemony ‘from the Atlantid/ladivostok'.

But none of this ever seems to have been understooBritish domestic
political circles, except among the agents and tagehinfluence who have been
working overtime to undermine British sovereigntgdapower. This blindness
has entailed ignorance of the reality that negatiatvith the heirs of Lenin, and
thus with all who are in practice allied with theend employ Leninist methods in
pursuit of geopolitical objectives, is always a twasf time - as such operatives are
taught to deceive, double-cross and renege orhell agreements, whenever the
overriding interests of the Revolution so deman@ndd renegotiating Britain's
membership of the European Union is not merelylymted by the Collective itself:
it would be a counterproductive exercise, as argotmgtical compromise would
inevitably be booby-trapped. So the idea is absurd.

And British Governments have, in any case, beeh avedre, all along, that
the European Union is revolutionary. For Cabingbepa released by the Public
Records Office under the 30-year rule on 1st Jgn2801 showed that so-called
‘Conservative' Ministers in the Heath Governmenbvkngly kept UK voters in
the dark about long-term proposals to abolish theng sterling and to abandon
monetary sovereignty (as 11 EU ‘countries' had biprist January 2002), because
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they feared public opinion. A Foreign Office documneated 9th November 1970
warned that ‘the plan for economic and monetarynurias revolutionary long-
term political implications, both economic and fmai. It could imply the cre-
ation of a European federal state, with a singleeoay... It wil arouse strong
feelings about sovereignty'. It is clear from tbEmning revelation that all British
Governments since the Heath Government have bdignatvare that by allowing
Britain to become entangled with the 'Europeaneptothey were in fact knowingly
participating in a revolutionary conspiracy to umdee the ancient sovereignty of their
country, and that they were doing this secretiytcs@peak, without informing the
British people of their intentions. To the extdmattofficial excuses were ever made
for this fatal entanglement, Ministers and apolsgisave dishonestly sought to
imply that it was Britain's intention to try to inénce the evolution of the 'European
project’ along lines which would conform to Britjgteferences.

But all attempts to influence or ‘reform' the Ewamp Union from within, so
as to make it compatible with preferred non-cdllett models thus facilitating the
continued existence of its constituent nation staed to restrain its federalist and
collectivist tendencies, are doomed to failure.sTigflects both the structure and
the anti-nation state (Leninist) political orierdgat of the European Union Collec-
tive, and the fact that it is driven in parallel Ban-German strategy, co-adminis-
tered by the co-opted French and remoulded by SRussian strategists in the
closest collaboration with Bonn and Paris withie forum of the Trilateral Russ-
ian-German-French Commission presided over by éscdthirac, until he was
elected President of FrancdJnderpinning this trilateral geopolitical relatihip,
which dominates the EU Collective, is a networkbititeral treati€s- the outcome
of a 'treaty offensive' fronted first by Presidé€bbrbachev and later seamlessly
by President Yeltsin. Finally, France is bound terrtany by the Franco-German
Treaty of 22nd January 1963which effectively ensures the partial rigging tbé
Collective's decisionmaking in favour of the Gerrraench-Russian agenda.

Cooperation in the European Union context condetinasparties concerned
to 'building’ socialist collectivisation. Since tifiglse 'demise’ of Communism, the
fundamentally collectivist character of the Eurepddnion - the 'new European
Soviet, in Gorbachev's own words - has become raoncemore apparent. Yet for
anyone unfamiliar with the continuing Soviet Matstisninist agenda of ‘conver-
gence' aimed at the elimination of national sogetgj this tendency is obfuscated
by the European Union's manic preoccupation witimdane practical issues. Why
is the European Union frenetically preoccupied sitich trivia? The answer is that,
as indicated earlier, every dimension of Europelares is intended to be collec-
tivised over time: agriculture, fisheries, transgioon, health care, foreign policy,
military and defence policy, monetary policy, cuogies, fiscal policy, taxation
policy, and, via the European Legal Area Projettichv has spawned Corpus Juris,
the legal system - since, clearly, the coexistaricEnglish Common Law with the
developing system of 'European law' would be inciole with collectivisation.

So there is a ‘common’ reason why the EuropeamUmmlves its hyperac-
tive self in every mundane issue under the suom fihe necessity for cucumbers to
be straight, to the suitability of boots for vasoactivities and the issue of whether
bananas may be sold by the pound. This ‘commasbneaas already been stated:
itis that the European Union Collective cannetat the persistence of any dimension of
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life" remaining uncollectivised. If those constiems antagonists who tear their hair
out every day over the interminably nit-picking &elbur of the 'mad officials' in
Brussels understood this simple explanation, thaderstandably outraged frus-
trations concerning the minutiae of each successtample of Eurocratic dementia
might be alleviated: for the underlying explanatfon the EU's obsession with such
trivia as regulating the dimensions and shape dfimabers is the same as the reason
the European Commission, with its 'general powsegks to harmonise and collec-
tivise European trade, currency, monetary, fideghl, military, security, agricultural,
fisheries, health and safety, social policy, pessioindeed, every single dimension of
human life itself. For since, according to theldmis of Europe’, God does not exist,
Man is called upon instead to impose a coerciversysf order upon our existence -
the constituent nation states being for some reaadequate for the task.

The blueprint of the socialist European Union @tilke is thus qualitatively
indistinguishable from the vision described in thatennial bible of Communism,
'The Foundations of Marxist-Leninist Philosophy’, Fundamentals of Manism-Leniniém'
[Osnovy Marksizma-Leninizma’, 1960], which asstrid: The victory of Communism
on the world scale will provide the necessary natand intellectual preconditions
for the merging of [all] nations. A Communist econo integration never known
before will gradually be formed throughout the dohere will emerge a common
moral code which will absorb all that is best ie ttharacter of each nation. Mankind
will become one united, fraternal community congpjeftee of antagonism'

Some observers of ‘collapsible Communism’, who mgtatel perfectly well
that the events of 1989-91 in the ‘former’ Sovietc Bvere not ‘as advertised', have
consoled themselves in recent years with the nahah what has emerged in the
former' Soviet Union is essentially 'socialismheTstrong temptation to extend
this (inaccurate) perception to the objectivelyialistic European Union is liable to
obscure the reality that the Leninist World Revotutaims at the establishment of
global collectivism (Communism). To dispose of thisblem now, attention is drawn

to an important passage in 'Fundamentals of Mabésnmism' which makes it abun-
dantly clear that, so far as the Leninists are evoed, socialism is simply a stage
on the road towards the objective - revolutionasn@unism.

It is helpful to recall this whenever voluble Rass, in particular, profess
to being socialists, thereby implying that they agt Communists. They are lying;
and those, such as the British Fabians, with flarioise’ symbol, who share the
same objectives as Lenin but who proceed towaigsobjective, like the European
Union's strategists, by stealth, are similarly tkete when they claim to be just
international socialists'. The confusion is statléared up by the Soviet document:

There is no wall between socialism and Communishinese are not
two divergent types of society, but merely two pksaef one and the same social
formation, distinguished the one from the otherthy degree of their maturity.
The transition from socialism to Communism consatiyieconstitutes a gradual
process. Communism grows up out of socialism agliiect prolongation. In the
very bosom of socialist society its germs and repiing up. These shoots of the
future, developing on socialist soil, will leada a consolidation of Communism.
Naturally, the entry into a higher phase of the mmgiety cannot be pinned down
to a specific calendar date, but it will be accashptl without abrupt change'.

'From the fact that the transition from socialisn€ommunism will take
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place by degrees, it does not follow that this slosv process. On the contrary, the
transition is distinguished by a patrticularly highte of development in all areas

of social life... ending with the uplift of the twle and the conscious awareness
of people'. [Fundamentals of Marxism-Leninisnid,. jlpage 656].

Thus the '‘completion' of Lenin's World Revolutioresupposes the prior
creation of the ‘common mind' - which is what thevi&-derived mind-control
concept of ‘political correctness' is intended thieve. By ‘culture’, the Leninist
strategists mean the new 'garbage mentality' iregredf the 'New Thinking'
mode, much promoted by Gorbachev, which will hasenalised as a result of
the worldwide establishment of a 'new hegemonyatfies' in accordance with the
formula for destroying traditional norms and cwtuland substituting anti-state
revolutionary ‘values' in their place, as outlimedhe writings of the founder of the
Italian Communist Party, Antonio Gramsci - a 'lindopted by the Soviets as a key
component for the 'relaunch’ of their global Lestinevolutionary offensive. This
dimension of the World Revolution requires a sepastudy. But the crucial impor-
tance of the Gramscian creation of the new rewolaty global ‘culture’ which was
being spread through drugs, the satanisation ofil@opnusic, the degradation of
all other art forms, the sexualisation of childhoadd (crucially) the corruption
of the teaching profession, was at all times srk#s the literature supporting the
‘perestroika’ preparations for the ‘changes' ohi@hworbachev presided.

These were enunciated at the 27th CPSU Congred986, at which the
‘Gramsci dimension' of the Revolution was heaviippkasised, as the related
Soviet literature confirms. For instance, the 2@bngress yielded the following
statement on page 24 of The Ideology of RenewaR&volutionary Restructuring’,
an Aesopian document based on the results of tireChhgress, issued by Novosti
Press in 1988: The questions of culture are bpowed in a new manner by the
present phase of the development of socialisns ttldar today that its renovation
is restoring the appeal of socialist values allr aie world - a world of day-to-day
and sharp confrontation, but also one of mutualiclement with progressive
general human [which means Man-centred, rather Gadicentred - Ed.] values'. -
This Novosti document is among innumerable Sowuddligations that individually
and collectively prove that 'perestroika’ and ifieranath were not the desperate
expediency measures abruptly embarked upon by iet3eadership with its back
to the wall, as Western fairytale has it, but thénmation of the most meticulous
preparations based upon Leninist criteria - as &ty himself, and the support-
ing official literature, repeatedly acknowledged.

Note that the title of the Novosti document inclidthe Leninist phrase
‘revolutionary restructuring’, making it evidentttperestroika' was indeed, as its
Aesopian meaning makes clear, a controlled Lenimtess - a 're-formation (as in
military formation) of the Revolution itself, not gpontaneous 'restructuring of the
Soviet economy' as all Western Governments errsiye@ssumed. Such economic
restructuring as appears to have actually takereplarns out largely to comprise
elements of a 'New Form' of Leninist 'state-colgitblcapitalism’, as Gorbachev
himself tried to make clear. In the Novosti documéso, the Soviet authors openly
admitted that Gorbachev's 'peace offensive’ wasisple that: a device motivated
by strategic Leninist revolutionary consideratiosmce the official language quite
unblushingly mentions 'the scope and extraordinaiyre of our peace offensive'.
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To dismiss such explicit affirmations of Communiking-term strategy and
tactics, taken from the official Soviet literatumad from the speeches of leading Lenin-
ists, as redundant and discredited wishful-thinkisgto commit a fatal error and to
overlook the plentiful concrete evidence that LishiWorld Revolutionary strategy
remains unchanged, and is in the process of beiplgmented under our noses while
‘the bourgeoisie' remains fast asleep - as Diufinuilski, Stalin's close ideology
aide, predicted as long ago as 1930, when he toltbrdés at the Lenin School:
The bourgeoisie will have to be put to sleep. So shall begin by launching
the most spectacular peace movement on recorde Mar be electrifying over-
tures and unheard-of concessions. The West, stmid decadent, will rejoice to
cooperate in their own destruction. As soon ag thghrd is down, we will smash
them with our clenched fist. This echoed Lenimg @omment that when the enemy
is put to a disorderly retreat, ‘the commandéadinormally given'.
Lenin notoriously and cynically referred to all whanwittingly cooperate in
furthering the Revolution, as 'useful idiots'. Mlestern policymakers, businessmen,
media people, propagandists and collaborators efkimd or another who unwit-
tingly agitate for and support the European UnialleCtive, qualify to be called
‘useful idiots'. Europhiles who promote the Europkmion Collective knowing it
to be a dimension of the World Revolution, areféaver in number, of course: they
include agents, agents of influence (secretly pambagandists) and moles buried
deep inside the national institutions, the churchiee political parties and the
bureaucratic establishments. Both categoriesahiak 'enemy’ of the constituent

nation states are guilty of treachery. These peablgistify their support for the
European Union - their treachery, in effect - witholly allusions to ‘cooperation'.

In reality, collectivisation spawns, and is insapler from, coercion. Hence it
follows that coercive, unnatural ‘cooperation’ Isdly ‘legitimised' in part by national
referenda in which electorates have been lied tbfimm which crucial information
has typically been withheld, and in part by theamdcratic rubber-stamp European
Parliament - is contrary to the interests of wieshains of the constituent European
nations. 'Cooperation’ in the European Union corig»a lie - a typically Leninist,
Aesopian word which masks the reality of falsedjtilmised coercion.

This takes many forms - not least psychologicak &ace captive within the
EU political collective's structures, a countnffaies soon come to be dominated by
the unmanageable initiatives, objectives and offessf the collective's hyperac-

tive apparat. This state of affairs generatesdbessary environment of ‘psychological
change', within which all aspirations to reverse tbllectivisation tide soon come to
appear futile. Another Soviet work published during Gorbachev era (also in 1988),
entiled ‘Leninist Theory of Revolution and Soalychology! noted that ‘Lenin invariably
attached importance to psychology.... To bring talpsychological change is, from
the viewpoint of social psychology, the dual taskhe Party in guiding the masses, in
attaining the goals of the Revolution in buildirag®glism'.

The role of the Party in the contemporary Europesolutionary context is
being played by the European Union Collectivefitballeed, seen in this light, the Euro-
pean Union Collective is conspicuously a 'New Fdtoncite Lenin) of ongoing Lenin-
ist revolutionary mechanism. For a fundamentalufeabf Leninism is, as Gorbachev
stressed, its inherent ‘creativity’. This means tti disciples and imitators of Lenin,
who are 'in Lenin's mind', are always strivingytmbeyond' what went before.
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PREDICTING AND UNDERSTANDING LENINIST STRATEGY

It is now appropriate to unveil past and continuBayiet strategic deception activity,
and its evolution, in greater detail, in orderliaminate the ongoing Bolshevik-Lenin-
ist agenda for Europe and how the European Unidiedfiee represents part of the
realisation of that agenda. This will necessitatiging temporarily upon what may
appear to be (but are not) exclusively Soviet-dedrissues.

Writing in a Memorandum to the Central Intelligen&gency composed in
March 1989, published in his bookThe Perestroikaeption' [1995] the genuine Soviet
defector, Anatoliy Golitsyn, explains the predietigower which the informed analyst
can derive from gaining a thorough understandind.esfinist global revolutionary
deception strategy. The defector had worked within'lnner KGB' where the plan-
ning of deception strategy in response to the S@@nmunist Party's instructions
took place, and today lives under cover in the ddnibtates having been condemned
to death by the Soviet authorities not least bechashad revealed the essence of the
long-range deception strategy against the Wests@okxplained:

'Correct understanding of the strategy and theicapph of that under-
standing to the analysis of events enables one rédicp otherwise surprising
Soviet actions. Since the strategy is long-rartghas several phases. The strategists
plan their actions in the early phases in prejgrdor the final phase. They conceive
Soviet reforms in the initial phase, they rehedinsen in the preparatory phase and
they introduce them in the final phase. Becaushisfplanning framework, the strat-
egy has its own dialectic. It has its thesis -Skainist regime; its antithesis - criticism
and rejection of the Stalinist regime; and its leysis - a new, reformed model which
‘perestroika’ is designed to create, and which hailthe product of ‘convergence’ (the
joining of two opposites). Understanding the dieand logic of the strategy is
crucial for prediction: it enables one to see hdw s&ituation in one phase will
develop in the next phase'.

Specifically, as we have seen, the Stalinist coriérthe revolutionary control
system - the Stalinist model - was to be decisidegarded. The decision to proceed
along these lines was actually taken in 1959-6@nvithe Soviet long-range revolution-
ary strategy was refurbished and reformulated ab@®@pened Leninist lines. Writing
in his first work 'New Lies for Old' [published 984, completed in 1980]Anatoliy
Golitsyn summarised the abandonment of the Staliidel, as follows:

The dialectic of this offensive consists of a walied shift from the old,
discredited Soviet practice [the Stalinist modétd.] to a new "liberalised" model,
with a social democratic facade, to realise the r@onist planners' strategy for
establishing a United Europe. At the beginning,y tiroduced a variation of
the 1968 Czechoslovakian "democratisation”. At ter lstage they will shift to
a variation of the Czechoslovakian takeover of 1948

That the abandonment, for the time being, of tlaéinit model of revolution-
ary control was the true underlying meaning ofégteoika’, is made clear in the lit-
erature. For instance, in the August 1990 issutheobfficial Soviet journal 'Sputnik,
Digest of the Soviet Press, an English languagécptibn modelled in format and
style upon Readers' Digest, Professor Viadimir tifkas Director of the Institute
of the Economy of the World Socialist System, beganarticle with the following
statemerit 'Stalinist socialism, which our country developied many years, has
shown itself to be fully bankrupt, having exhausttegesources for growth'.
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Translated from the standard Leninist Aesopian dagg used here, this
meant that the Stalinist model of socialism (= Camism, whenever the word
socialism is employed by Soviets and their sucegsbad outlived its usefulness for
the present. However socialism (= Communism) itsel§ not bankrupt. A different
(i.e. a purely Leninist) model of socialism woulblace the Stalinist model, which the
Gorbachev team was engaged in closing down onfbehtile strategy collective.
And to make sure that no-one would be liable to away with the idea that
the Soviets were in the process of abandoninglisatié= Communism) altogether -
which was the premature kneeqerk conclusion rddmh@olicymakers in all Western capitals,
influenced by agents of influence and agents-ioeplaGorbachev stated unequivo-

cally that the collective of revolutionaries woultever abandon Communism.
Indeed, he made this point at every suitable omgityt- for instance, in that speech
in November 1987, when he had asserted that ‘weewang towards a new world,
the world of Communism. We shall never turn off tthaoad'
And he had reiterated it with greater clarity amgpkasis than ever in 'his'

book 'Perestroika: New Thinking for our Country danthe Word®
They tell us that nothing will come of perestroidthin the framework of our
system. They say we should change the system armlvbfsom the experience of
another socio-political system. To this they adat,tif the Soviet Union takes this
path and gives up its socialist choice, close linith the West will supposedly
become possible. They go so far as to claim tleaiCittober 1917 Revolution was
a mistake which almost certainly cut off our courfrom world social progress'.
To put an end to all the rumours and speculatitias abound in the West
about this, | would like to point out once agaiattive are conducting all our reforms
in accordance with the socialist choice. We arkirigowithin socialism [that is, within
Communism - Ed.], rather than outside it, for tinsveers to all the questions that
arise. We assess our successes and errors alikeclaist standards. Those who
hope that we shall move away from the socialish pel be greatly disappointed.
Every part of our programme of 'perestroika’- dvedgrogramme as a whole, for that
matter - is fully based on the principle of moreigesm and more democracy' -
which confirmed once and for all that the ‘changesr which Gorbachev presided
and for which his Politburo prepared the way, wask spontaneous, but represented
rather the outcome of elaborate planning base@nimikt studies over many years.

'More socialism means a more dynamic pace andivereandeavour' (by
which was meant the creative application of Leniniethods: this is what creative
always means when used by Communist strategistk,irantheir literature). For
instance, as was explained on page 53 of Theoljledf Renewal for Revolutionary
Restructuring' (Moscow, 1988), the application @nihist methods meant, inter alia,
that 'normal business relations with states of sipgosystems are among other
things a blow to anti-Sovietism and anti-Communigshys weakening the reac-
tionaries' pressure on democratic gains and aspisgt the Leninist Aesopian
trabslation of 'democratic' being that decisions @@ached ‘collectively’, as in the
European Union context - which means, in both tatdSoviet Union and in the
'new European Soviet, that decisions are in peadtiken by a controling claque,
in accordance with the priorities of collectivigatistrategy.

Gorbachev also stressed in 'Perestroika’ that revanat going to change Soviet
power, of course, or abandon its fundamental pleg;ibut we acknowledge the
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need for changes that will strengthen socialisne &bsence of ‘perestroika’ is that it
revives the Leninist concept of socialist constradh both theory and practice'.

And less than two years before Mrs Thatcher takl Aluthor in the Palace of
Westminster that she thought that Gorbachev dshéninist any more', Gorbachev
had explicitly handed the entire credit for 'pen#ish’ and its objectives to his idol,
Lenin. As mentioned on page 14, he had told Rustiatents [i.e., cadres] on 15th
November 1989: 'We are for a Lenin who is alive!bimlding our future we are
basing ourselves upon... Marxism-Leninism.... Tginourestructuring [perestroika’
- 're-formation] we want to give socialism a setomind and unveil in all its
plenitude the vast humanist potential of the dstiglystem. To achieve this, the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union returns to dnigins and principles of the
Bolshevik Revolution, to the Leninist ideas abdw& tonstruction of a new society.
Our Party was and remains the Party of Lenin..shiort, we are for a Lenin who is
alive.... We must seek these answers guided bypiné of Leninism, the style of
Lenin's thinking, and the method of dialectical mitign'.

The method of dialectical cognition' is the methaed by Golitsyn which,
as the genuine Soviet defector explains, yieldsecb understanding of the strat-
egy' and facilitates 'the application of that ustierding to the analysis of events',
enabling one 'to predict otherwise surprising S@agons'.

The remarkably consistent failure of Western padtiaigkers and their advis-
ers to make any apparent effort to develop 'thdnodebf dialectical cognition' that
iS necessary as a prerequisite for understandirag iwhhappening in a world in
which the continuing revolutionaries are 'runnimggs round them', has left them
dazed, confused and floundering. One often comesssaa@rticles on ‘post'-Soviet
affairs which reveal that the writers can see thitgs are far from being as they
seem, and do not conform to fashionable Westergemand preconceptions - yet
have been unable to make sense of events, due #&bdlence of any grasp of Soviet
deception theory, practice and strategy. Such conataes accordingly end up
being no better informed than the great majorftymankind' cited by Machiavelli
in 'The Prince' who ‘are satisfied with appeararaeshough they were realities...
and are often more influenced by things that seemby those that are".

This catastrophic failure greatly bothered Aleksawlzhenitsyn - about
whose probable role as a 'licensed' critic autbdrisy Moscow to accentuate the
process of debunking the Stalinist system, thedkuths certain reservations:

' would never have imagined', he has written, dkigeme degree to which
the West actually desired to blind itself to therldisituation, the extreme degree to
which the West had already become a world withowtllaa world gradually petrify-
ing in the face of the danger confronting it, a ldv@ppressed above all by the need
to defend its freedom. There is a German proverchwtuns ‘Mut verloren - alles
verloren; When courage is lost, all is lost. Thisreanother, Latin one, according to
which loss of reason is the true harbinger of dein. But what happens to a society
in which both these losses - the loss of couragjéharloss of reason - intersett?'

The answer, in the European Union context, is sbaiety is being led by its
deluded, blind, ideologically-driven or perversditigal leaders to fulfil the prediction
of the Soviet collective authors of 'Fundamentéldlarxism-Leninism' that ‘only then
do they voluntarily enter upon close liaisons' taa intended to annihilate the state
itself. Ignorance of this Leninist background ifhtinexcusable and all but terminal.
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UNBROKEN LENINIST CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST

It is no surprise, therefore, that Gorbachev's etihinsistent and reiterated invoc-
ation of Lenin as the central source of Soviet @adt-Soviet strategic inspiration,
exhibits no qualitative differentiation whatsoeesm the definitive invocations of

Lenin proclaimed at earlier meetings of Commungtti€s and CPSU Congresses.
For instance, at the International Meeting of Comistuand Workers' Parties held
in Moscow from 5th to 17th June 1969 - a followrapeting to the Eighty-One-Party
Meeting held in Moscow in December 1960 at whiah rvised and updated long-
range Leninist deception strategy was 'ratifiedoriid Ilyich Brezhnev stated:

‘Lenin's inestimable service consists in that hmidhed answers to the most
acute questions raised by Life [see Note 21] adidated the most efficacious forms
of struggle... for the victory of the socialistokytion and the triumph of Commun-

ism. To apply a consistent class line, firmly adher principles, be flexible in tactics,
consider the concrete conditions from every atgylendertake bold and at the same

time well-conceived actions... this is what Leroght us, and what we learn from
Lenin. His contribution to revolutionary theory wasmajor stage in the development
of Marxist thought?,
The element of flexibility in the creative applicat of the Leninist dialectical
political method reflects one of the lessons theie®o had learned from mandatory
study, following the Chinese Communists' victoryl®49, of The Art of War' - the
treatise on strategic deception by the school efatficient Chinese military strategist,
Sun-Tzu [see page 56 ] - namely that in the awanfthere are no fixed rules. These
can only be worked out according to circumstaftes'
In a commemoration at the same meeting of the remteof the birth of Lenin
on 17th June 1969, Brezhnev proclaimed - in thetestge of Gorbachev and Yeltsin,
years later - that 'Communists will always be twu¢he creative spirit of Leninism....
Study Lenin's works! There you will find an inexkéle fund of inspiration for
struggle against reaction and oppression, for Isogciaand peace. Acquaintance
with Lenin's works will help the rising generatitd see more clearly the revolu-
tionary prospects of our era. Spread more widely khowledge of the achieve-
ments of Leninism! Let us raise higher the banrdeLeminism in the struggle for
the revolutionary renewal of the world! Long livertinism?*.

That was Leonid Brezhnev speaking, not Gorbachemp@re these observa-
tions with those remarks by Gorbachev noted on pdgeom 'Perestroika: New Think-
ing for Our Country and the World' [pages 11-1Rérf=RENNIAL LIBRARY edition, 1988]:

The works of Lenin and his ideals of socialism aimed for us an inex-
haustible source of dialectical creative thoughiotetical wealth and political
sagacity.... Tuming to Lenin has greatly stimdiathe Party and society in their
search to find explanations and answers to thetiapgesthat have arisen.... The
Leninist period is indeed very importdnt'

If these statements were taken out of context, teyd be attributed as
interchangeably to Brezhnev as to Gorbachev - dir@yiimpressive documentary
proof of the absolute lack of any discontinuity refrolutionary method or in the
way of thinking between the two leaderships: a kmmn yet further reinforced
by the closing remarks of the official record oé throceedings of the 27th CPSU
Congress held in Moscow between 25th February #émdvidrch 1986, chaired by
General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev:
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‘Adopting a bold, realistic, mobilising and inspgi strategy, one that is
Leninist in spirit, the struggle for the triumph Gommunist ideals, of peace and
progress, the 27th Congress of the CPSU exprdsseBatrty's firm determination
to honourably follow our great road, and open uw Kistas for the creative energy
and revolutionary initiative of the... people'selligentsia. The Congress calls on all
Soviet people to dedicate all their strength, keog, ability, and creative enthus-
iasm to the great goals of Communist constructimigl to worthily continue Lenin's
victorious revolutionary cause, the cause of thel@c Revolutiort®.

And as late as 1989, Gorbachev declared: 'I am ran®aist, a committed
Communist. For some, that may be a fantasy. Buirier it is my own goal'. The
following year, even as he was being feted intemalty as ‘the man who ended
Communism', Gorbachev insisted publicly that I aow, just as | have always
been, a convinced Communist. And, eliminatingdallbt that his renunciation of
Communism following the August coup' had been aiigindeception, Gorbachev
pronounced on the ‘Larry King Live' TV show on Btbvember 1993, in answer to a
naive question from a member of the audience whieéherould 'return to politics”:

‘I'm not hiding in the woodwork. I'm involved in different political role....
| have not abandoned links with the past. WhemrdasWhat are you doing now?'
Gorbachev replied: 'I'm working on the same problem before - on New Thinking
and international relation§*®

In The Perestroika Deception’, Golitsyn descriambachev as ... a Leninist,
chosen and trained by the Soviet strategists tinemigthe defeat of the United
States and the West generally through the use ls#, faontrolled democracy and
a specious capitalisth: Lenin's proven formula of 'state-controlled taljsim'.

But although Gorbachev left no room for doubt coniog the strategists'
Leninist inspiration and intentions, the West wasight off-guard by the abrupt,
coordinated 'liberalisation’ of the East Europeamntries, by the orchestrated,
provisional and retractable ‘independence’ of tl®ieE Republics, and by the
contrived August coup' of 1991, which provided piretext for Gorbachev, Yeltsin
and others to renounce’ Communism amid dramasturgs (although Yevgeniy
Primakov, the intelligence chief, top strategistl dmter Foreign Minister and Prime
Minister, couldn't be bothered with such triflingogits). This paved the way for the
false 'banning' of Communism (leaving, as will lmmftmed later, the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union continuing in the driviegat), and for the 'replacement’ of
the Gorbachev regime in Russia itself by a faka-@ommunist regime fronted by
the leading Politburo Communist, Comrade Boris Mltsih. At the 27th CPSU Con-
gress held in February 1986 Yeltsin, who had thmsumed the key strategic posi-
tion of First Secretary of the Moscow City Party n@oittee, was reported by
'Pravda’ and 'lzvesfisto have invoked Lenin in the following enthusizsims:

At a Party Congress at which frank reports werdvelgld and sharp
discussions held, after which the delegates exaesapport for unity, Viadimir
Illyich Lenin, in defiance of sceptics, exclaimethesiastically:

"Now this is something | really understand! This Lie!"®. Many years
have gone by since then. One can note with s#tisfaihat the atmosphere at our
Congress is again marked by that Bolshevik sphit Leninist optimism, that
call to struggle against the old and outmodedaiméme of the new' peLAUSH.

Hence Yeltsin, who was the first prominent figur&¢nounce' Communism
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in preparation for the ‘changes’, could not havenbanything but a dedicated
lifelong servant of the Leninist Communist Revalnti indeed, since the crucial
position of First Secretary of the Moscow Commufiatty Commission is/iwas one
of the top positions in the hierarchy - it was Mescow CPSU Central Committee
that continued coordinating tactical and strategaitical developments under
Yeltsin's 'non’-Communist Presidency - Yeltsin revc throughout his decade
as the strategy collective's front man', a Comstunf the most senior rank.
Yeltsin's ‘conversion' to ‘non-Communism' was asvapard to swallow.
According to Pravda [24th February 1981] he wa®lagdte to the 26th CPSU Con-
gress, when serving as First Secretary of the BwvskdProvincial Party Committee
[lzvestia, 26th February 1981], having, accordingPtavda [1st February 1981] just
been awarded the Order of Lenin in recognition isflifelong service to the CPSU.
Yeltsin's rise after 1981 was meteoric and coulgt bave taken place because of his
excellent standing in the Party's structures, amddrvices to Brezhnev (to 1982), to
Andropov (1982-84), to Chermnenko (1984-85) andonirse to Gorbachev, with whom
he ‘worked' 'perestroika’ dialectically (1985-9%ltsin was appointed to the Central
Committee of the CPSU [lzvestia, 4th March 19&lécted' a Supreme Soviet Deputy
from Serov [Pravda, 2nd March 1981], ‘elected h® Praesidium of the Supreme
Soviet [Pravda, 12th April 1981], named Secretdnthe CPSU Central Committee
[Pravda, 3rd July 1985 - well after Gorbachev hecblme General Secretary], ‘elected’
First Secretary of the Moscow City Party Commisgleravda, 25th December 1985],
providing him with the 'separate’ base that wodlcheeded later, and made a mem-
ber of Gorbachev's Politburo [hvestia, 19th Februb®86]. In every speech and state-
ment he delivered, Boris Nikolaevich Yeltsin waslitigally correct' to perfection -
as, for instance, could be gauged from studyinglBhi$00 words as reported in
Moskovskaya pravda on 15th January 1986. In miaivida©87, Yeltsin was pictured
during a visit to Managua, Nicaragua, holding atbf hands of those two well-
known ‘fellow-democrats', Daniel Ortega Saavedrd daime Wheelock Roman,
key members of the Nicaraguan Communist (SandliRisiitburo [see also page 24].

Like Yeltsin did, all the key figures on the 'pédtviet stage participate, as
members of the top Bolshevik collective, in impletireg the deception strategy -
a point which Golitsyn explained repeatedly, andenavith such pinpoint precision
as in March 1989, when he told Washington thatalmee Gorbachev was chosen
for the execution of the final phase of the stsgtemne should not exclude the
possibility of his being replaced by another I€adeerhaps] 'a 'liberal" of
Yeltsin's type.... Gorbachev's replacement or "“fabbuld well be a calculated
move. If circumstances changed, he might be retuopgower again'.

When that advice proved to be correct, two andifaybars ahead of the event,
nobody in Western policymaking structures drew thgpropriate conclusions -
indeed, any conclusions at all - from the fact thlt Golitsyn had predicted that
Gorbachev would be ‘removed and replaced by Bitsin. If inteligence analysts
had been doing their jobs properly, they shouldrae have reviewed the method-
ology Anatoliy Golitsyn had employed in order t@ale that accurate conclusion. It
appears instead that their minds were closed $ght - corroded by 'groupthink’
and by the fashionable misconceptions of the ddghwivere, and remain, construct-
ed upon the lies spawned by an expanding floodrategic deception. As explained
in the Introduction, Western policymakers had adidthemselves to become co-liars
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with the Leninists - thereby reinforcing the revioloaries' inverted pyramid' of lies.

That the Stalinist model was being prepared foritkerim (i.e. reversible)
junk heap of history so far as the theatrics malifite Western public consumption
in Moscow itself were concerned (the ‘changes' w@rbe geographically selective:
Georgia, for instance, subsequently suffered teriimder the brutal 'Yeltsin era'
neo-Stalinist dictatorship of MVD General Eduardegitdnadze), was made clear
in many statements by Gorbachev - and by the SBaetign Minister, E. Shevard-
nadze himself, in the course of a crucial addreigeded on 25th July 1988 before
the 19th All-Union CPSU Conference, in a passagdéleenThe Party's Thought
and Will geared to Perestroika’, part of which aimetd the following stateméft

The "image of the enenfy"which we are expending so much effort on
debunking today emerged as a counterbalance lreahdmage of the Soviet people,
contrary to its friendliness, valour, wisdom andf-sscrifice 4 On 15th July 1990,
'Pravda’ published the complete text of the Statkmiethe 28th CPSU Congress of
July 1996°. It contained the following further passage carifig the abandonment
of the Stalinist model and its replacement by avigorated, dynamic, revitalised
creative Leninist world revolutionary model:

"The 28th CPSU Congress attaches fundamental mmgertto defining the
principles of the Party's policy at the presengestavith a view to... renewing those
principles [i.e., the Leninist principles proclatinat each successive CPSU Congress]
and making progress towards a humane, democratialism. Distortions of the
principles of socialism from the 1930s into the (©fhat is to say, of course, during
the Stalin period - Ed.] engendered complicatetlpros...".

But the closing down of the Stalinist model foreiniational public consump-
tion would not entail the slightest deviation fraraninist Bolshevism. On the con-
trary, as Gorbachev put it at the 27th CPSU Cosgred4986 (as reproduced in the
1988 Party document entitted The Ideology of Rehdwy Revolutionary Restructuring’,
on pages 60-61), the Party had made 'specificialegisn how to update our polit-
ical system' [a reference to the false system dBlEEontrolled political ‘democra-
tism' to follow - Ed.]. Thus we shall give a freghpetus to our revolutionary
restructuring. We shall maintain our quiet [Lerinisreativity and daring in an
efficient and responsible fashion in a LeninisisBelik manner'.

The 'peace offensive’ formed an integral elementhef Soviets' assault on
European minds, which led directly to the 'restminty’ of NATO in conformity
with the Soviet strategic collective security otec Thus on page 159 of 'From
Geneva to Reykjavik', Fyodor Burlatsky boasted thastome progress, in fact consid-
erable progress, has been made in Europe towatelstedend in New Thinking'.
Moscow's ‘peace offensive’, too, was openly aclenged to be based upon Sun-
Tzu's teaching that the highest manifestation efatt of war was to 'win the war
without fighting'. As Burlatsky noted on page 156 his Leninist polemic: 'Our
philosophy of peace [the Aesopian meaning of whishjndicated, is 'the cessation
of all hostility towards Communism' - Ed.] is frénkbased on the conviction that
socialism can win without war, without military cpetition'. At the same time,
Fyodor Burlatsky made it dialectically evident tila¢ strategists 'under' Gorbachev
still viewed non-Communists as enemies. Thesis: aiée not enemies’. [Dialectical
antithesis laced with blackmail:] 'We cannot haeeright to regard one another as
enemies, unless we want to vanish from the fatteeaarth’ [Burlatsky, page 149].
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OVERT AIMS OF 'PERESTROIKA' FOR THE USSR AND WESTERN EUROPE

In a Memorandum addressed to the Central Intetligesgency in March 1989,
published in The Perestroika Deception', Anat@iglitsyn explained that 'perestroika’
as applied to the Soviet Union did - behind its ofsn meaning of re-formation -
also imply the 'restructuring' and revitalisatidntiee Soviet socialist economy through
the incorporation of some elements of the markehaumy, with the objective of
establishing a 'New Form' of Leninist 'state-cdlgidocapitalism’. Western Govern-
ments, having no concept of Leninist deceptionrthead practice, forgot the lesson
of Lenin's false 'New Economic Policy’ of the 1920l assumed that 'perestroika’
meant effectively that the Soviets were in the @sscof abandoning Communism
altogether, even though Gorbachev never ceasegltéoate that this was NOT the
case. Golitsyn also pointed out that Mikhail GoHeac presided over the ‘restruc-
turing' of the Stalinist regime into a form of ‘Quumist democracy with the appear-
ance of political pluralism' [ = the essence ofrideratism’, meaning the creation and
maintenance of the illusion of democracy, mainly Wdestern public consumption
- Ed.]; and that he was engaged in 'reconstruétingpressive regime with a brutal
(Stalinist) face into an attractive socialist modéh a (Leninist) human facade and
a seeming similarity to the Swedish social demincsgtstem'.

For Western Europe, Golitsyn wrote that dimensibrgerestroika’ included:

(@ 'Bringing about a new political alliance betwe¢he pseudo-social
democratic regimes in the USSR and Eastern Europk tlee Euro-Communist
parties and genuine social democratic parties irstéffe Europe’. For many years
now, this has been taking place on a grand scal@adiamentary delegations and
nanonal parliamentarians from European Union Men@iates and from ‘former'
Soviet Bloc countries who maintain their Leninistdities behind a facade of West-

ern-style political labels, interface with ‘colleag’ from other EU countries at both
national and European Union level - dancing to Hueopean Union's collectivist
agenda, with even the 'Eurosceptic’ movements rptaebtby leftists and accepting
funds from the European Union, which thereby ctmtor establishes parameters
around their activities.

(b) 'Restructuring’ political and military Blocs NATO and the Warsaw
Pact - and the creation of a single 'Europe from Allantic to the Urals' incorpor-
ating a united Germarfy!

Every dimension of these and of Mr Golitsyn's eglapredictions has either
been fuffilled or is in the process of realisatidiis is no surprise, since Golitsyn's
predictive record - achieved by applying the ‘thethmd of dialectical cognition’
provided by Leninist dialectics as an interpretatand predictive tool for 'reading
the revolutionary mind', is, as already noted, uoheml by any other analyst, let
alone by any Western intelligence organisation.hig study, published in 1994,
entited Wedge: The Secret War between the FBIGIAd[Alfred Knopf, New York],
Mark Riebling stated that an analysis of Anatoligli®yn's predictions in ‘New Lies
for Old' had revealed that 'of Golitsyn's falsikalpredictions, 139 out of 148 were
fulfiled by the end of 1993 - an accuracy ratenefirly 94 perceAt But with no
disrespect to this brilliant analyst, anyone whd kaken the trouble to study Lenin
and to read the Soviet literature and the speeafh8sviet officials, from Gorbachev
and his predecessors downwards, could have ach@wednderstanding of the
‘New Thinking' facilitating comparably accuratedicdons of Soviet behaviour.
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NO FUNDAMENTAL DEVIATION FROM COMMUNISM EVER INTENDED
Gorbachev is on record as having told the Politteandy in his tenure, as the final
preparations were being made for 'perestroika’:

'‘Gentlemen, Comrades, do not be concerned abouhatllyou hear about
'glasnost’ and 'perestroika’ and democracy in dming years. These are primarily
for outward consumption. There will be no significachange within the Soviet
Union, other than for cosmetic purposes. Our pargesto disarm the Americans,
and to let them fall asleép'

In other words, 'perestroika’ was indeed a deegpligninist device to mask
the facts that there was to be no fundamental @vilom Communism and that
the Leninist World Revolution would continue urgiliobal Communism had been
achieved. The Soviets openly proclaimed the mestegethere will be no signif-
icant change within the Soviet Union, other than dosmetic purposes’, knowing
from long experience - and from the results ofrtlustailed studies of Western
psychology carried out since the early 1960s byAttedemy of [Leninist] Sciences'
specialist institutes for the KGB, which spearhetis strategy for the strategists
and the Party - that the West would ignore the agesdt is this fully justified and
typically Leninist-Bolshevik confidence that the $Wasn't paying attention, which
has enabled the continuing covert Communists toadlesall the East and Central
European Governments, at all levels, with known @aonists, and to retain Soviet
symbols in place - such as statues of Lenin, tllespread use of the name 'Soviet',
pictures and busts of Lenin, red flags, the hamamet sickle, and other symbols
of continuing Soviet power, such as newspapers 'Skeetskaya Rossiya' (Soviet
Russia), shown below, and 'Sovetstkiy Sport' &dsport), shown on page 77. Since
1st October 2001, Internet users anywhere in dmmeér' USSR may register with
the domain .su. Previously the only domain avaldbl Russia itself was .ru. Air-
craft flown by Aeroflot, as observed in the late9Q®, carried the Russian Federa-
tion's livery on the tail fin assembly, and the haan and sickle motif on the front
of the aircraft just below the flight deck on tight-hand side of the fuselage.

@COBETCKAS POCCHS

Hesasmcuman mapopMan razerdas

’Sowet Russ:a \ 4th January 2001

SOVETSKAYA ROSSIYA' ['Sowet Russia]: The maslhead page of 'Soviet Ru53|a dated 4th January 2001
which can be obtained on subscription or bought at Moscow newsstands. Many other newspapers and
publications also retain the name 'Soviet' in their titles-such as 'Soviet Sport[see facsimile, page 77], or
'Soviet Chuvashia’, 'Soviet Agygeyo' etc. No attempt is made to hide the continued existence of the Soviet
Union. It is only in the West, among policymakers and the media, that the myth of its collapse persists.
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The Russian Foreign Ministry's official journal témational Affairs' - established
in 1954 allowing the death of Stalin - which disesand elaborates elements of the
continuing deception strategy, has stated explifit many years in each successive
issue that it is delivered to Number 10 Downingeéifrto the White House, and to
the 'head offices’ of the other leading Westerne@wrents. The advisory board of
this official publication is invariably headed tyetForeign Minister of the day. Apart
from a lesser official who occupied that positiohew the publication was founded
in 1954, there had, by 2002, been precisely foitoisen-Chief - the four Soviet and
then Russian Foreign Ministers, namely Andrei Gkmmylzaak Katz], Andrei
Kozyrev (the son of one of the diplomats kicked @ut.ondon for espionage by the
Conservative Government led by Edward Heath), Mayg@rimakov, and Igor
Ivanov, the current Foreign Minister and EditorGhief.

'International Affairs' carelessly carried an atilsement as late as 1996 which
contained the following rubric soliciing subsdgpls to the journal:
'YES! | WANT TO KEEP INFORMED OF CRITICAL SOVIET  FREIGN,
MILITARY AND SECURITY POLICY ISSUES!
Hence this official Russian policy journal, whichxpkins and elaborates
elements of continuing Leninist strategy, was ughmg adjective Soviet five years
after the alleged abolition of the Soviet Union, ansubscription advertisement
boasting that copies are sent to the Heads of Gueet of the main Western powers.
After 'Soviet Analyst, which retains the name I[8bvin its title in order to
emphasise the lack of any strategic discontinbif pointed out that 'International
Affairs' was continuing to use 'Soviet' in its atigement, the publishers belatedly
changed the text of the promotion. Volume 43 [Nuniijeof 1997 suddenly dropped
the use of the name 'Soviet, yet reaffirmed theralen continuity of 'International
Affairs' and its Communist pedigree by stating @fows in a revised subscription
advertisement: 'Since 1954 this authoritative Ruos$oreign policy journal provides
interesting, well-documented essays in internatjpoldics and diplomacy'.

In reality, this journal has, since 1954, meticalpelaborated Soviet strat-
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An advertisement which appeared in the March-April 1994 issue of the Russian Foreign Ministry's journal
'Mezhdunarodnaia zhizn' (‘International Affairs’), soliciting subscriptions with the slogan: 'YES! | WANT TO
KEEP INFORMED OF CRITICAL SOVIET FOREIGN, MILITARY AND SECURITY POLICY ISSUES'. This subscription advertisement
remained unchanged until 1996. The name 'Soviet' is in widespread use domestically, as shown for instance
on page 44, but its continued use abroad was unusual, since it has been disallowed for external use.
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egy, usually couched in Leninist Aesopian langudgethe instruction of Western

Governments and for the simultaneous benefit ofehewhom Lenin called 'the

interested’ (the World Revolutionary community). eOwould have thought that

some Western official, somewhere in the bureawsasvould have spotted these
connections and drawn them to the attention ofhighest levels of government.
But no, the West has remained in a comatose stateGorbachev and Manuilski,
and the entire continuing Leninist revolutionarijextive, had correctly anticipated.

REPACKAGING OLD LIES TO SUSTAIN THE VULNERABLE DECEPTION

So deep is the West's slumber, that Western obsamudtinely miss all the cues fed
to them by the strategists to gauge whether wiékate to wake up. Indeed, so many
examples have come to the Author's attention tigtbiook could easily have con-
sisted of nothing but concrete, documented evidenirelependent of the careful
analysis provided by Anatoliy Golitsyn - that 'mreika’ was a Leninist strategic
deception designed to prepare the world for theatitling of the Stalinist model.

Even so, every pack of lies degrades, and thus Hesited life expectancy
(as an approximation, no Leninist lie can be guaethto survive for more than
about seven years) - a fact of deception ‘Lifewbfch the Leninists are always
uncomfortably aware. Accordingly, their lies arecuimbered about with elaborate
precautionary measures, as well as reinforcemeatslramatic case in point being
the controlled unrest which culminated with theevweled shelling of the 'White
House' in the autumn of 1993, when Western TV cretws were corralled into a
single hotel found that because they were so @uhfilhey could only shoot film from
a single position in front of the building - whigkas the visual angle from which the
Russian authorities wished the global televisiporiage to be covered.

That theatrical upheaval provided cover inter &tiethe subsequent emer-
gence of a packed 'non-Communist (= covert Comstluiduma which today
rubber-stamps presidential decisions - while peatet) the spectacle of a West-
ern-supported ‘democratic'’ Russian President dingjethe ‘parliament’ building
(formerly the Communist Party HQ) to shell-fire,thwprobably heavy loss of life,
leaving the West more confused and dazed than levenevertheless still eager to
continue buttressing this monstrous regime - far & ‘worse instability to come'.

In the event, the strategists achieved much mame this - namely, openly
expressed Western support for Yeltsin's cynicabalia, repressive, Stalinist provocation.
For, during the televised bombardment of the 'Blacd White House', as Moscow
wags immediately called the Moscow White House n@amed to mimic the White
House in Washington, a symbol of the appearanceqofvalence' with the United
States, a theme that the Leninists have systetthatimmmoted), the ill-advised
British Prime Minister, John Major, emerged out Nfimber 10 Downing Street
almost arm-in-arm with the then Russian Ambassaoorondon, the Bolshevik
and KGB officer Boris Pankin, to confirm his conplsupport for the brutal measures
Yeltsin was ‘having to take'. On seeing that splectan their TV screens, the Moscow
strategists must have reached the conclusion thatiroumstances, short of out-
right war against the West, could ever be envisagadh would be liable to curtalil
Western support for any tactical policy the Leminishose to adopt, given that the
British Prime Minister was prepared to appear devision to tell the whole world
that he was all in favour of bombarding parliamsntaildings with tank fire. The
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subsequent absence of British domestic, or interat criticism of Mr Major's

wholly disgraceful public statement would have med yet further validation

of the strategists' assessment that they ‘justicoglo wrong' with their strategy.

On 3rd January 1998, a two-part series entitled Baris: The Yeltsin Years'

began on BBC2 Television. It repackaged officiad$tan disinformation about the

Yeltsin period to date, for Western public consumnpt making it all the harder for

the truth to emerge, since film lies are so mucleneasily absorbed than unpalatable
truths. The first programme in this series purjpbttereconstruct the ‘power struggle'
between Gorbachev and Yeltsin, and showed the aplyaconfused but controlled
and always carefully televised events culminatinghe shelling of the 'White House'.
Relying exclusively on (tainted) sources in Moscaithh no objective counter-intelligence
to offset the lies spouted on-camera by a sucoessiEGB and GRU (Soviet Military
Intelligence) officers, the BBC programme-makerglartly thought nothing of the
curious irony of General Aleksandr Rutskoi, Ruskimasbulatov and a parade of
dismissed' or ‘disgraced' officials including BoWeltsin's former chief bodyguard,
Aleksandr Korzhakov, relating the gory details lnfse events from the comfort of
their armchairs - when they had supposedly beerisangd, dismissed, disgraced, or what
have you by the regime they were now discussirdispassionately. The BBC did not, evi-
dently, see fit to question the veracity of on-aarstatements by top Russian Security
Council officials like Filatov, or by any of the KB5and GRU officials interviewed.
President George Bush Sr. was shown on-camera einBBC film ruminating
that he had formed the impression that personatioret between Gorbachev and
Yeltsin had been strained; while his former Segretd State, James Baker - when
asked what his reaction had been to the Kiev'rdcsighed 'secretly’ at an official
dacha in Belovezh Forest, near Minsk, on 8th Deeei®91, by the leaders of
Russia, Ukraine and Byelorussia under which théeStinion had been 'abolished'
on the say-so of three signatures scrawled on @ pé paper - told the BBC:
‘We were surprised. But we were even more surprgeeh we found out that
Gorbachev knew nothing about it Mr Baker had, st late as 1998, not understood
that Gorbachev and Yeltsin were working togetheputihout, to deceive the West,
and that he, Baker, had been the main deceivee.

The further spectacle of Gorbachev's simulatedrdogjere the TV cameras at
having been told by President Bush about the 'Kigieement before he had learned
about it from the signatories themselves, wasdhst lconvincing of all the elaborately
staged, KGB-directed theatre repackaged in this BE&Vision programme - which
will nevertheless have reinforced the lie that#nginist ‘changes' and their after-

math, were genuine. Yet the viewer was requircoetieve that the President of the
Soviet Union, who commanded the most powerful fares in the world, was powerless to
decree a piece of paper signed by three SovietbiRepgeaders invalid, or to take
reprisals. Members of the BBC's team were, apparemiable to grasp the obvious -
namely, that Gorbachev's acquiescence in the &Gestd was simply never credible.

The entire 1991-93 series of charades and provnsatending, in the first TV
episode, with the shelling of the 'White Houset] baen repackaged for international
public re-consumption - complete with first-hasdmmentaries by the officials and
KGB or GRU intelligence officers who organised amplemented the provocations
in the first place - to sustain the vulnerable iitegk pyramid of lies perched upon the
base deception: the Leninist myth of a genuinelBreth the Past'.
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A FALSE IMAGE TO HOODWINK THE WEST

In the face of this open-ended barrage and réiteraff Leninist lies, distortions,
provocations, fabrications and diversions, Westiservers even missed the blatant
hints dropped by Gorbachev himself that the sisitegvere nervous about the pos-
sibility that their elaborate edifice of ruses arades might be exposed before it
had become ‘irrevocably’ embedded in the Westerwhps

For instance, on 17th May 1990, President Gorbadeelared himself to be
‘an incorrigeable [Leninist] optimist', anticipaginvhat the controlled dissident
Andrei Sakharov thought would be ‘the most optimisinroling of event®’
(that is to say, that the deception strategy cowti succeed beyond the strategists'
wildest dreams). Gorbachev added that 'even wheaplgeall around me are
shouting "chaos, chaos, chaos", and "collapseapsell, |1 believe, as Lenin said,
that this revolutionary chaos may yet crystallige nhew forms of life..".

'We have started on the lastfap'

What ‘last lap? Obviously, the last lap' of theréstroika ‘deception - the
preparatory phase for the fake ‘folding' of the RS$d Communism, the purpose
of which was to catch the West off-guard, to hijgi¢kstern perceptions so that it was
immediately and universally taken for granted ti ‘enemy’ (rather than merely
his image) had dissolved, and that Communism wssepathereby opening the way
for the central tactical objective of the stratéggnvergence' [the synthesis).

However, the Leninists' definition of ‘convergendifers from the Western
perception: they define 'convergence' as the maveohghe West towards their model,
and on their terms, with only cosmetic movementthair part towards the Western
model. Pending the complete achievement of thiectag, through the 'creative’
application of an elaboration of Lenin's ‘New EcuoimoPolicy' model of 1921, they
installed fake 'social democratic' regimes in Rydie East European countries, and
a few selected ‘former' Soviet Republics which laemg used for specific strategic
purposes such as Azerbaijan. These regimes prasestudo-democratic facade to
the West, yet preside over a 'New Form' of Lerstgge-controlled capitalism' model
- capitalism and ‘criminalism' controlled by theelligence services. ['Criminalism'
is a word invented by the Author, to mean 'the aitgtion by the security services
of controlled organised criminal operations in theherance of strategic objectives'
[see page 63]. Its most comprehensive and weliiebted manifestation is Moscow's
ultimate control over, and involvement in, globaligl trafficking, and the associated
money-laundering activities arising from it - apased in 'Red Cocaine: The Drugging
of America and The West', by Dr Joseph D. Doudfassard Harle Limited, 1999].

The situation in Azerbaijan is particularly intdieg given the extensive
presence there of Western oil firms, a top KGB @&trend Brezhnev Politburo vet-
eran, Gaidar Aliyev, was delegated by the stratetsis establish, after displacing the
controlled second echelon 'non-Communist leaggrshispecial form of free' crim-
inalist regime, while in practice exercising contoy old-style, neo-Stalinist methods.
In Georgia, likewise, MVD General Eduard Shevardead one of the three known
secret policemen in Gorbachev's Politburo (therdthe being Victor Chebrikov and
Gaidar Aliyev), returned to Georgia on 7th Marcl®2%after the GRU had engineer-
ed the overthrow of the second echelon regime iéadZsamsakhurdia, son of the
Georgian national hero and writer Konstantin Gamgaka. After wandering in
Western Georgia for more than 18 months, Zviadmaslered and his body was
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found in a shallow grave in Western Georgia: hedegh poisoned and shot at close
range, according to taped information held byAkigor based on an extended inter-
view with Bessarion Gugushvili, his Prime Ministgho was the last person known to
have been with Gamsakhurdia after he had been tetdtpdlee Thilisi in fear of his
life, but the finger of suspicion has been poilienowledgeable Georgians at Shev-
ardnadze - Georgia's former Communist Party Chiedtad Interior Minister - who
is known among Georgians as 'Stalin II'.
During his period as head of the Georgian Intelbnistry and later as Party
head in the Republic, Shevardnadze is alleged ¥e peesided over many waves
of brutal repression masked by anti-corruption edriand contrived ‘reforms’. Even
authors who have been beguiled by this evil marh ss the CIA apologist for the
Georgian ruler, Carolyn McGiffert Ekedahl, co-autifwith Melvin A. Goodman,
of the National War College) of The Wars of Edusitevardnadze' [Penn State Press,
University Park, PA, 1997], recognise that this M\@2neral, whom the book white-
washes, is a monster: 'The most serious chargesa§dievardnadze during

his years as Republic leader was that he arrastdgked and executed political
dissidents.... Many Georgians hated him for higgmurof politicians and dissidents'.
(The authors do not, of course, elaborate or antheecharge). That is a gross under-
statement; at the very least, Shevardnadze sugrds,000 deaths during overt
Communism. No-one knows how many he has murdereg $ie was imposed on
Georgia on 7th March 1992, following the third GRitkcted military operation to
remove the legitimately elected Zviad Gamsakhufidien the Presidency, an unjust
putsch that was warmly supported by the Britisheigor Office and the US State
Department. As a consequence, Georgians, who tsdd réheir long-frustrated
aspirations for genuine political independence ams&akhurdia, whom they had
assumed would be supported by the West, now Idatbsterners with a loathing
that can be expected to last for several genesatioaxactly in accordance with
Soviet intentions. For Shevardnadze, who maintamsapartment in the Russian
capital, was imposed by Moscow upon Georgia to keggler control.

The fate of Georgia following the fake 'collapsk'tiee Soviet Union repre-
sents one of the most disgraceful chapters in West®dern history. Successive
issues of the US State Department's 'Country RepoartHuman Rights' on Georgia
since 1992 have read like descriptions of some &ntell on earth. Unfortunately,
space here precludes a detailed examination ofWhst's ‘post-Soviet treachery
towards the Georgian people. But two points aboutSkevardnadze can be made,
pending a detailed and unbiased study of the Georgagedy. First, the MVD
General, a mass murderer, is a pathological katha following eccentric statement,
attributed to him in 'his' book, The Future Belorig Freedom', with its appropriately
black cover [Sinclair-Stevenson Ltd, London, 196dihfirms:

'Oh my dear Russians, Georgians, Armenians, Jewlekid, Lithuanians,
Latvians, Ukrainians - how | love you! How gratefubm that you were there, and
always will be. How thankful 1 am that through yduhave felt myself truly a part
of the people' - whom he has systematically aridiesgly repressed.

Secondly, this Author has been told, quite sepgrdig two women who met
Shevardnadze in Washington and Georgia, that thperature in the room where
he stood, when they were present, was freezing-oslaereas this was not the case
elsewhere in the same room. Such a phenomenaod@aisd with the possessed.
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THE END OF ANTI-COMMUNISM

As Anatoliy Golitsyn observed in "The Perestroikacgptiorf, ciing Lenin's 'legitim-
isation' of open-ended deception: 'Lenin advised @ommunists that they must be
prepared to 'resort to all sorts of stratagems,oewanes, illegal methods, evasions
and subterfuge' to achieve their objectives. THigca was given on the eve of the
reintroduction of limited capitalism [the New Ecamio Policy] in Russia, in his work
‘Left Wing Communism - an Infantile Disorder'..nagther speech of Lenin's in the New
Economic Policy period at the Comintern Congresdulg 1921 is again highly relev-
ant to understanding ‘perestroika’: "Our only effratat presenf, wrote Lenin, ‘is to
become stronger and, therefore, wiser, more rdaespnenore opportunistic. The
more opportunistic, the sooner will you again atienthe masses around you.
When we have won over the masses by our reasoappleach, we shall then
apply offensive tactics in the strictest sensénefword™.

The Aesopian meaning of ‘the end of the Cold V¢athus the end of anti-
Communism'® By staging a sequence of dramatic events, théniserstrategists
created the pretext for, and the circumstancesowsuing, a decisive apparent
adjustment - the appearance of the burial of Corismun in order to clear the
way for ‘convergence’; a series of dramatic evemaating the illusion of irreversible
chang®&. For the revolutionaries are sustained by an keshie belief in the
historical inevitability of their victory - a psyological trait which itself assists
the progress of the World Collectivist Revolution tndermining Western morale.
Mr Golitsyn quoted Lenin's statement that: 'All il will come to socialism.
This is unavoidable. But all will not come in thang® way. Each of them will
bring its own traits into one or another form ofmderacy... into one or another
rate of socialist transformation in various aspefcsscial life*.

The effect of the Leninists' belief that the tot@dtory of the Revolution is
inevitable, is to give vitality to the continuingoBheviks' brazenness - to make
the covert Communists' ‘stratagems, manoeuvregalill methods, evasions and
subterfuges' appear supremely convincing because hovocations, lies and
deceits are routinely perpetrated with such artogamache - leaving observers
with no time or inclination to analyse their contefispassionately, and catching
those who are meant to be influenced unawares.

CONSPIRACY AND THE 'MONGOL MENTALITY

Accordingly, deceptions conjured up by this Mongwntality have proved almost
impossible for the preoccupied Western pragmatintatiy, bred on practical short-
termism, to detect. For the Western mind is indeted grave disadvantage in this
‘war called peace' - as the Soviets have alwaysuweérstood. At a lecture given to
American Communists attending the Lenin Schoohi ¢arly 1950s, Stalin's police
chief, Lavrentii Beria, proclaimed that 'capitalsnshort-term view can never envis-
age the lengths across which we can lamd the reason for this blindness is that
the 'Mongol mind' has the capacity, which the petgmmentality lacks, to plan years
and decades ahead, and is perfectly at home weitbaicept of conspiracy. By con-
trast, the pragmatic Western mind rejects the matioconspiracy - despite the fact
that Lenin openly asserted that his revolution wasonspiracy. Writing in "What
is to be Done? Burning Questions of our Movemeatiin confirmed, with his usual
pedantic playfulness with language, that 'in f@uath a strong revolutionary
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organisation... may also be described as a "catsygl organisation”, because the
French word ‘conspiration’ is the equivalent of Rwssian word “"zagovor" (‘conspir-
acy) and such an organisation must have the utsessecy® [Introduction, Note 10].
It has of course been in the interests of the lignirevolutionaries and their
agents of influence over the years to pooh-poatsfi@cy theories' - a psychological
trick which has successfully consigned all consjgg including their own, to the
realm of crankiness and fantasy - exactly as ie@ndrhis duplicitous characteris-
ation of conspiracy as existing only in the minfisranks, which has been wonder-

fully 'sold' to the Western journalism professioan perhaps be described as by
far the most successful disinformation operatioralbtime, not least in terms of its
longevity: for it is hard indeed to find a singleagmatic and/or liberal Westerner,
especially if he or she is a journalist, who wil pour scorn upon the very notion of
conspiracy - and who will not immediately rush tentiss anyone proposing such an
idea, as a 'conspiracy theorist. The succesdsobpieration is extraordinary when it is
recalled that 'strategy' - as for instance, inifimss strategy' - is a well-understood
concept in the West, even though conspiracies taaiggies both have the following
component in common: each harbours a hidden, oergoslimension which is
intended to ensure its success (in contrast ticy pohich is overt).

In the business context, Western observers underéitee concept of strategy
perfectly well. But because of the success of ¢img-tunning disinformation cam-
paign against conspiracies, the idea that foreigrergments pursue foreign policy
strategies, seems foreign to them. The best etiglantor Russian conspiratorial
behaviour, and for the hegemony of strategy in riginrevolutionary thinking and
planning, has been provided by Joel Carmichael fahmer editor of Midstream,
published in New York. It enables us to differdatiaetween the Western pragmatic
menality, which is a severe hindrance to comprétensf continuing Leninist
World Revolutionary strategy, and the Leninistshiglal mentality:

‘Now, when the Mongols were about to launch a amjlit campaign, the
Great Council - the Kuriltai - would convene astaff headquarters. Operations and
targets would be laid down, with the captains bthe major army units present to
be given their orders. Special agents had alreaéyn lsent to spy on the land..."
This procedure was not a mere matter of informatigathering; secret
agents, who were sent out long before the troops westart marching, carried out

systematic propaganda and psychological warfare. Nlngol approach was to
persuade the religious minorities that the Mondolerated all religions, the poor
that the Mongols would be against the rich... dmel merchants that the Mongol
peace made the [trade] routes safe for businessydhe was promised safety if
he surrendered, and frightful vengeance if he did ihe Mongols believed in
carrying on their war a outrance. Their goal was #mcirclement and physical
extirpation of their opponents' armies.... The Maagwould envelop a vast
area and then tighten the ring around it. The coturoperated with astonishing
coordination, communication between them being kgptby couriers or smoke
signals. If by some chance the enemy was too stednfiyst for the Mongols
to burst through his lines, they would pretend etreat; as a rule, the enemy
would then break ranks and rush forward in hot yiyrshinking the Mongols
had been routed. The Mongols would then pivot duickn their agile little
horses, reform their ring, and this time finismgs off*’.



52 THE EUROPEAN UNION COLLECTIVE

WESTERN INSTITUTIONAL MEMORY RECKLESSLY DISCARDED

Given this tradition, the blindness of Western efeand foreign policy establish-
ments is breathtaking. This author's three-voluropy cof the Oxford University
Press edition of the documents of the Communistriational, 1919-194%, selected
and edited by Jane Degras [1956], contains, iregd@ cover, a stamp which reads:
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE LIBRARY SERVICES WITHDRAWN'. To establish definitively
whether the British Ministry of Defence owns a eEtthese indispensable volumes,
the Author telephoned the MOD Library, posing asaamy officer, and enquired
whether the Library possessed a set of these libekanswer was in the negative.

Likewise, Mrs Christine Stone, the wife of Profes$ddorman Stone, has
confirmed to the author that her husband boughtiraber of books on Commun-
ism which had been discarded by the Foreign andn@mmwvealth Office. The mes-
sage is that these key British Departments of $tate shredded their institutional
memories and have unreservedly accepted the falsmidt 'Break with the Past'
as genuine - a reckless abrogation of respongilifiich could have been avoided
by maintaining at least a skeleton analytical stigffoted to interpreting events in
terms of Leninist deception theory (which thoseadpents do not understand:
as a consequence, British foreign policy has resdaimdderless and confused).

Such analysts could have been instructed to asksétees questions such
as why, for instance, the prominent Soviet GRUcelffiand implemented Lt-General
Aleksandr Lebed, was cited by ITAR-TASS as commgnton 19th August 1994,
the third anniversary of the fake August putschefierence to that provocation:

There was only a briliantly planned and executkige-scale, unprec-
edented provocation in which the roles were sdig@ the inteligent and the
stupid, all of whom consciously or unconscioushypt! their parts:

Similarly, Western analysts might have looked tethime following statement
by that caricature of a Russian nationalist, agts@olcalls him - GRU officer Vladimir
Wolfovich Zhrinovskiy, as reported in ‘L'EspresBoime, on 21st January 1994:

'Prague? Let us give it to Germéahy'

In a similar interview published in 'Die Welt, Beron 31st January 1994,
Zhirinovskiy observed: The Czech Republic shoaltbgsermant.

Such observations could only have been made byiar setelligence officer
who was aware of the fact that President GorbaahelvChancellor Kohl, meeting
in Geneva in September 1990, had concluded a sRibentrop-Molotov-style
agreement to divide Czechoslovakia, the detailsprodf of which are presented in
Part Two of this book. Under that secret accoel,Ghech Republic was to be merged
with Germany within 15 years of the agreement hoaljh this was intended to
occur within the parallel broader context of Eusspdederalisation, in accordance
with the long-range strategies of both the Commtand of the Pan-German elite,
which continues to dominate and drive German ptdidgy.

Zhirinovskiy by the way, was described on 13th dgnul994 by Mikhail
Poltoranin, head of the Federal Information Cerage,just the probe they [the strat-
egists] use to measure the depth of dissatisfaictigwith?] Russi&d’. As a key GRU
officer with knowledge of Soviet strategy, Zhiriskiy also provides ‘probe service-
for the Russian Foreign Ministry, anxious from titoetime to test whether dimen-
sions of Soviet strategy have been identified amdenstood by Western observers.
The answer is invariably that they have not, aS\thst is indeed sound asleep.
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COMMUNISM COLLAPSES TWICE

When explaining in 'Perestroika: New Thinking farr cCountry and the World' that
the works of Lenin and his ideals of socialism agrad for us an inexhaustible
source of creative thought, theoretical wealth @otitical sagacity’, Gorbachev
also commented, as was mentioned earlier, thatL&henist period is indeed very
important. Then he elaborated: 'It is instructiket it [the Leninist period] proved
the strength of Marxist-Leninist dialectics, thenaasions of which are based on
an analysis of the actual historical situafion'

The actual historical situation' referred to hewmas the remarkably successful
‘New Economic Policy' strategic deception devisgdLbnin, and its linked Trust'
deception, which jointly hoodwinked the West intidving that the Leninist revolu-
tionaries had scaled back or abandoned their Corsimdeology. This misconception
prompted The New York Times' to pronounce, onfibiet page of its issue of 13th
August 1921, that ENIN ABANDONS STATE OWNERSHIP ASSOVIET POLICY, throwing
Communism overboafti[see page 55].

Seventy years later, on 26th July 1991, 'The Newk Y®imes' prematurely
announced the ‘death of Communism' on its froné gag the second time [see also
page 55] - proclaiming that @@BACHEV OFFERSPARTY A CHARTER THAT DROPS ICONS
and that 't# CHALLENGES EVEN SANCTITY OF MARXISM-LENINISM™ . On that occasion,
too, a spanking new Communist Party programme kad bnnounced (at the 29th
CPSU Congress) which had evidently, yet again,igioeed Communism to history.
If Communism had been abandoned in August 1921, dibyit need aban-
doning again in 1991? Because it had not, in faetn thrown overboard' in 1921
at all. That being the case, historians at leastidhhave asked, what confidence
could we have in the assertion that Communism &ed abandoned in 19917?

None, of course - which was why, the second timexdpthe KGB needed
to go to special lengths to organise the globalljligised 'August coup' provocation,
code-named Golgotfia to provide a ‘convincing' pretext for the appeegaof the
abandonment of Communism, the reported banningeofCPSU, and the subsequent
controlled 'collapse’ of the Soviet Union. Commomiand the CPSU were ‘closed
down' in the space oijust three weeks - which wastly the length of time that Stalin
took to close down Lenin's 'New Economic Policyteggion in the 1920s; only this
time round - in 1991 - the 'closedown’ was muchemareative: cadres were able
to 'regroup’ under the 'state of the whole pedgéehocratist' dispensation decreed
at the 28th CPSU Congress in July 1990 [see pagies @nhd Note 100].

THE BRUTAL FINAL PERIOD OF 'RESTRUCTURING'

Only with the assistance of such pyrotechnics, Suwiet strategists and their
intelligence services had calculated, could it bargnteed that the West, though
softened-up by ‘perestroika’ for half a decade,ldvdse decisively weaned away
from its perception of the ‘image of the enemythf enemy was perceived to have
‘collapsed’ so spectacularly, then the West woutmmptly disarm, and plough

funding on a massive scale into the former' Sdslet, believing that it had ‘won

the Cold War' - an arrogant claim that is still deim the United States to this day,
in accordance with Sun-Tzu's strategic prescripfg@e pages 56-57]. However as
previously noted, the Leninist content prescrildest it is only the image of the

enemy that has vanished, like the smile on thel@leasat. That reality remained
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lost on Western analysts, policymakers and observers readers of The Times'
of London were reminded on 29th December 1997. #inleaby Michael Evans,
discussing the further culling of residual Britistilitary power in the context of the
‘collapse of Communism’, concluded:

'How many submarines, anti-submarine warfare &&aand air defence
aircraft we will need in the next century will latg depend on whether [sic!] Russia
readopts a hostile posture. At this point, howeter, British Government can afford
to restructure radically, knowing that the warntimge for a major war in Europe is
about five year®.

The present analysis makes it plain that it isenguestion of whether Russia
readopts a hostile posture, but when. At the apptepstage, a belligerent external
posture will again be adopted; and at the apptepstage, too, domestic repression
will be applied in territories where a de facto @amist dictatorship has been estab-
lished [see below], since the consolidation ofl fwietory may require the use of all
methods and resources available, in consolidatiolgalyhegemony. In this connec-
tion, a Reuters report backed by separate pregssstiated 3rd January 2001, in the
dying days of President Bill Clinton's Administoatj asserted that US officials were
insisting that they had evidence that Moscow wasimgotactical nuclear weapons
to Kaliningrad, the Russian enclave on the Baléa, Svhich is the most militarised
area in the world. 'Over the past six months', 08e official said, there has been
some movement of tactical nuclear weapons intonKagliad: we dont know how
many, we don't know what type, and we dont know'wBuch a firm statement
leaves no doubt that the US authorities had prbdhese movements. In response,
the Russian Ministry of Defence had claimed thase¢hreports 'absolutely do not
correspond with reality’. The crucial significander, the intended European ‘settle-
ment' of the continued deployment of Russian mylitpower in Kaliningrad, is
addressed in Part Two.

Bearing in mind Anatolly Golitsyn's unparalleledcaosd for predictive
accuracy in this context, it should be recalled tha defector warned the Central
Intelligence Agency and the West in March 1989 hef satanic proportions of the
final denouement of ‘convergence' - which will @risecause, since ‘convergence'
will never in practice be complete, the revolutieg will insist on nevertheless
trying to complete it: The final period of ‘restiuring' in the United States and
Western Europe would be accompanied, not only ey physical extermination
of active anti-Communists, but also by the exteation of the political, military,
financial and religious elites. Blood would be lsgil and political re-education
camps would be introduced. The Communists would hestitate to repeat the
mass repressions of their revolution in 1917, & Boviet occupation of Eastern
Europe in the Second World War or of the Chinesenr@unist victory of 1949.
This time, they would resort to mass repression®raer to prevent any possib-
ility of revolt by the defeated, and to make thigitory final®.

As for The Times" statement, it reveals that ththa had no knowledge of
Leninist deception strategy, did not understand e rulers of the ‘former' Soviet
Union and of all the former' East European coemtdre Communists committed to
the unchanging and ruthless revolutionary agend#/afld Government, and had
accepted Soviet disinformation so completely thatbelieved that the 'lead-time'
before 'a major war in Europe' has been extendegetgears. That the lead-time
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NLW YORK, SATURDAY AUGUS’I‘ 13, 1921

LENIN ABANDONS
STATE OWNERSHIP |
AS SOVIET POLICY |

Otficial Decree Retains Conirol
of Only a Few of the Big
Hationa! Industiies, ‘
|
|

B —

TO LEASE TO IKDIVIDUALS

Payments for Postal, Railroads
and Other Public Services
Are Re-establishod.

NEW YORK, FRIDAY, JULY 26, 1991

GORBACHEY OFFERS
PARTY A CHARTER
THAT DROPS IGONS

HARD-LINERS  CRITICIZED

Opening a 2-Day Meeting, He
Challenges Even Sanctity
of Marxism-Leninism

Top: The New York Times announced the death of Communism prematurely on 21st August 1921, when it
nterpreted the introduction of Lenin's 'New Economic Policy’ [NEP] strategic deception as a decision by
the Soviet Leninist revolutionaries to abandon Communism. Above: Having failed to learn the lesson of
ts mistake 70 years earlier, The New York Times announced the premature death of Communism for the
second time on 26th July 1991, when reporting on the 29th CPSU Congress in Moscow. Of course, the
second announcement has predictably turned out to be as inaccurate and irresponsible as the first.
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prior to a 'major war in Europe' remains just atenabf minutes was specifically
confirmed by the former Russian Defence Ministeenésal Igor Rodionov, a.k.a. 'the
butcher of Thilisi, who stated that 'Russia mystnty declare that it has the right to
use the entire arsenal of weapons at its disfiasiatling nuclear weaporfs'

An hysterical ‘debate’ which has been stoked uffficialty, and aired on cer-
tain secondary Internet-based 'news' servicess seettefinitive conclusion to the
conundrum: will the Soviets use force against thestor will they rely upon their
great success to date in corrupting the West fratmn® The correct answer is that,
since this is a ‘war called peace', all means &ithinists' disposal will be employed.

THE CENTRAL IMPORTANCE OF SUN-TZU'S 'THE ART OF WAR'
The blindness of the West, and its arrogant assumitiat ‘we won the Cold War'
particularly reconfirms the timeless effectivene$ghe advice given by the ancient
Chinese military strategist, Sun-Tzu, in his tesatntited The Art of War" 'Pretend
inferiority and encourage your enemy's arrogaindeis known that The Art of War'
was required reading in the East German and Sawietd forces. As Mr Golitsyn
explains in 'New Lies for Old: The ancient Chanéieatise on strategy and deception,
Sun -Tzu's The Art of War', translated into Rusdig N.I. Konrad in 1950 (shortly
after the Communist victory in China), was retratiesl into German in 1957 by the
Soviet specialist Y. I. Sidorenko, with a forewdrygl the Soviet military strategist and
historian General Razin. It was [also] publishedeast Germany by the East German
Ministry of Defense and was prescribed for studyeast German military academies:
[see facsimile on page 57]. A new translation athércstudies of Sun-Tzu were pub-
lished in Peking in 1957 and 1958 and in Shangha®b9. Mao Tse-Tung is known to
have been influenced by Sun -Tzu in his condubiotivil war™

lllusions such as those dispensed by the authtimeofrticle cited above from
"The Times' of London are fostered by, and depgmam,uthe continued success of the
Russian ‘weak look' strategic deception - whiclbdsed upon the practical applic-
ation in modern conditions of Sun -Tzu's militaegelption aphorisms:
‘All warfare is based on deception'.
Therefore, when capable, feign incapacity; whémeaenactivity'.

‘When near, make it appear that you are far awdyenwfar away,
that you are near'.
'Offer the enemy a bait to lure him; feign disoraledl strike him'.
'Pretend inferiority and encourage his arrogance'.
'Keep him under strain and wear him down'.
'When he is united, divide him'.
'Attack the enemy's strategy'.
‘Disrupt the enemy's alliances'.

'If | am able to determine the enemy's dispositiaiile at the same time
I conceal my own, then | can concentrate and he diige. And if | concentrate
while he divides, | can use my entire strengthtéela a fraction of his'.
‘Make the devious route the most direct and tusfomiine to advantage'.

The ultimate in disposing one's troops is to bthaut ascertainable shape.
Then the most penetrating spies cannot pry irgarothe wise lay plans against you'.

'Subtle and insubstantial, the expert leaves me;tmdivinely mysterious, he is
inaudible. Thus he is master of his enemy's*fate’
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FACSIMILE OF THE COVER OF THE EAST GERMAN EDITION OF SUN-TZU'S THE ART OF WAR': The front page
and credits, INSET) of the East German translation of Sun-Tzu's The Art of War', published in East Berlin in 1957.
As Anatoliy Golitsyn reported on pages 42-43 of his book 'New Lies for Old', this work was translated into Russian
by N.I. Konrad in 1950 (shortly after the Communists seized China), and then retranslated into German by the
Soviet specialist Y. I. Sidorenko, with a foreword by the Soviet military strategist and historian General Razin.
Study of this classic work on deception strategy was all but mandatory for cadres throughout the Soviet Bloc.
Leninist strategic deception theory and practice complements, and is akin to, the strategic thinking of Sun-Tzu.
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'ACTIVE MEASURES' OPERATIONS AGAINST WESTERN LEADERS

The successful implementation, through the credtieminist) application of Sun-
Tzu's teachings and complementary Leninist diacstrategic deception princip-
les, of the inverted pyramid of lies called ‘pecdsd’, is all the more remarkable in
that, as has been shown, absolutely faithful adberdo Leninist revolutionary
methods had repeatedly been asserted in publibebyCommunist leaders and the
Party, at every turn. Yet, as noted on page 38y Dddhtcher told this Author in July
1991 that she had concluded that 'Gorbachev isréninist any moré® - merely
weeks before Gorbachev and the KGB executed thgediicand boldest Leninist
Bolshevik provocation to date: the fake August cdegmminent among the planners
and implementers of this provocation was the KGEre@ Yevgeniy Primakov, a
leading KGB strategist, who flew back to Moscowve lat the evening of 19th August,
thus conveying the impression that he had not meetved - yet issued a statement
on the following day asserting that Gorbachev whill but was being held captiie

The Soviets have even gone so far as to hint iticptitat both the British
Prime Minister and President Reagan were the tafgéictive measures' operations
by Soviet intelligence ahead of the controlled aBrevith the Past. The nature of
these 'active measures' is not known (although i@ Mhatcher's case, the murder
shortly before she came to office in 1979 of helligence adviser, Airey Neave, in
a car bomb placed in the House of Commons car paai, have been an element
of them - since Neave was well equipped to warnagainst being taken in by the
Soviets); but 'active measures' covers everythiom fthe fabrication of forgeries
to the administration of mind-altering psychotrogitigs, to sexual allure or entrap-
ment, to assassination.

It is the Author's view that analysts have overmblone important reason
why Gorbachev was selected by the Kremlin's syratellective as General Secretary
following a prolonged period of apparent infightimdnich resulted in Gorbachev's
alleged rival, Grigory Romanov, being expelled frdm Kremlin in the summer of
1985, framed as an alcoholic (which he was not)fargibly confined to a hospital
for alcoholics [see pages XXXX-XXXXII]. This is thae possesses what can only be
described as a kind of demonic sexual allure: badstrategists' key target at the time
was Mrs Thatcher. She immediately fell for Gorbashécharms', notwithstanding
his boorish behaviour during his visit to Londonlate 1984, described on pages 17-
18. The Author is personally acquainted with two efican women, not known to
each other, each of whom has separately testdigdorbachev's sexual magnetism,
which the late Dr Malachi Martin described as besmgster. (One of these women
also testifies to the near-freezing temperature édiately surrounding the person
of MVD General Eduard Shevardnadze, reported om @&y but the other lady is
not one of the two who have separately experietheedistsurbing phenomenon).

On 19th February 1991, 'lzvestia’ reported thathinUnited States and Britain,
"Active Measures" against President Ronald Reagwh Margaret Thatcher had
limited succesd. The inclusion of the qualification 'limited’ heshould perhaps be
disregarded: the proper translation of this staterftem the Aesopian language used
by 'lzvestia’ is that the operations were sucdesHfie fact that they were mounted,
and have even been openly acknowledged, is ofecsigpsificant enough.

Mrs Thatcher failed to understand that she had Haped by Mr Gorbachev,
as she made clear to the author in July 1991. dparirinterview in which the Author
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explained details of the Soviet 'bilateral treaffersive’ and spoke of Golitsyn's
work, which the former Prime Minister dismissed,sMnow Lady] Thatcher not
only remarked: 'l don't think Gorbachev is a Lestidiny more', but also added the
following corollary: 'l don't think we have beencdied - at least, | hope we havent'
[see page 19]. As the Author wrote in the EditBoseword to Anatoliy Golitsyn's
book The Perestroika Deception’, this qualifyinterénought clearly implied ‘a
niggling doubt that the West might indeed haveefaliictim to Soviet strategic
deception’. Necessarily, by then the consequerfceady Thatcher's mistakes were
crowding in on the West like a gigantic thunderstoBut if she had entertained such
doubts while still in power, it was surely her ditthave had them investigated.

That failure was undoubtedly Lady Thatcher's womsttd the Author has
elsewhere described the British Prime Ministerseleas accommodation of Gor-
bachev and all his Leninist lies as 'a millennightsgic error'. A second strategic
error of comparable proportions concerned Eurdpeugh troubled by the implic-
ations of the 'European project', she pushed thrtlug 1986 Single European Act
which paved the way for the Collective's Maastrittaaty. In the end, she became
an enthusiastic supporter of the Leninist decepsiategy of ‘convergence'. She
had already permitted her Foreign Secretary Sirffi@goHowe’, to go along
with the Foreign Office's plan to hand the priceleapitalist jewel of Hong Kong
over to the Communist Chinese, a grand betrayatiwbould hardly have been
urged upon her other than by forces aware of thevargence' framework and
agenda. Lady Thatcher's most recently monitoredpaiical stance is that
'Russia isn't a threat any more' -just as 'Gorhaiginé a Leninist any more'.

EUROPEAN BILATERAL TREATIES DRAFTED BY THE GRU

A'hen the author interviewed Lady Thatcher in theusé of Commons in July
1991, she had no knowledge of the bilateral treatibich President Gorbachev
had been signing with key targeted Western cosntaed was astonished at the
information about these treaties shown to her, ehengh all the information
obtained for that meeting had been extracted freports published by the BBC
Monitoring Service. She would have been even maten&hed if the Author
had then been in a position to inform her, whatwae later able to establish -
that the bilateral treaties [see Note 2] were sdifted by the Soviet authorities,
with significant input by Soviet Military Intelligeee (GRU).

This fact emerged first in a letter dated 28th ©eto1991 from John
McGregor, then Leader of the House of Commons, tch&&l Spicer MP, in
which Mr McGregor wrote: 'You asked me for detafstreaty overtures to the
British Government from the Soviet Union. In Sepbem1990, the Soviet Union
proposed a bilateral document.... Much later, whiiehad become known that
the British-Russian bilateral treaty would be sdjnigy President Yeltsin and
the British Prime Minister, John Major, on 9th Noweer 1993, the author tele-
phoned the News Department of the Foreign and Caomalth Office and
asked them to confirm that the text of the newtyrbad originated in Moscow.

The Foreign Office spokesman, who commented goatsly that 'you
seem to be quite well informed’, duly conceded th& was indeed the case.
It is wholly inconceivable that if the British-Ries bilateral treaty was drafted
in Moscow, the others were not also drafted irRbssian capital - not least
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because the structure, content and syntax of #tids is wholly consistent
with what is known about the drafting peculiaritsSoviet intelligence.

While space precludes a detailed analysis herehef hilateral treaties
resulting from the 'bilateral treaty offensive’ swed under Gorbachev and
then continued seamlessly by Yeltsin [but see Ryteamong the more important
of their central consequences are that they indllig and collectively under-
mine NATO while ensuring that the European Uniorlsen-prospective
Common Foreign and Security Policy would need to vaeolly consistent
with Moscow's strategic objectives.

In particular, several of the bilateral treatiemtatn a clause modelled
upon the article in the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact athiprovided that neither
signatory, unilaterally anticipating aggression aythird party, may provide
military or other assistance to that party. Sinlcis depends upon one signat-
ory's arbitrary perception, it rules out, for im&ta, US access to Spanish bases
in any European crisis - because Spain would bexddo assume, in its own
interests, that Russia might accuse it of beingri@ly in breach of its bilateral
treaty obligations by even considering permittin§ Bccess to Spanish facilities.
In the case of the Russian treaty with France sReas been recruited as a fully-
fledged advocate and agent for Moscow in the ctidithe international com-
munity - a fitting role for a member of Presidertir@c's trilateral axis [see pages
32 and 93, and Note 1].

The bilateral treaties serve Moscow's strategier@sts not least because
the EU member countries are having to take thedms@me obligations arising
from the treaties under international law fullyardccount when meeting in the
collective forum of the European Union's Commonelgpr and Security Policy.
Although the author has drawn attention to thisciatufact in successive issues
of 'Soviet Analyst', and by other means, its sigaifce and straightforward logic
does not yet appear to have sunk in at officiaicpoiaking levels, given the
official blindness still infecting Western thinkirogn Russian issues.

The fact is that the 'bilateral treaty offensivelriched under President
Gorbachev and continued seamlessly into the Yelsa was initiated by the
Leninist strategists, inter alia, precisely in orde bring West European foreign
and security policies into conformity (‘sync’) witoscow's continuing revol-
utionary priorities for 'Europe from the Atlantio Vladivostok'. On 5th March
1992, a document entitled Temporary Provisionghef Ministry of Security of
the Russian Federation’, was approved by the forgugmreme Soviet. It laid
down that the (subsequently further reorganisedur@g Ministry ‘participates
in the preparation of international treaties andaanises their implementation
within the limits of the Ministry's competerfée’Even more pertinent is the fact
that, prior to his elevation, in succession to ‘g Timokhin, to the position of
chief of Soviet/Russian Military Intelligence (thdain Intelligence Directorate
of the General Staff, GRU), Lt-General Fyodor Lddygvas in charge of a
department within the GRU concerned with the pegioarof international treati®s

In 1993, having discussed these matters with a senjor retired British
naval officer, the Author agreed that the appraopridK authorities (especially
the Ministry of Defence) should be approached wifte argument that, both
individually and collectively, the Soviet/Russiaitateral treaties with key
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European powers (completed by the British bilatéredity in November 1993),

jeopardised NATO's freedom of action in a Europeangven a world, crisis,

Although the Author was not allowed to be informeidthe outcome of these

deliberations, it was later separately explaineditn that since NATO was a

defensive organisation, the 'Molotov-Ribbentroglusks in some of the treaties,
which addressed prospective aggression by a thiry, pcould not affect NATO's

role in any way. NATO was a defensive organisatang the bilateral treaties
were concerned with aggression; so the Author'scezos were unfounded,

since NATO would never be involved in aggression.

This may not have been the sole argument deplogedrder to neutralise

the Author's argument, but it was probably the n@ie. Of course, any such
official attitude would have been wholly spuriogsien back then, because the
impact of these clauses was likely to be precisalydescribed in the Spanish
example given above. But in the light of NATO's &ggion against Kosovo

and Belgrade in 1999 - after this 'defensive’ asgdion had effectively torn up

its Charter and had cancelled out the 'defensiilg' aany argument that the

Soviet-Russian bilateral treaties could not imms&iINATO in a severe crisis

prospectively involving the ‘former USSR', becaldATO was a 'defensive

alliance," has become even worse nonsense thahevesse in the early 1990s.

THE LENINISTS' ADOPTION OF RIGHT-WING TACTICS
In the Leninist tradition of deception, the 'denaogt unveiled in the 'post-Com-
munist era is not democracy in the Western sengesather ‘democratism’, a Soviet
word which the Author defines as 'the creation amantenance of the illusion of
democracy’. As Anatoliy Golitsyn warned in the autuof 1998 'Scratch these
new, instant Soviet "democrats’, "ant-Communistsid "nationalists" who have
sprouted out of nowhere, and underneath will bendfosecret Party members or
KGB agents. The West will pay dearly for its falim understand that 'perestroika’ is

not a denial of Leninism but a radical, creativd afiective application of the tactic
described by Lenin in 'LeftWing Communism - araftife Disorder'. In this document,
Lenin wrote that true revolutionaries should not diesid to discard revolutionary
phraseology and adopt right-wing tactics to camyaarevolutionary policy'.
Strongly critical of former President Nixon, whostatally influenced by the

globalist Dr Henry Kissinger - a man with a decigdemlirious pedigree who was a
close buddy of Anatoliy Dobrynin, the secret ChiRefzident of the ‘Inner KGB', and
long-term Soviet Ambassador to Washington - Golitaiso wrote, in March 1982
that 'Nixon puts too much trust in the former Comisiuleaders and in their instant
conversion into ‘'democrats’, 'non'-Communists amdependents'. He does not
realise that this is a tactical conversion alorg lthes of Lenin's classic advice to
Communists to abandon leftist and revolutionaryasits and to adopt a rightist,
opportunistic image in order to achieve theiratjiatobjectives'.

As Eduard Shevardnadze observed, in the coursa fteaview conducted by
Valentin Zorin on Soviet Television recorded befhie reappointment as USSR Minis-
ter of External Relations, a post he occupied foratter of weeks in late 1981f we
had not freed our foreign policy from ideologisaed as we used to say at that time,
class interests etc., we would have found it diffito find a common language with
our partners, and it would have been difficultteroome the military confrontation'.
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THE 'POLITICAL AFFAIRS' ARTICLE BY CARL BLOICE

Thus the evidence of strategic deception is sowhadming that Western policy-
makers can accurately be described as incompetdninadereliction of their duty
of care in properly looking after the intereststttd populations they are supposed
to serve. Instead of recklessly discarding thestititional memories and consign-
ing the contents of their strategic libraries te tecond-hand book market, the
British Ministry of Defence and the Foreign and @aonwealth Office, for exam-
ple, should have redoubled their analytical studiesrder to ascertain, in the light
of their 73 years' experience of Bolshevik Leniml&tlectical deception operations,
whether the abrupt '‘changes' carefully timed toade symbolically with the
200th anniversary of the French Revolution, wereige or false.

This could have been achieved at minimal expensappginting just a few
knowledgeable experts versed in deception theomgview the available Commun-
ist literature in the light of Leninist practicecathe course of events. For instance,
given the well-known fact that the Communist Pdd8A [CPUSA] had always,
since the days of Josef Stalin, enjoyed a spedilonship with the Kremlin, Western
experts should have taken note of the article wajgbeared in the May 1991 issue
of 'Political Affairs’, the Theoretical Journal tife Communist Party USA by the top
American Communist, Carl Bloite- a Black American who was a member of the
National Committee of the Communist Party USA aperated from Moscow as
correspondent for the CPUSA's other journal, 'leebfeekly World'.

The author has first-hand knowledge Shétat Carl Bloice was very close to
Gorbachev and the Kremlin; and both because ofatisand because of the tradition
that the Soviets had always attached special ienpmst since the days of Stalin, to
relations with the CPUSA, it is inconceivable tiia message contained in Bloice's
article did not accurately reflect the intent ofvigb strategy, having probably been
approved in advance by Soviet officials. In thigpamtant article, Bloice referred to the
use of 'special methods' in the pursuit of theegiya- 'special' being a KGB-revolu-
tionary euphemism for 'secfétBloice's article began with a quotation from Ixeni

The New Economic Policy introduces a number ofoitamt changes [which
are] due to the fact that in their entire policytransition from capitalism to socialism
the Communist Party and the Soviet Government awe adopting special methods
to implement this transiton and in many respeots aperating differently from the
way they operated before: they are capturing a eundb positions by a "new
flanking movement’, so to speak; they are drawiagkbin order to make better
preparations for a new offensive against capitalismparticular, a free market and
capitalism, both subject to state control, are heing permitted. .°”:

Bloice then went on to explain that the ‘changedeu Gorbachev 'are being
undertaken with a view to strengthening the systa®' Gorbachev had always
insisted. The switch to 'state-controlled capitallisvould indeed ‘require "special
methods™ - an allusion to the fact that the 'Newwn of Lenin's 'state-controlled
capitalism', which was in the process of beingpllest in parts of the ‘former' USSR,
was placed into the hands of the intelligence sesvirom the outset. Bloice quoted
Lenin as having written, in his letter To the Raus<olony in North America’ [1922], that
‘the New Economic Policy has changed nothing instial system of Soviet Russia’;
and he concluded that under Gorbachev, the Comtsunire simply following
Lenin's precedent in ‘operating differently froma way they operated before'.
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COVERT COMMUNISM, 'STATE-CONTROLLED CAPITALISM' & 'CRIMINALISM'

Thus the Russian banks which suddenly emerged frawhere were funded with
the hard currency proceeds of several decadesraitioa operations supervised by
the GRU, money being transferred from banks priynari Scandinavia - a develop-
ment which incidentally triggered banking probleimssome Scandinavian countries.
Early in 1992, President Yeltsin issued a decrethodsing Russian residents
to open foreign currency accounts. Huge networkerbérprises were taken over
from the outset by KGB and GRU officers: for insianzhirinovskiy has had many
irons in the fire: as a fully 'licensed’ GRU ‘ingliadist’, he was even, at one stage,
marketing goods and tee-shirts branded under his lmand name. This develop-
ment and the wholesale promotion by the intelligestructures of ‘criminalism’
beyond the long-established Soviet involvemenh@ dlobal drugs offensive - and
beyond the KGB's and the MVD's traditional invohemmnwith the Soviet mafiya -
have ensured that the 'market system' which thet,Viad the international fin-
ancial institutions such as the International Manet~und and the World Bank,
originally assumed would become roughly compardbleghe market systems in
the West, are controlled by the KGB-GRU in thergsts of the continuing Party
and its strategists. For the intelligence servitage 'controlled' the Soviet Govern-
ment, in effect, at least since Yuriy Andropov waeneral Secretary of the CPSU.
In June 1995, Oleg Poptsov, Director of the Secbiational TV Channel, let
the cat out of the bag when he told Obshchaya &aZéfe should not forget that
the representatives of the former political systeswe all adapted beautifully to the
new economic situation. They are in banking. Theyewthe first to understand all
the positive sides of a system of government-dietdraapitalism. They were very
good organisers, and they were pioneers in conatigng the country’.

They', of course, were, and remain, the 'specigltes of retrained ‘former'
KGB and GRU officers who seized control of the ecoy and the financial system
in 1990-91. These are the heirs of the Commuriistnadist organisation descended
fom Feliks Dzerzhinsky's Cheka, which Presidenttsifelcommended in a speech
delivered on 20th December 1997 (Cheka Day), aridhwPresident Putin has sim-
ilarly lost no opportunity to praise. Neither hagifPbothered to disguise that he is

a member of the CPSU and that the Soviet Unionimerimaexistence (and vice versa).
When CNN showed Mr Putin 'voting' at the Russiaarligmentary elections' in
December 1999, the I. D. booklet he handed tolék sitting across the table, so that
he could cast his ‘vote', clearly showed the &t@€CP' in a dark greyish colour on
the booklet's inside cover, a detail which CNN ppmsedly televising a ‘democratic,
post-Communist' election - failed to explain. Orth2@ecember 2001, Putin, who
was briefly in charge of the Federal Security $en[KGB] before his elevation to
the premiership and thence to the Presidencyssttéa his 'Cheka speech' that ‘the
main result of the security services' work overl#st decade is that they have become
an organic part of the democratic government, dsiral and necessary component.
Translated, this admission confirms what can edmlyestablished by reviewing the
pedigrees of key personnel on the Moscow polititafje - namely, that the Russian
Government is 'directed’, and has been ‘takenlayydiie intelligence services.

According to an official biography of Putin posted the Russian National
News Service website in 1997, but deleted fromesulsit biographies, Putin began
his career as a GRU military intelligence offiteter (in 1984) he attended the KGB
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Red Banner Institute of Intelligence (the Andropstitute). On 11th July 2001, the
BBC reported that Aleksei Musakov, a Russian ‘schelith 'known links' to the

Russian intelligence services, had told an intemat political science meeting in
Berlin that Mr Putin's 'path to power' had beenegally Russia's intelligence elite
under the direction of Yevgeniy Primakov - a reli@a incidentally, which confirms

this Author's view of the significance of Primaleovode-name, his family name
being Finkelstein [RFE/RL Security Watch, Volume#2;7, 19th July 2001]. In fact
Russia’s 'controlled democracy' is altogether & lnds of Soviet/Russian intel-
ligence officers, as was also admitted on Chekigt B001 -by Gennady Seleznyov,
Speaker of the Duma (Lower House of 'Parliamentien he added: ‘Let's congrat-
ulate the workers of [the] special services anchwtiem success in their difficult
work, especially since many of them are sitting fagnas here' in the Duma.

Intelligence officers, including GRU personnel likdadimir Zhirinovskiy,
were specially retrained to function as bankers lauglnessmen under cover of a
publicised reduction in the numbers of KGB pershrinem which the West drew
much satisfaction. But it turns out that the 'réidns’ which so impressed the West
at the time simply arose from the fact that thefieecs had been redeployed into
their new banking and 'biznes' roles', and as altem of cadres of hardened oper-
atives functioning in the underworld, and releafseth parts of the Stalinist GULAG
forced-labour system (which, however, has remainecbntinuous existence since the
1930s, and has even been expanded since theé&olapmmunism'’ [see page 102)).

The establishment of the 'New Form' of Lenin'stéstantrolled capitalism'
- whereby these KGB / GRU operatives literally tamler control of Soviet entities
and set up and ran the false 'free enterprise®mystwas noted by British intellig-
ence, but went unheeded among the Western polidgghalommunity. Nor has
the West yet understood that the KGB/GRU is engaggldbal ‘criminalism'.

Yet confirmation that this is so, has been provitlgdthe 'second echelon’
Leninist dialectical actor, Grigory Yavlinski. Innaoutbreak of Leninist candour
(not to be confused with the truth) in The Finalntimes', Mr Yavlinski explained:

'Far from creating a market economy and a politd@aocracy, Russia
has formed and consolidated a semi-criminal olfgarcThis malign structure
was largely in place under the old Communist systinut] after Communism's
collapse, it changed its appearance.... Old Sowigtster monopolies were left
untouched, competition was rejected. The nomemklateized control of the
Government and Russia's resources jointly with tnederground economy
and the criminal world. The new ruling elite isther democratic nor Communist,
neither conservative nor liberal, neither red noeeg. It is merely greedy and
rapacious.... Russian people and Western leadest umderstand the dangers
they confront. They should abandon their complaceabout Russia and its
supposed transition to a market economy. We ald niee worry about... the
criminal state that is emerging from the ruinghef Soviet empir®:

However, Yavlinski was being very economical witle truth. In addition to
repeating the lie about 'collapsible Communism'hicty as a ‘former’ Communist
himself he would have known to be inaccurate - &é led that the new ruling
elite was 'not Communist', while failing to pointitahat the intelligence services
were behind this controlled grab of state propeatyd were operating in the inter-
ests of the deception strategy. Yaviinski's Firziiaines article shows once again that
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an understanding of the dialectical method, witttiich lies jostie with the truth, enables the
observer to extract what is true from the Leninisipious wrappings of disinformation and
lies. Every statement from a Russian source, witageslitical label is carried, must
be analysed with a view to separation of the liesntains from any buried truth,
just as it is necessary in archaeology to sievdrdim a dig.
It was quite true that what had emerged from ‘peitde Communism'
was the criminal state (with its external extersiohis is the manifestation and
ultimate consummation of Lenin's revolutionary modehe unavoidable conse-
guence, in fact, of the contemporary triumph ot #al, which the Leninist World
Revolution is in the process of exporting to theol@hworld. As a result, experts
now say that Colombia - long targeted for penematind control by the GRU as
a key drug centre - is 100% a criminalist stateljlemine assessment for Mexico is
70%. The current estimate for the United Statesit to be 30%. Actually, the truth
about false 'free enterprise' is different, and hmmore sinister, even than the so-
called 'moderate reformer' Grigory Yavlinski implie namely, that the Leninist
strategists have grafted onto their 'New Form' ehil's 'state-controlled capital-
ism' formula, their long experience of ‘criminalisrand in a demonically ‘creative’
(Leninist) manner, as a weapon for the perpetuatiwhfunding of KGB-GRU-Party
control and for the simultaneous worldwide expmntaiof organised criminality in
pursuit not just of state, but of global revolution strategic objectives. The primary
thrust of KGB-GRU 'criminalism’ is the global drtrgfficking business which, as
Dr Joseph D. Douglass explains in 'Red CocaineDitigging of Ametrica and the West,

is an intelligence operation run by the GRU, begdiuis considered to be a form
of sabotage. The GRU also controls the Sovietg-dstablished global terrorism
offensive - the current manifestation of which iodted from decisions ratified by
the Tricontinental Conference organised by Sovigtlligence in January 1966 in
Havana, resulting initially in the establishment afnetwork of terrorism training
camps outside the Cuban capital under the comiblsapervision of KGB Colonel
Vadim Kotchergine. These became the model for tceessive ‘generations' of train-
ing camps and their cadres of international tetsothat have since become such an
effective revolutionary scourge of the whole worlthe GRU's drug operations are
run in close coordination with the internationalrdésm operation. In both cases,
Soviet Military Intelligence provides directionsdipline and a coordinating role.

In addition, and as an increasingly important adjun drug operations, the
GRU-controlled global mafiya has long since bradchet and burrowed into many
other 'business' activities, especially into bamkamd the financial sector. Yet as late
as 2001, two years after the publication of 'Redaide’, Western governments had
apparently still not understood the central impagaof the Soviet drug offensive,
both as a sabotage operation and as a means ifigetie 'engine rom' of capital-
ism: the banking system. After this Author had sembpy of Dr Douglass's book to
Britain's so-called 'Drug Czar', appointed by T®igir, there was zero response. A
follow-up telephone call and the supply of a furtbepy, made no difference. The
man resigned from his post late in 2001, havingeaed nothing. However a senior
official of HM Customs and Excise was more sensiilideast having the courtesy to
reply, indicating that the book would be read vaéire at a high level. That this was
urgently necessary is shown by the illustrationgpage 67 of a Russian 'self-assembly’
submarine under construction in Colombia, whichted® used for the transport-
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ation of drugs. It was intercepted by Colombiaelligence in September 2000 while
secretly under construction in a warehouse neaotog

Collaboration between the FBI, MI6 and other Waeasiatelligence services
with Russian intelligence entities in 'the fightiagt organised crime', as in respect of
parallel coordination in the fight against inteioraal terrorism’, enables the Leninist
criminalists to learn first-hand how Western polegerts operate against the very
criminal activities for which the Leninist activese themselves responsible - and to
dupe their Western counterparts into believing thay are dedicated to ‘rooting
out' organised criminality. In reality, they arerfiselves instrumental in spreading its
tentacles throughout the world, in parallel witeittby now long-established global
narcotics operations, - a point that simple-mintééestern policemen and their pol-
icymaking superiors seem incapable of grasping. Sitwation has deteriorated to
such a degree that in some British cities - Wobsenbtion, for instance - the police
refrain from entering certain neighbourhoods, wharery category of drug can be
obtained in large guantities on demand. In facBiksh police now openly refuse to
provide protection of any sort in areas where theligve their officers might come to
harm. So the GRU-sponsored global drugs offensage daccessfully converted parts
of ‘civilised' Britain, well beyond lawless Northefreland, into 'no-go’ areas where
law and order has simply ceased to exist at digget.

Following controversy in the United States over #mpearance in the US
press of photographs of a particularly odious-lagkiatvian GRU officer, Grigory
Loutchansky, shaking hands with President Clintorthe White House, the former
Director of Central Inteligence, Mr R. James Weglspublished a statement on 6th
November 1996 in which he, like others, criticigbd fact that the US Democratic
National Committee had issued an invitation to fRissian underworld creature to
dine with the President. Mr Woolsey's statementladed with the following obser-
vation: 'At a Congressional hearing in April, thé®irector of Central Intelligence,
John Deutch, identified Grigory Loutchansky's compaNORDEX, as an organis-
ation associated with Russian criminal activitpdr. Deutch then refused to discuss
the company any further in open session to aveilbding sensitive informatidh'

That made it clear beyond any doubt that the ClAwkiperfectly well that
NORDEX is/ was an organisation run by Soviet igtice. (Other former Soviet Bloc
entities with the suffix 'ex, such as KINTEX [semge 68] and GLOBEX, are also 'KGB
firms"). Despite this fact, the nasty Mr Loutchanskas duly photographed with the
President in the White House. The fatuous illuglet the Russians were as inter-
ested in ‘cracking down on organised crime' aslthiied States, had been encour-
aged on 7th April 1996, by Boris Tereschenko, ef gh-called Russian 'Directorate of
Economic Crime', when announcing that he was wgprigith the US Secret Service
to fight money-laundering. Within two years, mgnéundering scandals involving
Russian operatives pre-positioned by Soviet igaiite to monitor and handle the
ever-expanding flows of drug money proceeds thrahghWestern banking system
via the Bank of New York, the Republic National Barf New York and other West-
ern institutions, had briefly become headline neafter $4.6 bilion of money lent to
Russia by the International Monetary Fund had keadisvia Russia's tame money-
laundering centre in southern Cyprus. The necessamney-laundering facilities in
Cyprus had been established in the late 1980s lyeAiromyko's son, who had
abruptly vacated a senior position at the Soviatl&my of Sciences. He had later
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Colombian Police and Navy officers inspect key components of a huge Russian-fabricated submarine in
Facatativa, just outside Bogota, the capital of Colombia, on 7th September 2000. On the preceding day,
Colombian Palice officials had discovered the submarine under construction in a shed, along with docu-
ments in Russian, Spanish and English. Police and Naval officials said that the submarine would have been
capable of shipping 200 tons of cocaine below the ocean's surface. Its largest component measured 100 feet
long by 11 feet wide. INSET: Captain Fidel Azula stands inside a large component to measure its dimensions.
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surfaced in Cyprus, where his name was for some {iseed under his family name,
Katz, in the Limassol telephone directory.

In March 1996, 24 top 'law enforcement' officialenfi Russia's Ministry of
Internal Affairs [MVD] completed a ‘leadership mgement program' at the Federal
Bureau of Investigation Academy in Quantico, VAlegthening series of such coop-
erative bilateral arrangements had been inaugurstiating as early as 1988, between
Western intelligence agencies and Soviet inteltigeto ‘fight organised crime'.

On 11th November 1999, the Bulgarian AmbassadtnetdJnited States, Philip
Dimitrov, addressed a meeting in Washington attbrmyethe Author. His theme was
the progress of Bulgaria generally 'since thedalCommunism'. As soon the Ambas-
sador invited comments, the Author asked the fafignguestion: ‘Is the official
Bulgarian firm known as KINTEX sitill in businessnroy KGB officers and trafficking in
drugs?' Taken aback, the Ambassador blurted oetessly that the KGB people
who were running KINTEX have been cleared out!][sitith this slip, the Bulgar-
ian Ambassador confirmed officially - for the fitsihe - (a) that KINTEX ‘was' (is)
a KGB firm and (b) the Bulgarian connection to tiebal Soviet drugs offensive to
demoralise the West. When the author immediatagspd home with a supplemen-
tary question - asking: 'Is KINTEX still involved idrug-trafficking?'- Mr Dimitrov,
looking irritated, repeated his earlier stateméat tthe KGB people who were run-
ning KINTEX have been cleared out. Immediatelyerafthe question-and-answer
session, he left the building. Before leaving ‘hith nose out of joint, he had TWICE
confirmed, under pressure, that KINTEX ‘was' (idK@B firm and also, by implic-
ation, that it ‘was' (is) handling drug-traffickirgperations. This single slip provided
first-hand confirmation of the thesis of Dr JosBigluglass's book.

Now any logical person would have thought thathi& tnon-Communist
Bulgarian Government was interested in improvindgg&ta's image, it would long
since have procured the liquidation of KINTEX -tézl of which, as Mr Dimitrov
revealed, it had remained in existence a decaeeth#i ‘changes' of 1989-91. As for
the suggestion that KGB officers can be ‘cleardad(by implication, by the Bulgar-
ian authorities), this was plainly ridiculous -cgnit is of course the relabelled KGB
that is in control, not the other way round. It egms that, caught off-guard, Mr
Dimitrov, in addition to being unexpectedly frankas being 'economical with the
truth’. The strong likelihood is that KINTEX remaim the drug business, and that
it remains under the control of the intelligencevises (the Bulgarian KGB being
simply a ‘branch’ of the relabelled Russian KGBith WRussian intelligence officer-
serving within it). It should be pointed out hehattwhile the GRU remains very
much in overall charge of the global drug offensivecause as noted it is sabotage,
the KGB handles certain practical aspects (sucinakge case of KINTEX, training
and providing staff for the operation), especidlig investment and management
of the resulting financial accruals.

Writing in the journal 'Soviet Analy8t the Author noted that 'before the ‘fall
of Communism’, US intelligence officials knew alboat Soviet two-track tactics.
How about revisiting that knowledge and applyingpate? The GRU-KGB - and its
proxies such as the Bulgarian intelligence servican the ‘criminalism' sub-strat-
egy, while open agencies of the Russian Governfingint it, with Western official
intelligence, funding and police help. That way, setaw can simultaneously monitor,
control and impede Western investigations, leavdnigewildered and at the mercy of
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global criminalism'. With the subsequent spreathefevil spirit of Lenin's ‘criminal
state' worldwide, these observations are even perinent today than when that
grave warning was published in December 1996.

In a taped transcript published in 'Komsomolskayavd®' in April 199%, Otari
Kvantrishvili, a Georgian mafia ‘leader' (subsedyemurdered, which is typically
the fate of such operators when they start to plagie own interests ahead of those
of the revolutionary collective's instructions, tagy frequently do), remarked: 'They
write that | am the mafia's godfather. [But] it wadimir Lenin who was the real
organiser of the mafia and who set up the crinsietie’.

On 7th June 1994, The Washington Times cited aidRussvestigative journ-
alist, Yuriy Schekochikhin, as the source for a&eshent that Kvantrishvili had been
'surrounded by people close to the President, famaiters, actors and police gener-
als™ On the same theme, the former 'second echeler-President of Lithuania,
Algirdas Katkus, told a French publication in 1985t ‘one tries to make Westerners
believe that the mafiya is the product of post-Comsm, whereas in reality it is
organised, controlled and staffed by the K&Bwvhich remains a criminal organ-
isation as has been the case since the days @htli@. Since Russian sources have
openly admitted this to be the case, why has thet |[déed no attention?

The US intelligence community had long since beeminded by Anatoliy
Golitsyn of the fact that Soviet intelligence colsrand manipulates Russian organ-
ised criminality. In a Memorandum to the Centrdklligence Agency entitled The
Cost of Misplaced Trust' dated 27th September 1@88wing the murder of the CIA
officer Fred Woodruff near Thilisi in August thatay, Golitsyn wrot&

The Russian and Soviet 'security organs' have kmmganised and renamed
many times in their history without these changgsifeantly affecting their person-
nel, their mentality or their operations. The régaorganisation and alleged reform
of the KGB is no exception. When Lenin's New EcoigoRolicy with its limited
toleration of domestic and foreign capitalism watsoduced in the 1920s, the KGB's
predecessor set up a new department, which becaomen las the Economic Depart-
ment, to deal with smuggling, currency offenceagclblmarket operations and other
economic crimes. In order to control the activilidsdomestic and foreign capitalists
the Economic Department resorted to recruiting ¥vesentrepreneurs by blackmail
or other means. In his original report to the 8ritithe GRU defector Walter Krivitsky
stated that five or six out of every ten Westersiri@ssmen in the USSR [had been]
recruited by the Soviets'.

'In the US context it was the Economic Departméat tecruited Armand
Hammef® and others. The Department provided the Sovietceewith some of its
best legal and illegal Rezidents like Vassili Zarutiormer illegal and legal Rezident
in Europe and the United States, Yevgeniy Mitskeviormer Rezident in Italy, and
Aleksandr Orlov, former Rezident in Germany anché&ea All of them, while serv-
ing abroad, ran agents recruited by the Economigafment. With the adoption
of the new strategy in 1959 the KGB re-establighedEconomic Department as the
Anti-Contraband Department under Sergey Fedoseyev'.

'This Department arrested possible future Sovidiegreneurs and black-
mailed foreign diplomats and officials engaged imrancy offences or black mar-
ket dealings.... In parallel with the Economic Dépant, the Soviet Ministry of
the Interior maintained a department known as 8IS which was responsible
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for uncovering theft and embezzlement of state eastgpand which developed an
extensive network of secret agents in the crimmald. No doubt, with the present
acceptance of domestic and foreign capitalism & @S, the successors of the
Economic Department and the OBKhS will energeticaixpand their agent

networks among domestic and foreign entreprenadrsraminals'.

Confirmation of the accuracy of this disturbing dicdon - based upon Mr
Golitsyn's background knowledge of Leninist revohdary and criminalist preced-
ents - has become embarrassingly conspicuous,thetiproliferation of Russian and
East European criminalist operatives and activedl illVestern countries since the so-
called 'end of the Cold War'. The previously mem scandals which erupted in
1998 surrounding the Bank of New York, the Republitional Bank and some
other prominent institutions that had employed esigussians who later provided
insider’ money-laundering services for the KGBiyaafrepresented merely the most
widely publicised of innumerable scams perpetraiade 1991 by Russian intellig-
ence operatives - including Ponzi pyramids and dthedulent operations.

For as noted, ‘criminalism' is being employed bg tiontinuing Leninist
strategists as a ‘creative’ new, revitalised diroensf the revolutionary attack
on Western societies - to increase opportunitiespnetration, subversion and
control, to assist with the money-laundering of timtold wealth accumulated for
the World Revolution through the GRU's global nicsooperations, to penetrate
Western banks and corporations, and to gain adoesensitive banking records
for blackmail and other nefarious purposes in titerésts of the New Collectivist
World Order. Regrettably, since they appear to ek understanding of Leninist
strategy, Western intelligence services and pdiqeerts have failed to identify the
phenomenon of ‘criminalism’, let alone that it s iatelligence operation of the
KGB, with the GRU in charge of its global narcotiosnponent.

Yet this theme was further confirmed by the RusSanurity Council official
and intelligence strategist, Arkadiy Volskiy one whose multiple tasks is/was to
head up the Union of Industrialists and Entrepnen@IGB ‘biznesmen’], who was
cited by ‘lzvestia’ of 21st September 9% speaking openly of ‘the criminalisation
of society in the broadest sense. The criminalctsties came down to us from
the Communist past. In 1990-91, the economy céabeda shadow economy'.

In other words, Volskiy, who knew what he was tajkabout - being himself
a member or director of the Leninist inteligendesmalist apparatus - admitted
that the huge Soviet underground economy, histigricantrolled and penetrated
by the KGB, had become the major component ofvildle' economy - the very
newest and most sophisticated manifestation of niserdtate-controlled capitalism
With Bolshevik-style ‘'in-your face' candour, Volskimplied that this 'sad' develop-
ment was a ‘fact of life', a 'hangover from Commsmi- a problem with which the
whole world would simply have to come to terms, awidch must be tolerated as
part of the price of Communism's 'collapse’.

What he did not bother to elaborate upon was tle tfaat 'criminalism'’
has been grafted onto the Leninists' global WoeddRition offensive and that the
objective is to impose Lenin's ‘criminal state' mlodthe wholesale ‘criminalisation
of society' - upon the whole world. The strategists not just replicating the behaviour
of former SS officers who cornered the black mankeGermany after the Second
World War: they are emulating it worldwide in timgarests of their strategy of
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imposing their Revolution and its sick values ugba whole of humanity. And
‘criminalism’' has prospectively lethal economic samuences. For instance, as
the proceeds of drug-trafficking are laundered ilégitimate' businesses, such
as huge bookstore chains, those businesses gyabeetime monopolies - pushing
smaller retailers to the wall. Drug-trafficking thueads to the establishment of
monopolies 'by other means' - that is to say, Stefs economic conditions that are
conducive to, and consistent with, the ultimatecihje of globalised collectivism.

A parallel objective of ‘criminalism' generally t® discredit capitalism by
spreading criminalism everywhere, so that the tiegubnarchic conditions can be
exploited to press for 'global justice' - a prefsitgi for the World Dictatorship. In
1995. this aim was discussed in the Russian Foldigistry's journal 'International
Affairs'® by the Russian Interior Minister of the day, Viktderin, who called for
urgent '‘common... national legislation... to harisenthe approach of countries
in the fight against organised crime and to engshee inevitable punishment of
persons involved in this activity irrespective bk tplace and country where they
may have committed their crimes'.

At 5.00 pm on 27th July 1996, a report on US NatidPublic Radio asserted
that General Aleksandr Lebed had commented asviolim the destruction of TWA
Flight 800, which had occurred ten days earlienjtshafter the plane had taken off
from Kennedy Airport en route to Paris: This bamgoshows that international terror
is a problem requiring broader coordination in retevents', the unmistakable
implication being that ‘future events', such asd¢hof 11th September 2001 when the
World Trade Center in New York City and the Pentag®re attacked by hijacked
commercial aircraft, were already being plannedtainly, the ‘coordination’ between
Russia and the West against the 'global threaftefnational terrorism which Lebed
pressed for in 1996, quickly fell into place aftieose event§’

Thus the 'need for a 'common global justice systen essential compon-
ment of the structure of the intended global dictdtip, is being provoked by the
World Revolution, which is itself responsible, undiee overall supervision of Soviet
Military Intelligence, for the ‘international terim’' provocation. This dimension of
the World Revolution is replicated by the EU's atted Third Pillar, which imposes
a common system of policing and ‘justice' across Ehropean political collective,
in the form of a 'single European justice space' @m executive federal police force
(Europol) taking its orders from a Single Europ@arblic Prosecutor - the intended
consequences being, in Britain's case, the supglaot the Common Law, habeas
corpus (the bedrock of British freedom) and heheedntire basis of British legality.
In pursuance of this revolutionary objective, late 2001, the Fabian Blair

Government 'surreptitiously’ incorporated part lné tEU's Leninist Third Pillar'

into UK law under cover of its anti-terrorist ldgtion, in the face of a justified

uproar in the House of Lords, where it was at qomated out that the inclusion
of these provisions had nothing to do with therivdgonal terrorism measures.
One consequence of this will have been the inttmmucf powers enabling a
resident of, say, Greece, to apply to a magisfat@ European Arrest Warrant to
have someone in Britain arrested on one or morthef32 counts listed in the
relevant Euro-legislation - one of which includegrame of 'xenophobia' which is
not recognised at all in English law. In resportge, national police will be bound
to arrest the individual concerned and to haved@ported to Greece to face



72 THE EUROPEAN UNION COLLECTIVE

indefinite imprisonment, without the habeas corgageguard. The British courts
would have no jurisidiction over the case*.

The European Union Collective will then only need expand its already
extensive list of ‘crimes' to include all criticisphthe European Union, for the Leninist
EU structures and Europol to have acquired powargparable, if not greater than,
those of the Soviet KGB - and for a de facto Ewmopeollectivist dictatorship to
have been established with the full support, ia tuntext, of the treacherous West-
minster Parliament, which has long since ceaseskriee the interests of the British
people in favour of its own de facto revolutionatgology. And it is no surprise that
the 'Mother of Parliaments' has been terminallyoséd in this way: as Lenin
informed the Second World Comintern Congress in0,198e revolutionary General
Staff... is vitally concerned in having its scogtirparties in the parliamentary
institutions of the bourgeoisie in order to faaititthis task of destruction'.

As US Congressional staffers observed in 1961 waealysing the report
by the Czechoslovak Communist Party's officialdniah, Jan Kozak, on how the
Communists used the procedures of the postwar CRadrament both to seize
power and to consolidate their usurped power aftetsy ‘parliaments can be
helpful post-revolution vehicles for transformingentbcratic nations into fully-
fledged Communist states' [refer to page XXIX, &efNote 18, and page 122]. The
Labour Government's incorporation in late 2001 aft mf the European Union's
Third Pillar' provisions into its anti-terrorisnillbsuggests that the Revolution in
Britain has already taken place, and that the Vifesten Parliament under the Fabian
Tony Blair's direction is simply engaged in corgating it, while the British sleep.
EU national governments have acquired the Lenidisteption habits which
accompany membership of the collective. For ingtarmoth the '‘Conservative'
Government of John Major and the Fabian Labour fBovents have handled the
vexed issue of Britain's participation in the Gugilee Currency system dialectically.
The way this works is that the Government appeplt over the issue, and within
the parliamentary party. Thus Mr Blair (who onasodt for Parliament on a platform
advocating UK withdrawal from the EEC altogethetpied a fanatically pro-Euro
stance, preaching the standard misrepresentatibBiitain would be 'left behind'

* On 27th December 2001, while nobody was paying attention due to the Christmas and New Year holidays, the
European Commission implemented a 'Christmas coup' by imposing legally-binding 'anti-terrorism measures
which became law overnight in Britain without the 'need' for parliamentary debate. The sly manoeuvre, which
was perpetrated under an EU process known as 'written procedure' (essentially, like a ukase, or mediaeval
decree), was brought to light by Statewatch and publicised by the investigative reporter Ambrose Evans-Pritcharc
in The Daily Telegraph on 19th January 2002. Statewatch accused the EU of ‘declaring war on democracy under
the guise of the war on terrorism'. While presented as a 'tidying-up exercise’, the so-called 'Christmas coup’
covered a broad swathe of ‘terrorist’ activity and asylum policy, circumventing the political process at both
European and national parliamentary levels. It changed the legal language, eroding safeguards added to the
separate, formal EU ‘anti-terrorism' package agreed in principle by EU Justice Ministers at Laeken, Belgium, on
6th December 2001. For example, the imposed ‘legislation’ requires EU governments to crack down on ‘passive’
support for terrorism, an ominously vague catch-all phrase which was not used in the formal ‘anti-terrorism'
package. Statewatch added that the 'Christmas coup' represented an incoherent and muddled mix of Community
and EU law, and United Nations resolutions. The episode illustrated several themes of this book: (1) The Europee-
Union operates deceitfully; (2) It is the devious and malevolent enemy of its Member States - in this case, as it
severely undermines scope for legitimate protest and criticism, since 'passive’ support for terrorism is not (of
course) defined, and could be taken to mean all criticism of the EU Collective itself, which is almost certainly the
intention; (3) The constituent captive EU Member States, having recklessly delegated ‘general powers' to the
Collective, are shown to be absolutely powerless in the face of the constant onslaught of oppressive measures
inflicted upon them by the EU's structures; (4) The national political elites do nothing to arrest this torrent of
oppressive 'legislation’; and (5) The European Commission is accelerating the ‘coup d'etat by installments' to the

stage reached in Czechoslovakia immediately prior to the full-scale postwar Communist takeover: see comments
above, and by Anatoliy Golitsyn on page 36; and further details on pages XXIX, XXXVI [Note 18], and page 122.
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if it failed to abandon the pound and adopt theoEwhile his Chancellor of the
Exchequer, Mr Gordon Brown, was darkly said bydfiigials to ‘oppose’ early entry
or to be 'lukewarm' about it - his exact positiontioe matter being left vague. It had
to be, because Mr Brown's function was to actaslgun of the antithesis to the Prime
Minister's thesis. Of course the synthesis - thareld and intended outcome that
Britain's currency must be collectivised along veiththe other EU currencies - would
be achieved after the Government and its allisssted by the European Commission,
had devoted large resources to assureed & the Euro referendum. Once that has
been obtained, the ancient British nation will hlaeen destroyed. As Sig. Romano
Prodi said prior to the changeover from nationalkbates and coin to the Collective
Currency's specie, ‘the two pillars of the natimtesare the sword and the currency,
and we have changed thaf in accordance with Ledltimate aim of destroying the
state' - except that the qualification 'ultimaset be omitted.
Just like the Soviets, the European Union speesli;m lies, deception and
subterfuge. Foreign Office papers released in Longtwder the 30-year rule show
that after Britain, Ireland, Denmark and Norway teaplied for membership of
the Common Market in June 1970, the six originatigpants in the Collective
realised that these four countries would controtemihan 90% of Europe's fish
stocks; so they laid an ambush by agreeing in ipl;ca few hours before the
applications arrived, that all fish in Western Ewwan waters would represent
‘a common resource'. Note this early evidencellefativist intent. Mr Christopher

Booker, who has made a speciality out of monitokitd) deceit and lies for The
Sunday Telegraph, reported on 6th January 2002'abathe documents [released]
for 1970 made clear, the "Six" knew that this Wagal', as it was not authorised

by the original Treaty of Rome, the initial versiohthe 'rolling collectivist Treaty'.

But they gambled that the new applicants would havaccept their decision as
part of the established body of Common Market L#we (acquis communautaire’).
Thus the 'Six' acted criminally; but the Heath Goreent decided to ignore their
illegal putsch, for fear of prejudicing the negttias. In fact, in the White Paper
sent to every British household on its Europeaityothe Heath Government lied
that ‘the Community has recognised the need togehds fisheries policy’, which,
as Mr Booker pointed out, was 'quite untrue'. Aftsheries had become the only
issue delaying agreement between Britain and threpean Economic Commun-
ity, the Heath Government decided that the 22,000sIB fishermen were ‘politic-
ally insignificant' - whereupon the British negttia Geoffrey Rippon, informed
the House of Commons that ‘we retain full jurisdictover the whole of our coastal
waters up to 12 miles', which was likewise ‘whaligtrue'. Christopher Booker's
report concluded: 'lt is clear from the files (esled under the 30-year rule) that
Rippon's officials knew that none of this was true'

This was indeed the genesis of the tradition aigybver European issues
by national civil servants and their supine pdalititmasters’, which has brought
the Westminster Parliament into general disrepnte ks resulted in such cynicism
towards politicians among the British people thatoginion poll taken in early
January 2002 found that while 73% of the Britismted nothing whatsoever to do
with the Euro, most thought that Britain would emgl participating in the Collec-
tive Currency scheme anyway because ‘the poliiciaifl take us in against our
will'. Since the EU exists to collectivise evemtiithe electorate is quite correct.
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CPSU FREED FROM ADMINISTRATION, TO CONCENTRATE ON STRATEGY

As we have seen, Carl Bloice confirmed in the Mag1lissue of 'Political Affairs'

that Gorbachev's deception strategy was modellenh wipe dialectical deception
principles of Lenin's 'New Economic Policy’, maradey the 1920s Cheka under
Dzerzhinskiy - noting that 'in many respects, tlaeg operating "differently from

the way they operated before™, a direct quotatiom Lenin's 'Draft Thesis on the
Role and Functions of the Trade Unions Under the Beonomic Policy, with which

Bloice had begun his article. This was an authritaconfirmation, published in

the West, from a Communist source in the Kremfat the ‘economic restructur-
ing' over which Gorbachev was presiding, had aflusixely Leninist content.

In conformity with Lenin's own preference for rewmnary activity over
governing the Soviet Union he had created, at itk of the ‘perestroika’ softening-
up period, the Communist Party went back 'undergiopurom whence it had
emerged - freed from the day-to-day managemenffaifsa in order that it could
concentrate all its resources on implementing thategy of global revolution.
The Party had acquired long experience of undengr@ctivity prior to 1917; in
the areas of the Soviet Union which were occupiedsbrmany during the Second
World War; and in countries around the world in akhihe Communist Party was
banned. In a Memorandum warning the CIA's DirectbiCentral Intelligence of
the perils of Western partnership with Russiamofmeérs' and ‘democrats’, Ana-
toliy Golitsyn pointed out in 1993 that ‘the 65 lioit or more former Communist
Party and Komsomol members did not disappear angeh¢heir views overnight.
The Party operated underground for fifteen yeafsréethe October Revolution
and again during the Second World War in Germaoyed Soviet territory....
For over seventy years the CPSU led the world's maamst Parties, both legal
and illegal. The Party did not lose its expertiseunderground work: it retains its
capacity to operate effectively behind the scenea pseudo-democratic system as
well as openl{’. Thus underground activity is integral to Parherations - as a
Communist Information Bulletin' (a supplement tooNdf Marxist Review') dating
from 1971, reporting a Plenum Meeting of the Geeknmunist Party, stressed:

'It is imperative [for Party workers and members]understand that every
Communist must be well trained in underground #ie®s Conditions of under-
ground work require that Party members... gain mxpee in underground work
[and] be irreconcilable towards any violation o€ thules of conspiracy[Note 3b]
'Freed from day-to-day supervision over the econof@plitsyn had also written
in March 198% - anticipating by no less than two and a half yehe 'banning' of
the Soviet Communist Party and its temporary mote the shadows - ‘the Party
will devote itself to guiding and implementing gsroika’ in the USSR and Eastern
Europe and to implementing the strategy in the WHse¢ Soviet Party apparatus
will become a true General Staff of world revolntito be carried out through
the strategy of 'perestroika”. Note Golitsyn's edfid_enin's phrase 'General Staff
[see excemt from Lenin's speech to the Secondd\Vamintern Congress, page 72]. And
as Wiliam Z. Foster, the leader of the CPUSA m 1930s put it, ‘when Lenin led in
forming the Communist International in 1919, hdedait "the General Staff of the
World Revolution®,

Golitsyn added, just as prophetically, that 'despite apparent renuncia-
tion of ideological orthodoxy, Communist ideologyl grow stronger and more
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mature. As ‘perestroika’ proceeds, ideology in @@mmunist countries will be
reasserted. Each success for ‘perestroika’ wilforeé the belief of Party members
and young Communists in the correctness of theoligy and their cau&k'
This particular prediction has special resonance tfe Author, given the
unfolding of events on 14th March 1995 when he insted to address a distin-
guished gathering of analysts at The Institute a@frldvPolitics, on recent develop-
ments in the former' Soviet Union [see also Intetidn, page 15, and Note 30]. The
object of the exercise had been to ascertain tbenes of Golitsyn's new work,
The Perestroika Deception'. The Author formed dineng impression that publica-
tion of this book was interpreted by some of thpeesent as presenting a threat
to their assessments of the 'collapse of Communisiter two hours of the presen-
tation, this hunch was proved to be correct whenlristitute's Director, John Lenc-
zowski, intervened to assert, wholly without refiees to anything the Author had
said, that the Communist Party could not have oedl its activities since its ideol-
ogy nad collapsed. The problem some of those pregparently faced was how to
reconcile their observation that the intelligenegvises remained hyperactive and
conspicuous, with their mistaken assumption thatgplintered Communist Party
was defunct; yet they were not interested in hgdhat the Party not only continued
to exist, but was busily working underground dirgctdemocratism' and providing
the necessary guidance and instructions to thiigetee services and the millions of
Komsomol and other actives who were engaged, acgotd the new 'state of the
whole people’ model, in implementing various din@rs of the stratedy:
Mr Lenczowski had written in this vein to an iniglince correspondent
in November 1998 noting that ‘although most of the nomenklatuea alt still in
place, they must operate without the two most poteapons of totalitarianism
they used to have at their disposal - the ideolagyan instrument of enforcing
conformity, and the organised weapon, the Partyichwis completely splintered
due to the absence of a Party line'.
This was a serious misreading of the situationth®rcontrary:

1 The revised and updated ideology of prosecutireg World Revolution
'by other means' has 'reinforced the belief ofyPaembers and young Cornmun-
ists in the correctness of their ideology and tbaiise' [Golitsyn] - thereby encour-
aging and consolidating a revitalised global refahary Leninist conformity, the
essence of which Mr Lenczowski had failed to detedtunderstand.

2. The Communist Party of the Soviet Union remdotally in control of
the revolutionary strategy and its implementaticontrary to the beliefs of some
of the US experts present at the March 1995 sepasavill now be demonstrated.

In a Memorandum to the CIA dated February 1993 tdlgaGolitsyn had
reiterated that the Communists, with their hande from having to manage state
affairs, were free to devote all their resourced anergies to strategy. The polit-
ical elite still consists of the 25 million ‘forme&Communists and 50 million young
Communists who are the most active political elénmerRussia and the ‘indepen-
dent' states, and who retain real power. This @litaates, permeates and directs
the new parties and opposition groups, even theSamitic ones, in accordance
with the demands of the strategy. The elite reseigeidance through various
government and semi-official chann&ls'

At the presentation in Washington, the Author weher interrupted by
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Mr Herb Romerstein, a US analyst, who exclaimedsujppose you are going to
tell us next, that the Communist Party of the Sameon still exists, are you?'

This was a most unfortunate intervention on hig piice the Author was at that
very moment about to remind the distinguished ligégice experts present that the
September-October 1994 issue of 'Political Affdiatl contained, among a display
of congratulatory messages to the CPUSA on thesioccaf the US Party's 75th
anniversary celebrations, a message of praise fremMoscow City Committee,
CPSU'. Two references to this structure had beélisped - the first in an introd-
uction to the messages (page 38 of that issuejhanskecond on page 43 of 'Political
Affairs® .. The Moscow City Committee of the CPSU condgée you on the
75th anniversary of the founding of the Communisttyp USA and on the 70th
anniversary of the Communist press in the UnitedeSt.

In the April 1995 issue of 'Political Affairs', arther reference, this time to
the central coordinating political role of the Coomst Party of the Soviet
Union, appeared in an article by Sam Webb, Segrefathe Labor Commission
of the CPUSA, reporting on his attendance in Jgnu8e5 at the Third Congress
of the Communist Party of the Russian Federatiba {fPRF], led by Gennadiy
Zyuganov. This was one of the ‘fractions' into Whibhe Communist Party of
the Soviet Union 'split' in 1991. Letting anothet out of the bag, perhaps on the
assumption that no-one other than dedicated Consin@arty members would
ever read 'Political Affairs’, Mr Webb reported:

Also attending were other components of the Comshuniovement in
Russia. The most prominent was the Communist Pafitythe Soviet Union,
which acts as a coordinating structure of the gmaribf the former USSR.
Eventually, its aim is to become a fully-fledgedtp®’.

This passage reflected (a) the reality that the (GR®rking ‘underground’,
remains in overall covert supervisory charge oftladl false Third Way' political
labels (‘'splinters’ of the Party) adopted in 198i¢l (b) an underlying intention
that, at the appropriate time, the CPSU might rergenfrom the shadows to hold
the reins of power overtly. This would occur whée taccelerating progress made
by the World Revolution had reached a stage attwtiie reassertion of overt
Communism, even if initially semi-disguised, wouildve become globally accept-
able - since as previously discussed, ‘convergente’'occur on the Leninists' terms,
and as far as possible in accordance with thegtdibte, although this remains flex-
ible given inevitable uncertainties (= 'Life"). Awsatters stand, and as has already
been noted, the symbols of Soviet power - statfieem@n, the hammer and sickle,
the widespread use of the name 'Soviet' in newspifes, such as the further
example, of 'Sovetskiy Sport', shown on page 7 -cammonplace in the ‘former'
Soviet Union today, strongly suggesting that that ¢overt Leninists do not share
the West's reckless assumption that the USSR céasedst in 1991. It would be
entirely in keeping with Leninist dialectical stgy and practice to maintain the
reality, framework, symbols and structure of the/i&@oUnion in place, while dis-
playing the 'non-Communist external facade ‘foloag as it takes' - that is to say,
as the 'military re-formation' in Russia 'marksdimand waits for the 'eastwards-
expanding' socialist European Union Collective e thew European Soviet' - to
complete its ‘convergence' towards the Soviet model
But just to be sure that the West need be inditilebt that the Communist
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Party of the Soviet Union does indeed exist, Ivegts cited by The New York Times
on 6th November 2001 as having commented that angdh 'merger' between
President Putin's so-called 'Unity' Party and twleeolarge ‘factions' in the Duma
represented 'a movement, a front, a league - t8&JQR effect’. And Sergei Shoigu,

the Kremlin's Emergencies Minister, was quotedxataiming that the purpose of
this intended merger was 'to unite all healthytiali forces' [which means all
Communists - Ed.], 'and all of society, for theesaka single purpose'.

Not that such signals were anything new. On 31lsy @98, Georgie Ann
Geyer reported from Moscow for The Washington Tirsesie interesting remarks
by Vladimir Ryzhkov [ryzh' = red] at the 47th AraiuMeeting of the International
Press Institute [IPI], which was being used by diginformation apparat to dissem-
inate Leninist candour (not to be confused with tih). Described as 'the liberal
"wunderkind" who was one of the rising stars of bwma, Ryzhkov was said to
have spoken ‘brilliantly’ about 'all the "dream$S group of ardent young hope-
fuls had harbored: an "open system with a stromiippeent, with small businesses
[note: no reference to large corporations - Edith veveryone paying taxes, with
a dignified existence for everyone... Ten yearsehpsissed since we had those
dreams. Let's face it - what is the Russian palitg&ystem today? Four hundred
parties, but the Communists are the only real Py common idea is that this
is a reform government, but it has large limitationot a single parliamentary body
took part in its formation' - because it was theattrre of the intelligence services.
Why has this glaringly obvious reality been ovekkmbby Western Governments?

vyl EXXEHEAEJIbHOE OBO3PEHWNE
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Nno BTOPHHKaM Fageta waaseTom ¢ 20 wwnn 1924 raga 240 {15 07O

'SOVETSKII SPORT‘ The front page of Sowet Spon a Soviet pub||cat|on dated 21-27 December 1999,
purchased in Russia late that year. The large characters above the sportsman's head read: 'Football. In
addition to the use of the word 'Soviet' in the titles of many publications and in other contexts, attention is
drawn to the continued existence of 'Komsomolskaya Pravda’- and of 'Sovetskaya Rossiya' [see page 44]
and Sovetskaya Belarussiya. What response do pragmatic Western policymakers have to all this? None.
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THE 'UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES' DIVERSION

Mr Lenczowski's outburst at the Washington presientagiven by the Author in
March 1995 was consistent with the analysis caetiain Lenczowski's own book
The Sources of Perestroika' [Ashbrook Essay NurBbelohn M. Ashbrook Center
for Public Affairs, Ashland University 1992] whichad sought to intermingle
recognised Soviet deception with ‘unintended careeomps’, thus satisfying the
Western craving for ‘pragmatic answers' to all tjpes The so-called 'law of unin-
tended consequences' is a questionable intellgritialor mechanism which facil-
itates the reconciliation of awkward observatiorigh winderlying perceptions or
hypotheses into which they would otherwise notafitall comfortably. Mistaking
Leninist ‘democratism’ for true democracy, and Republics' false independence
scramble (which was ordered and controlled fromttigg for a truly spontaneous
‘breakaway’ movement, Mr Lenczowski's essay mixagwsd observations with
misinformation, taking refuge in the 'unintendedsaxjuences' escape hatch:

'For seventy years, the tactics of advance, reggtcompromise have proven
successful. Perhaps now they will not. Compromigk democracy risks unleashing
civil society beyond Party control. And the Comnstinietreat in Eastern Europe is
stimulating the breakaway of nations within Moscowiner empire. If these forces
are now out of control, it is not because Moscosired them to be so. It is because
the Kremlin was compelled to take certain actiangreserve its power, and made
some miscalculations in the process. Some actiams been defensive reactions to
unfolding events. Others have been bold attempg® ton the offensive in the face of
unfavourable circumstances. The systematic dismtion campaign to “"deprive
the West of an enemy image" is only one examplevBiatever the case, unless we
make the critical distinction between deliberateentions and unintended conse-
guences, and unless we distinguish genuine chdrmpaspropaganda, our response
to ferment in the Soviet Bloc may prove to be demggy mistaken'.

But the whole point of the present work is pregidel confirm that, true to
the tradition of pro-active Leninist revolutionacpnspiracy, the consequences of
the ‘changes' were indeed intended. That was ¥xabtt Gorbachev meant when
he uttered his 'chaos, chaos, chaos', and 'collepkapse’ remarks [page 48] ~ and
concluded by affirming his belief that ‘as Lenindsahis revolutionary chaos may
yet crystallise into new forms of life. The appeme of chaos was an intentional
component of the ‘weak look', in conformity withnSteu's doctrine. Mr Lenczowski
completely misread the situation, and has contidhutia his teaching at his Institute
of World Palicy, based in Washington, in no smadlasure to the perpetual confusion
which has reigned in the US capital concerningntisaning of the Bolsheviks' Lenin-
ist ‘changes' of 1989-91 and their consequencesingtance, J. Michael Waller, the
author of 'Secret Empire: the KGB in Russia Topi&gstview Press, Boulder, CO, 1994,
credits Lenczowski with ‘prompting me in 1989 arg®d to examine Gorbachev's
most progressive reforms not as part of a stratglgic but as responses to "unin-
tended consequences" of his "openness" and resingctefforts, which were
largely restricted to the Party’. The Author waerimed that the Institute of World
Palitics is housed in the building previously uasdhe Soviet Trade Mission.

In addition to the retention of statues and frarpedraits of Lenin, red
flags, hammers and sickles and other symbols okeSpewer all over the ‘former
Soviet Union, Russian newspapers have retainagidite'Soviet' in their titles,
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customs forms used at the borders of the ‘forn&BRJreferred exclusively to the
USSR as late as December 1894nd business transactions between Western firms
with any of the 'former' Soviet Republics are reggito be channelled through
Moscow" - conhrming that the 'political independence’ i Republics is indeed
false, provisional, transitional and controlled, Asatoliy Golitsyn explained in
'The Perestroika Deceptin' Moreover references to the USSR have continued to
appear in 'post'-Soviet reports and literature.ifi&iance, a report on 'a secret
resolution addressing the work in the Ukrainian édrfrorces’, as published

by the US Foreign Broadcast Information ServicdJFBr 19th March 1996, openly
recommended 'Ukrainian Comrades not to be involvegblitical infighting in their
country, to strengthen their ranks [and] to setptimary organisations based on
the CPSU platform'. The same report also noted ‘tatmost powerful branches
of the Union of USSR Officers operate in the unitsthe 43rd Missile Army, in
Crimea, Dnepropetrovsk, Odessa, Kharkov, and RieGlobus, published by
International Agency "Press USA™ and the 'Moscormeafive Union of Literati',
distributed in parts of the United States, rouwinelfers to the USSR in the present
tense. Izvestia' reported on 18th April 2001 88%6 of Russians are still living in the

Soviet Union'. It is only inside ivory towers angh@ng dreaming policymakers in
Western capitals, that the brazen symbols of aangjrSoviet power seem invisible.

HISTORICAL RECORD: THE FORMAL 'SPLINTERING OF THE CPSU'

The 'splintering' of the Soviet Communist Party @snalised at the 28th CPSU
Congress held in Moscow in July 1990. Its purpasexplained by Mr Golitsyn

in The Perestroika Deceptiiih a Memorandum to the CIA dated March 1990, and
specifically confirmed by both Yeltsin and Gorbacla the July Congress, was to
create the basis for the practice of 'democratisen'game of apparent democracy
designed largely for the purpose of hoodwinking tWest into believing that
Russia had '‘embarked on the road to democracy'.

However, as usual, when the Leninists 'embark awad' for tactical (as
opposed to strategic) purposes, it does not neitestedlow that they intend to
travel very far along it. Like the 'European pratesthe essence of which is 'the
process' itself, rather than any detailed conatusiber than the 100% completion

of collectivisation, since as discussed elsewhmpeissues are ever required to be
resolved- '‘democracy’ is never intended to materialiseha ‘former' Soviet Bloc,
since all the actors on the stage are engagedayinglthe game of ‘democratism’
in the interests of the deception strategy, notlehocracy. That this was indeed
what was always intended was explicitly elabordigdBoris Yeltsin in his speech
to the 28th CPSU Congress on 6th July 1990, whebldhéhe delegates in Aesopian
Leninist dialectical language that:

'In a democratic state, a changeover to a muljipsystem is inevitable.
Various political parties are gradually being fodrjeut of the CPSU] in our coun-
try. At the same time, a fundamental renewal of @RSU is inevitable.... First,
it is necessary to organisationally codify all fplatforms that exist in the CPSU
and to give every Communist time for political sfermination.... The Party
should divest itself of all state functions [seelit§m's prediction to the CIA in
March 1989, page 74]. A parliamentary-type Partly mnerge. Only this kind of
Party, provided that there is a mighty renewatjefCPSU -Ed.]... will be able to
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be a leading Party and to win elections for onarmther of its factions. With the
development of democratic movements in the couatig the further radicalis-
ation of restructuring, it will be possible for ghalliance to become the vanguard
of society in actual fact. This will provide a bdoaocial base for the renewal of
society' - the Aesopian meaning of which is notietg' in the Western sense, but
the vast Communist constituency consisting of Pamgmbers, the komsomol, the
nomenklaturists, the armed forces and the Soueligence services, the 'General
Staff' of the World Revolution, in effect - [and| terect a barrier against attacks by
the conservatives, and guarantee the irrevergihifft restructuring®. Translated
from Yeltsin's stultifying Aesopian Lenin-speak:

- 'A fundamental renewal of the CPSU is inevitabfegant that the CPSU
would assume a new coordinating role while funatignunderground, 'operating
in many ways differently from the way it operatesiidoe’ [cf. Lenin/Carl Bloice].

- It is necessary to organisationally codify dik tplatforms that exist in
the CPSU' meant that the intended ‘splinteringtcesee would be controlled from
the top - with various groups and platforms emeygeach with a differentiating
political label, ready to play the game of ‘demtigmal. Note also that the various
platforms exist ‘within the CPSU', not outsideTihis confirms that the 'splintered’
parties are ‘fractions' of the CPSU, and are toatpalialectically under the over-
all supervision of the CPSU. Accordingly, whoevemswthe resulting staged
‘democratic’ elections, Communists always win.

- 'BEvery Communist [must have] time ‘for self-deteation: CPSU
members participating in ‘democratism' will be fiteeselect whichever political
platform suits him or her best. Note that ‘everymBunist! will have this oppor-
tunity - a qualification which reveals, again, théémocratism' is a game to be
played by Communists only. Opportunities for nomaGwunists do not exist and
are not on offer, since as indicated, the dialgictiame of 'democratism’ is to be
played exclusively by members of the CommunistyPard its related structures.
It is not open to non-Communists, not least bediugse are none.

- The Party should divest itself of all state fioms' meant that, as Mr
Golitsyn had predicted in March 1989 [and see gajethe CPSU would go 'under-
ground’, shedding its day-to-day administrativepeasibilities, in order to be able
to devote its full resources, energies and poteatiamplementing strategy. Instead
of squandering its energies in administration, Sawiet Party apparatus' would, as
the defector foresaw, 'become a true Generaldbtathrld revolution'.

- 'To win elections by one or other of its factiori®lis phrase again reveal-
ed that, precisely as Anatoliy Golitsyn had exgdio the CIA in March 1990, onh
Communists would win ‘democratic’ elections. Siadlethe factions or ‘fractions
would consist of Communists, ‘organisationally fiedi as Yeltsin had explained,
there would never be any danger of non-Communistesowinning. Hence the
fundamental wrong-headedness of familiar Westemasies to the effect that
certain characters on the 'post’-Soviet polititagis are to be ‘preferred’ to others,
leading to the corollary that the West must suppofeorbachev, a Yeltsin or a
Putin, for fear that any replacement would turn toube ‘worse’. For all the play-
ers belong to the same revolutionary strategyatis and are bound by its rule-

- 'A broad social base for the renewal of societyanmhehe unveiling of
the principle of ‘the state of the whole pedptarough 'democratism'’ [Note 100].
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- 'Erecting a barrier against the conservativesaninenot preventing the

imaginary nomenklatura ‘conservatives' (as Westaservers imagined, applying

Western standards to the Soviet environment) frorpetioing Mr Gorbachev's
reforms, but rather ensuring that Western democidéias and norms could never
take hold in the ‘former' Soviet Bloc and would dmHlectivised and progressively
destroyed in the Western democracies. The furtremnimgs of Yeltsin's Aesopian
reference to ‘conservatives' included:

@ A clear signal that Yeltsin himself remainedLeninist Bolshevik (since
why else would he wish to ‘erect a barrier agétrestonservatives'?) and:

(o) A warning that, armed with the full potentid their Leninist strategic
deception stance, the Communists would reduce domservatives all over the
world to what Anatoliy Golitsyn has called 'an emglred species' [The Perestroika
Deception', page 32] - by cutting the ground degglgtirom under their feet.

- 'Guarantee the irreversibility of restructuringieant ensuring that the
momentum of the 'new formation' or ‘New Form' ofnibis World Revolution
achieved thanks to ‘perestroika’ could never bestad. Once the Revolution had
achieved its objectives, there would never agaamigdrue opposition. Democracy

will serve, as it does in the ‘former' Soviet Bowl the European Union, no pur-
poses other than for the cosmetic ventilation &feféopposition’, to maintain the
illusion that decisions of the political collectisiee sanctioned by the people

This is exactly what has already happened, foraost in the United King-
dom, where there will never again be any true dapodo collectivism. This has been
de facto the case for years, given the existenca sécret agreement between the
main UK political parties that none of them willeketo end Britain's EU member-
ship. But under the 251-page Political Partiesctibles and Referendums Act 2000,
a document of such extreme complexity that no aimgtlividual can unravel its
nuances, every organisation which seeks to infeigraditics, or actually does so,
during an election period, must now register witmewly-established Electoral
Commission. The Act sets out complex requiremduatisof traps for the unwary,
applicable to UK political parties concerning theimtenance of accounts; imposes

controls on the acceptance and reporting of domatinade to registered parties,
membership associations and certain individuals; fgancial limits and reporting
requirements for campaign expenditure; imposesrasnbver the amounts which
‘third parties' can spend during national electiar provides for 'third parties'
to be recognised by the Commission while imposipgnuthem stringent reporting
requirements; imposes similar controls affectingional referenda; complicates
pre-existing rules relating to election campaignsl @roceedings; controls most
donations to candidates and regulates the finatigids applicable to candidates'
election expenses; codifies in the most meddleseme the controls that apply to
political donations by companies; and provides @mnmission with enforcement
and inspection powers, listing a number of newtalak offences. The opposition
'‘Conservative' Party hardly reacted at all dutgRill's passage at Westminster.

Asked to sum up the overall effect of this evilp@ssive, anti-democratic
legislation, the British constitutional analyst Regl Atkinson told this Author:
It destroys democracy. The whole purpose of demmpcis to enable the people
to control politicians and the state. This Act hgigen politicians and the state
absolute control over the people'. Britain has tedbgnd adopted ‘democratism'.
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GORBACHEYV CONFIRMS YELTSIN'S 'PARTY SPLINTERING FORMULA'

President Gorbachev's concluding remarks to theiosesf the 28th CPSU Con-
gress on 13th July 1990 reiterated what Yeltsin $@d on 6th July concerning the
essence of the Party 'splintering' exercise, matkirdear that Yeltsin, the former

First Secretary of the Moscow Committee of the CRShhat very central organ of
the CPSU mentioned in the cited 'post-Soviet ssafePolitical Affairs' [page 76] -

was all along working hand-in-glove, but in dialeak fashion, with the Soviet

President. President Gorbachev also confiirmed that leaderships of the
Republics would soon acquire their 'controlled’ epehdence - necessary in
order to create the flexible, Leninist conditiorts the eventual merging of bits
and pieces of the ‘former' Soviet Bloc into thetvemsls-expanding European
Union 'replacemenf collective. Here is what Gorleachiold the 28th CPSU

Congress in his summing-up statement:

‘Now, about the Party itself. Allow me to formuldtgee conditions neces-
sary for the Party to fully demonstrate its vidpiland actually attain its vanguard
potential' [Note: 'Vanguard potential' means thepecfor the Communist Party to
acquire or enhance its overall hegemony in socigte. 'vanguard party' is also the
fronf party which 'hides' the linked CommunisttiParas in the classic case of the
African National Congress-South African Communisth?[SACP] equation)].

'In the first place, to this end it [the CPSU] mussolutely and without
delay, restructure all its work and reorganiseitall structures on the basis of the
new Statutes and the Congress's Programme Statesaerthat under the new
conditions, it can effectively perform its role #we vanguard party. We must do
everything to firmly establish in the CPSU the powé the Party masses behind
an all-encompassing democracy, comradeship, opemgtesnost and criticism'.

'Secondly, when there are various views and evatfophs on a number
of questions of policy and practical activity, th@jority must have respect for the
minority. And thirdly, Comrades, we must study,reaand improve our culture.
If we embark on this path, it will be easier toeratt and have contacts with
other forces' [see Shevardnadze's similar remagde p1].

The Central Committee and I', said Gorbachev| &tdl all we can to help
the Republic Communist Parties gain their new ieddent status as soon as
possible, a status that will lead not to a fragatiemt of Communists and nations
but to a new internationalist unity of the CPSlaommon ideological basis'.

‘Let us prove that the CPSU, as it restructuredf,iis capable of living up to
these expectations... and then it will become ly tvanguard party whose power
lies not in giving orders but in influencing ped‘ge
Translated from Gorbachev's Aesopian Lenin-speak:

- [The Party] must, resolutely and without delagstructure all its work
and reorganise all its structures: The CPSU wasitailo embark upon an entirely
new phase of its existence, concentrating (in dimalaf Lenin) exclusively upon
revolutionary activity, reorganising its structures the purpose. Part of this reor-
ganisation would involve the establishment of 'nparties consisting of Comm-
unists masquerading under different political lsb&lhis task had to be embarked
upon 'resolutely' and in accordance with an estaddi and pressing timetable.

- 'We must do everything to establish in the CPB& power of the Party
masses behind an all-encompassing democracyi #iis statement, Gorbachev
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confirmed Golitsyn's accurate prediction that allitigal activity would take place
within the CPSU framework, with mobilisation of the@ommunists, intelligence
officers, cadres, Komsomol members, and nomenigtuin common pursuit of
Leninist 'democratism’, the global Leninist ‘walleth peace' and a decisive thrust
towards the realisation of the objectives of Larifiorld Revolution.

- Various views and even platforms on a number qagstions of policy
and practical activity' confirmed Gorbachev's tdtintification with the agenda
of Party 'splintering’, faction ‘relabelling’ addrmocratism' mentioned by Yeltsin.

- 'We must study, learn and improve our culturereference to the need
for Party members and actives to familiarise théresewith all aspects of Western
democratic practices, structures and organisatioas to be able to replicate them

faithfully - putting on the clothes and demeanotithe enemy and 'resorting to
all sorts of schemes and stratagems, and illegginmaethods', as Lenin wrote
[Collected Works', Volume XVII, pages 142-45] ¢oriceal the truth' in order to con-
vince the West of the wisdom of ‘convergence'astity course open to mankind.

- 'If we embark on this path it will be easier tderact and have contacts
with other forces" Translation: By disguising the¢ are Communists, we will be
able to intermingle with other political forces add, on equal terms. Since our
own organisational and conspiratorial expertissdsond to none, we will easily
be able to infiltrate, influence and guide othelitipal forces in the direction of
the Revolution. [See Shevardnadze's similar renpeage 61].

- The Central Committee and | will do all we cam lielp the Republic
Communist Parties gain their new independent stafissoon as possible” This
provides proof that the ‘independence’ of the Resulvas ordered from above.
and was not spontaneous, as the British ForeigiceDffor instance, assumed,
Under the Leninist Party-State system, since th#ieBadirected and controlled
the Republics (as they continue, covertly or oyettb do today), facilitating the
'independence' of the local Parties meant ordeth® ‘independence’ of the
Republics 'from above', under the Parties' guiddnd®90, Mr Gorbachev's

Politburo was expanded from less than a dozengtbferred number inherited
by Gorbachev from his paranoid predecessors) tan@fbers, by co-opting the
leaders of a number of the Republics, in preparétiothis development.

This is an appropriate point to note that Gorbachemself confirmed that
‘perestroika’ represented ‘a revolution from abfRetestroika: New Thinking for Our
Country and the World, New York, Harper and RoefeRnial Library edition, 1987]:
'What is meant [by the term "revolution from abdig'profound and essentially

revolutionary changes implemented on the initiatiethe authorities themselves
but necessitated by objective changes in the isitudt may seem that our current
perestroika could be called "revolution from abové&tue, the perestroika drive
started on the Communist Party's initiative, arel Barty leads it. | spoke frankly
about it at the meeting with Party activists in Bdnravsk in the summer of 1986. We
began at the top of the pyramid and went downstdoase, as it were. Yes, the Party
leadership started ii The highest Party and stamied elaborated and adopted
the program. True, perestroika is not a spontariea@sgoverned process'.

Note that Gorbachev said he was addressing Patiistsc on the well-
established 'perestroika’ campaign as early as 196 fact definitively gives the lie
to confused Western assessments that Gorbachéowgeelled' to embark upon
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‘perestroika’ by the force of circumstances (‘hagipace’, or 'Life"), as a last resort.

It also gives the lie to the Western fantasy tharb@chev 'struggled’ to
preserve the system against overwhelming oddsthiatitthese eventually defeated
him - brave fellow (and consequently deservinghef Nobel Peace Prize) that he
was. It further gives the lie to the myth, propadaby Gorbachev himself follow-
ing the KGB's 'August coup' provocation, that Bdriand tried and tried to reform
the wretched Communist Party, the nomenklaturatla@dsystem, but | was unfort-
unately unsuccessful in this (heroic) endeavouerdtare, | banned the Commun-
ist Party following the 'August coup'. (On the cant, ‘perestroika’ was well and
truly in the works' in 1986, only months after @hev was confirmed as General
Secretary of the CPSU [February 1985]. It washe works' because its purpose all
along was to prepare the ground for the intendedl@mg-planned dismantling of
the Stalinist model, and its replacement by argiated, researched, flexible Lenin-
ist World Revolutionary model controlled and cooeded by the well-prepared
'‘General Staff of the Revolution', just as soorthas 40-year allied occupation of
Germany had been concluded in 1989). All these,aahdst of related assessments,
were pure inventions. Yet all that was necessargriter to reach this conclusion
was to study what the man himself said: why didté/esanalysts fail to do this?

- [The Republics' new ‘independence’ will lead]t mo a fragmentation
of Communists and nations, but to a new interrai&nunity of the CPSU on a
common ideological basis: In this statement, Girba fully confirmed Anatoliy
Golitsyn's advice that the new 'independence’ ®fRbpublics, imposed from above,
would be controlled along Leninist lines - modeltad the precedents of Lenin's Far
Eastern Republic and the early temporary ‘indepmedef Georgia. Note that the
'new internationalist unity’ (upgraded ideology) theé Republic Communists and
nations (= Republics [see above]) occurs within @R@SU - which is to say that
all the Republics' leaderships, officials and #fines remain secretly within, and
exclusively loyal to, the continuing Communist fPaftthe (continuing) USSR.

As Sam Webb's article in the April 1995 issue dlfitial Affairs' [see page
76] confirmed, 'the Communist Party of the Sovietidd... acts as a coordin-
ating structure of the parties of the former USSR'.other words, all political
parties throughout the former' Soviet Union, amordinated by the continuing
CPSU - which means that they are controlled by @RSU, not least because
they represent covert or overt structures of ite ombined authority of these
direct statements by Yeltsin [1990], Gorbachev (1981d Sam Webb [1993] pro-
vides firm documentary proof that the CommunisttyPaf the Soviet Union
remains in charge. Therefore, both the CPSU and3i$R remain in existence.

It is, however, depressingly characteristic of ydantellectual environment
in the West that such proof that the CPSU not amfyains in existence but occupies
its traditionally central position in the revoluigry strategic hierarchy, does not
impress those who, with Machiavelli, ‘are satisfigith appearances as though they
were realities... and are often more influencedhinygs that seem than by those that
are' [see page 38]. The Author recalls the spaaiabyance with which Herb Romerstein
exploded, in the middle of that presentation in d1at995: 'l suppose you're going to
tell us next that the CPSU still exists, are yfe& pages 75-76]. Considering that Herb
was a veteran Washington analyst who had amplesataehe relevant sources and
the appropriate intelligence community connectibissuestion was surprising.
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ALL POLITICIANS ARE COMMUNIST, SO COMMUNISTS WIN ALL ELECTIONS

To repeat: the statements by Yeltsin and Gorbaahéive 28th CPSU Congress held
in July 1990, provided proof enough of the accumsicyAnatoliy Golitsyn's warning
to the CIA in March 1998 that the Soviet Leninists were engaged in thection

of a system of false democracy involving the deplegt of a system of ‘controlled
political opposition' - enabling them to establishsystem not of Western-style
democracy, but of 'democratism', meaning the nmainte of a democratic illusion,
in which Communists win all elections because dibwake part are Communists
operating under false labels [ = 'the state ofthele people®].

As Anatoliy Golitsyn explained to the CIA: The tm®pment of controlled
‘political opposition' has rendered possible th&oduction of deceptive 'non'-
Communist and ‘democratic' structures. Even sedaftee elections do not
present a problem to the Communist Parties. Becaligheir secret partnership
with the 'opposition’, the Communist Parties amagé in a winning situation.
It is their candidates - Communist or 'non-Commtunisho always win'.

This is the new statecraft of the Communist Partd their security
services: it is a new form for developing socialisits introduction allows the
Communist Parties to broaden their political basas Gorbachev told the 28th
CPSU Congress [see pages 82-83]: 'lf we embarkhisnpath it will be easier to
interact and have contacts with other forcest}; laraccordance with a decision

of the 22nd Party Congress in October 1961, tacephe outlived concept of the
'dictatorship of the proletariat’ with the new [plgedeceptive, Leninist - Ed.]
concept of 'the state of the whole people' whileintaming their power and
strengthening their leading rdfé:

The Communists', Golitsyn continued, 'have su@mbad concealing from
the West that the 'non-Communist parties are ts@amners of the Communists,
not alternatives or rivals to them, and that thes pewer structures, though they
have democratic form, are in reality more viablel affective structures introduced
and guided by Communist Parties with a broader3ase
Earlier, in the same March 1990 Memorandum, Mr t8ali had explained:
The West has failed to understand the deceptiostralled nature of the
new ‘'democratic’ and 'non-Communist' structureschvhiave been introduced
in the USSR and Europe. The West is jubilant thahér ‘dissidents’, the members
of the 'persecuted political opposition', are noecdming presidents, prime
ministers, members of government and parliament ambassadors in these
new structures. The Communists have succeeded riceaing from the West
that this so-called ‘political opposition' of ‘dilents' has been created, brought
up and guided by the Bloc's parties and securityices during the long period
of preparation for 'perestroika’. This phenomeneprasents, in part, the devel-
opment of the Bloc's political and security potdnin the interests of the strategy'.
To this end, the KGB and the security services tluf other Communist
states were directed to create controlled ‘pdlitig@osition’ on the basis of the
NEP [Lenin's New Economic Policy] experience. Dgrithe NEP, the GPU -
Lenin's political police - created a false 'pdiiticopposition’ called The Trust'.
Its members were drawn from former Tsarist genexats members of the upper
classes. The GPU introduced this 'opposition moménte Western intelligence
services, which accepted it as genuine, put titiirif it and were deceivéd
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Under the illusion that they have a duty to fostemocratic structures in
the ‘former’ Communist Bloc, Western Governmentsnspr the attendance of
election observers at the false 'elections' hedgethn support of ‘democratism'.
Under the auspices of the control mechanism callisgjf the Organisation for
Security and Cooperation in Europe, these obsembetifully attend at polling
stations; and the reports issued afterwards usuabjare the elections to have
been ‘'free and fair'. If appended, critical minonieports prepared by sceptical
monitors - such as one report by British obserwer§&eorgia which noted that
ballot boxes pre-stuffed with fake ballot papersrevbrought to voting booths
ahead of the poll - are simply filed away and igaonWhat the sponsors of these
‘election observances' fail to understand is tHaatwthey imagine is being mon-
itored is not democracy in the Western sense,daudcratism’, in which all the
participants are Communists, mostly masqueradingerurialse political labels.
Therefore, these gestures and exercises are aatemalste of time and money.

Another obviously related lesson which has nevenbearned in the West is
of direct and urgent relevance to the eastwardanelipg European Union. It is that,
as Mr Golitsyn pointed out, because of this Conishurontrol, the [former] Bloc
countries are not true democracies and cannot besomin the future'. The covert
Communist movement is not a movement of reforns & means to achieve absolute
power and to eliminate all opposition to the ineehd/orld Dictatorship permanently.

Yet observation, for example, of the mentioned faat 18 out of 19 mem-
bers of the Czech Cabinet in 2001 were known 'for@emmunists, should have
been sufficient to trigger questions in analystsidsy To the extent that journalists
wonder why the so-called ‘democratic' regimes imt@e and Eastern Europe are
visibly manned by Communists, their knee-jerk raesps usually emerge along the
lines that ‘the Communists are making a come-b¥¢kat has never been grasped
is that, since all the political players on thdseatrical stages were relabelled Com-
munists from the outset, no 'come-back’ has ekentplace. All that has happened
is that Western observers were bamboozled by thdesuappearance in 1989-92
of controlled 'second echelon' operatives who sulesdly changed places with
recognisably Communist names from the past. Siecgopnel changes among the
Leninists are deliberately frequent, Western atwlliave (a) been confused by the
rapid change of faces, and have (b) been recortdld¢de disinformation 'line' that
it is inevitable that 'many’ Communists should peEsw on the political scene -
since 'everyone was a Communist in those dayis.irt the face of such feeble but
beguiling thoughts that serious analysis has langesbeen abandoned, ensuring
the unchallenged triumph of the Leninists' elal@mi@mocratism' scam.

A further alibi often heard is that it is simplgcbnceivable that such an
elaborate complex of deception could be sustaimggetn ‘the huge numbers of
operatives who would have to keep their mouths'.she correct response to this
diversion is that Lenin taught the revolutionariestell the bourgeoisie what they
want to hear'. Having identified what the West wdnto be told, the Leninists
invented the requisite lies: and we accepted thergeamuine. In any case, as has
been shown, they do not bother to keep their mositios. On the contrary, they
often let us know what they are up to - to testthédrewe are listening. Since the
revolutionaries always find that we are not, andhaee become their enthusiastic
co-liars, they have been able to adopt a relatitabiat towards their deceptions.
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REVOLUTIONARY 'NEW THINKING' AND PSYCHOPOLITICS

The Leninist strategists' grandiose plans foruesiring of the whole world are
reliant on influencing people on a grand scaled&g]. A vital component of the
Leninist World Revolutionary influence-buildingategy is the ‘Gramsci dimen-
sion' to which brief reference has already beeremBas dimension requires, as

also noted, a separate study; but, stated briefly, Antonio Gramsci's ideas, which
were reincorporated into the Soviets' long-rangeball hegemony strategy when
it was re-assessed and upgraded following the de&tialin, stood Karl Marx on

his head. For Gramsci advocated the opposite tewwduy prescription to Marx -
that that the cultural superstructure determines phlitical and economic base.
Hence the 'long march through the institutionsi¢died by the Comintern in

1919 - that is, the focused penetration of theiandke churches, the universities,
public interest organisations, large subscriptiased institutions, and cultural
centres, the objective being to strip national amobal culture of traditional
(especially true Christian) values and standandd, ta replace them with socially
and spiritually permissive 'garbage values'.

Hence, for instance, music, instead of enhancimg sttnses, the soul and the
spirit, was to be used to degrade and to open dooisatanic evil, decadence and
permissiveness. Publications, films and other walldress issues of humanistic
appeal, but frame them with creative semantics Iltiet perceptions of reality -
seeking to impose a new ‘cultural hegemony' witlilich it becomes possible
to develop the Revolution's ultimate objective fistarea: the ‘common mind,
which was to be receptive to, and even enthusifstiche whole panoply of rev-
olutionary 'values' upon which the New World So€ladier is to be erected.

Indeed, the degradation of popular music (in wtlwl Soviet Communists
were extensively involved, as was exposed in thssid work on this subject, "The
Marxist Minstrels: A Handbook on Communist Subeersif Music', by David A. Noebel

[American Christian College Press, Tulsa, OK, 1974hs aimed at dividing youth
from their parents; while feminism, a key elemehtfatse 'politically correcf 'New
Thinking', 'is the cutting edge of a revolutiondualtural and moral values' accord-
ing to that arch-priestess of feminism, Betty Friedas elucidated by Ellen Willis, a
staff writer for the execrably permissive New Yqikper The Village Voice, writing in
The Nation [14th November 1981, pages 494-496)).

And none of this was anything new to the World Raian: under Stalin,
Lavrentii Beria, the Interior Minister and mass dauer, had personally applied his
imprimatur to a handbook on psychopolitics (Then@minist Manual on Psychological
Warfare', as taught at Communist framing schoath @s the Eugene Debs Labor
School at 113 E. Wells Street, Milwaukee, WI, eftre Second World War), which
taught revolutionary gems such as the following: rBaking readily available drugs
of various kinds, by giving the teenager alcohgl,paising his wildness, by stim-
ulating him with sex literature and advertisinghton or her practices as taught at the
Sexpol (a centre for sexual politics), the psychitigm operator can create the nec-
essary attitude of chaos, idleness and worthlessntes which can then be cast the
solution - Communism'’. This crude statement acelyratummarised the flavour of
the 'Gramsci dimension', which evolved from intiematonversations on mind-
control between Lenin and Dr Ilvan Pavlov that |#ié groundwork for today's
global revolutionary push to standardise humanghband behaviour.
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Over and above impregnating global culture "witttigly and spiritually
deadening 'garbage values', Leninist ‘convergimficeince-building has involved:

- Influencing Western Governments, their policynnekeanalysts and the
media to drop their guard and to take the suspbiosudden false professions
of these long-term, dedicated Communist revolutiesat face value.

- Enticing Western policymakers and politicianshsat on the basis of a
pack of lies which, once rashly believed, entrapwistim by compelling him or her
to become co-iars, and to remain entrapped ordigit has dawned; this is espec-
ially so among professional analysts, certain an@deand policymakers who find it
hard, if not impossible, to admit they have beeangt

- Trying to convert the whole world to 'New Thinginassisted by 'political
correctness', so that opinion-formers who have Igisfed find themselves unable,
due to peer pressure or pride, to accept thathbeg been deceived - and choose,
instead, to become advocates for the covert Léslimause. Those who struggle to
retain their sanity and intellectual and moral gntg in the face of the revolution-
aries' relentless mass mind-control offensive ippett of their agenda, risk being
marginalised. As Anatoliy Golitsyn warned in Mar&B89, ‘they will be attacked
as reactionaries, bureaucrats with outworn ideafiticgl or religious Cold War
warriors, spoilers or just fascists. The attackl wilm to neutralise them by
ridicule and to turn them into an endangered s3&q&ee also page 81].

- Persuading the West that open-ended '‘cooperatith’ these actors
is risk-free because they have, all of a suddetraced democracy'.

- Allowing the West to go on believing that it ‘wahe Cold War' [Sun-
Tzu], so that it was now safe to disarm, leadin@dseertions such as that Europe
now has the luxury of a 'lead-time’ of five yedread of any war in the region.

- Convincing, above all, Western Governments aradr tkey structures -
led by the British Foreign and Commonwealth Offamed the US Department of
State - that these sudden 'non’-Communists couldrusted, and that it made
sense to welcome them without reservations as &awsafin-arms'.

- Quietly blackmailing the West to 'cooperate’ am @en-ended basis,
with the implied (and, from time to time, openlyoplaimed) threat that the
conseqguences of 'backsliding' will be a 'restoratibthe Cold War', or a Hot War.
However the West faces a 'New Form' of Cold Waréadlier than before.

- Disguising from the West that the continuing loists' objectives are
fundamentally hostile to capitalism and to Westgiisation, and that the Lenin-
ists' sudden adoption of Western attitudes, snaites behaviour masks what Carl
Bloice, citing Lenin, called in his 'Political Affa' article of May 1991 a 'new flanking
movement' - based on Lenin's 'New Economic Politgtegic deception, which
had involved ‘drawing back in order to make prdpas for a new offensive
against capitalism' - permitting ‘a free market amapitalism, both subject to
state control'. Judging by the responses of Westerporations, banks and bus-
inesses, and by the eagerness with which the atienal financial institutions
have overlent to these Bolsheviks (and by the auyemp of the small matter
of the IMF's 'missing' $4.6 billion loan to Russid)seems that Western Govern-
ments and the international financial communityethito exercise appropriate
prudence. In disregarding those few observers, (Eaitsyn, who cautioned
that the Leninists were 'revisiting the NEP', thaye reaped their just rewards.
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EUROPE, NATO AND THE 'FORMER' REPUBLICS' FALSE 'INDEPENDENCE'

As already discussed, the sudden political ‘indégrece’ of the Soviet Republics,
'declared’ one after the other in the course ol,188nformed to the Leninist model,
rather than to the wishful-thinking of Western pgihakers. The British Foreign
and Commonwealth Office thought that the indepetelasf these countries was
genuine, and published a useful diary, listingriaiéa the date when each Republic
‘achieved' its ‘'independence’, without so much asitter from the Soviet power.
Since the Foreign Office had destroyed its ingtital memory, it was now ignor-

ant of the precedent for the Leninists' past uséalsk political independence in
pursuit of given tactical objectives within the rlk strategy, or 'General Line'.
Nor, evidently, had it taken note of Gorbachevafiooation at the 28th
CPSU Congress [13th July 1990] that the 'new inuilgad status' of the Republic
Communist Parties was ordered from the top - naedeagainst the wishes of an
impotent central power in MoscO% As Gorbachev was careful to point out, the
'new independent status' of the Republic Partiesidvoot lead to the break-up of
the Soviet Union in actual fact (although it wosiet a precedent for the break-up,
for instance, of Canada and the United Kingdom)toola fragmentation of Com-
munists and nations, but to a new internationaldy of the CPSU on a common
ideological basis'. Thus President Gorbachev regtaal July 1990 that the ‘indepen-
dent' Republics would be collaborating on the dlogmssible basis with Moscow
in pursuit of the strategy - exactly as AnatoliylitSgn had explained in a Memoran-
dum submitted to the Central Intelligence Agencyl wbead of these events, in
March 1990. Leninist dialectical dualism had erdiilee Soviets to pull off a feat
which nobody in the West could have imagined: tindden ‘disappearance’ of the
State component of the Party-State duopoly, withfumalamental practical conse-
guences, since the organisational and '‘Generdl Staftures of the Party (though
temporarily hidden from view and operating 'undengd’ for the purposes of the
strategic deception) remained intact, and in takrol of the situation. The Author
recalls that televised reports from Moscow duringc@mber 1991 and into the
following year showed lights burning late at nigiitthe Foreign Ministry's offices,
implying that the 'General Staff' was working routhiét clock to modulate the
world's perception and reception of the ‘changes’ which it was presiding.

One of the Foreign Ministry's most pressing objestiwas to ensure that the
new, ‘controlled’ political 'independence’ of fbemer Republics', implemented
via the Republic Communist Parties, was unreseyvadtepted as genuine by
the world at large. In March 1990, Anatoliy Golitstold the CIA in a report that
in the Far East, Lenin [had] set up an ostensibtiependent non-Communist
Eastern Republic as a buffer state between Souissi® and Japan. But its
independence and non-Communism were only a fadadeeality, it coordinated
its actions with the Soviets and, after two yeaqsplied for and was 'granted’
membership of the Soviet Union'.

Likewise, as is the position today, 'capitalist camsions in Georgia and the use
of Georgian facilities for trade with Europe and thnited States were used to convey
an impression of Georgian independence, despitedhetry's occupation by Soviet
troops'. Golitsyn added that ‘the West fails toemstdnd the controlled nature of the
emergence of the 'independent’ Republics in Eagterape and in the Baltic and
Transcaucasian regions of the Soviet Empire' - camting in the same report that:
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The present Communist strategists are concealimgt it is they
who are now creating ‘independent Republics, tepgeaon a broader
scale Lenin's experience with the Far Eastern angbrgian Republics.
The strategists are concealing the secret codddinathat exists and will
continue between Moscow and the ‘nationalist ksadef these ‘indepen-
dent Republics. There has been ample time andy ewpportunity to
prepare this coordination in advance'.

‘Because of its existence, the fragmentation of Bwviet Empire will
not be real but only fictonal. This is not truelf-determination but the use
of 'national’ forms' in the execution of a commomBhunist strategy®

Not only did none of this occur to the bewilderedactive and partly
penetrated structures of the leading European Gmwaits, which accepted
the sudden 'mass independence’ gestures of thet Beyiublics as genuine
- without pausing to consider why their ‘independeritad materialised at
all, given that the Soviet centre controlled susksome repressive power
- but the duplicated (Leninist) structures of the ERGuld also countenance
no interpretation of events other than that theigdoWnion and Communism
had suddenly collapsed. Blind as well as sympathteti its fellow-'socialists' in
the ‘former' Soviet Bloc, the EU has engaged irerssite ‘cooperation’ ever
since with the 'newly independent states of thaJ88R' - to cite an informa-
tion sheet from the European Commission issued 94C The precedent for
such ‘cooperation' had been set as early as 1988) the USSR and the Central
and East European countries had indicated that wuayd be concluding bilat-
eral agreements with the European Community [EC].

This trend flew in the face of the picture painted the false defector
Oleg Gordievsky, with Christopher Andrew, in thdipok Instructions from the
Centre' [1991f% in which the then head of the KGB, Vladimir Krlov, was
portrayed as beside himself with anxiety about pinespect of the European
Community usurping the USSR's ambition to exert -fpamopean hegemony.
The probable purpose of any disinformation in thalume was to obscure the
deep penetration of the European structures bySmyents of influence.

Also, with effect from as early as 1986, the Goheac Politburo had
ceased to refer disparagingly to the European Catynas the civilian arm
of NATO, as one senior EU figdfé put it in 1994. The blind Europeans were
immediately impressed by the new Soviet Governsemttlcome apparent
change of attitude towards the European Communityesponding, as the
strategists had anticipated, by seeking to expawd as rapidly as possible with
first the Soviet Bloc, and then with its 'successdn doing so, the Europeans
courted entrapment in the resulting 'net of expandélationships'.

One of the Leninist officials who have cumulativethhed most light on
the seamless continuity of the deception strategyn fthe Gorbachev era into
the Yeltsin period and beyond, has been the hitillformer) Russian Foreign
Minister, Andrei Kozyre¥® who was reported by ‘'Frankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung' on 8th January 1984to have stated that ‘the more states are inter-
twined with one another, the more durable will bee et of their relation-
ships'. He also said in the same context and eterthat the Organisation for
Security and Co-operation in Europe' [OSCE] 'istave have thrown over the
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West'. On 22nd September 2000, President Clintohthe United Nations General
Assembly that he wanted to take the United Stattesd ‘web of institutions that
will set the international ground rules for the 2dentury'.

The European Union's member governments and théicadolcollective's
structures have failed to detect, or else haveechts ignore, one fundamentally
unfriendly hidden strategic purpose of the 'liberat of Central and Eastern
Europe, and of the ‘former' Soviet Union's appafeagmentation - which was
to create the conditions for the intended adherencdue course, of the 'former'
East European satellites and of the ‘former' SaRigpublics, to the eastwards-
expanding European Union collective. By this meahs, unified (Communist)
political space 'from the Atlantic to Vladivostekll gradually be established.

By encouraging the illusion that the European Unioes an ‘historic
opportunity’ and a moral duty to entice and welcoatie the East European
countries and then the Republics and Russia itself the orbit of the West, the
strategists have bamboozled the socialist Europdainn Collective into active
cooperation with them in furthering the creativeplementation of the Leninist
strategy to establish a single (eventually Comnjuriisiropean space in accor-
dance with the unchanging objective enunciated hyb#&ehev, Shevardnadze
and their successors. The trick has been to emgmure Europeans at national
and collective levels in the mistaken view that Waey to deal with Russia is 'not to
isolate if, but rather to ‘draw’ it into the Westeuctures so that Moscow is not 'left
out in the cold'. This is comprable to the psychiclal pressure routinely used on
the reluctant British, to persuade them to abarnttienpound sterling and their
residual sovereignty. In reality, it is not the Wehkich is enticing the East into its
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The former Gemman Foreign Minister, Hans-Dietrich Genscher, left, whose KGB code-name was Tulpe),
seen near Bonn, Germany, on 12th June 1991 with his Soviet counterpart at the time, the Soviet Foreign
Minister Aleksandr Bessmertnykh, who had served as the chief Soviet controller of agents of influence.
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orbit, but the East which is covertly enticing téest into its enlarging sphere of
control through ‘convergence’ on its own termsceSitihe leaders of the European
Union are typically socialists, the Moscow strategihave encountered few prob-
lems in pursuit of their gradualist 'Atlantic toadivostok' strategy, since the EU
Collective regards this objective as its own.

Moreover the European Parliament is consciouslylementing Soviet
strategy - which still seeks to detach Europe ftbhen United States so as to isolate
it and ultimately, with the Chinese, to dictatentser- as was made clear by its
Chairman, Jose Maria Jil-Robles Jil-Delgado, in aticle entitled 'European
Union:; Privileged Relations with Russia’ which wasblished in ‘International
Affairs' [Volume 44, Number 4, pages 40-41,1998]pdinted out that ‘an impor-
tant goal' of the EU Collective is to achieve 'dabee in the privileged relations
between Russia and the United States'. In tramsldtom the familiar Soviet-
style Aesopian language used by that Spanish authir meant that united
Europe would be 'neutral’ (that is, a prospectiangy of the United States).

Any doubt about this was removed when the Europgatiament's Chair-
man stressed the social (= socialist) orientatibth® EU's intended relations with
America: 'In our relations with the United Stateg are proceeding from the "New
Transatlantic Agenda”, a new name for relationshipthe entire sphere of policy,
economy, commerce, culture and science. Our extgndboperation with the
United States rests on them' - meaning that in'faendly’ relationship with the
United States, Washington must accept the Europkdon's 'New Transatlantic
Agenda' - code for a revolutionary social-politigatogramme. Whether this
position represented the position of the Spaniskopage concerned is uncertain,
as the Russian Foreign Ministry's journal is péyfecapable of rewriting submitted
copy and attributing statements to ‘contributdiet they may not have made.

But it was inevitable that the "New TransatlantigeAda" would mature,
given that 'such relationships have been establiblgethe (US) state governmental
structures, local self-administrations [sic], eaoi® agencies, universities, and
cultural organisations. The final aim is contaatsoag common [sic!] people' -
an oblique reference to the Leninist revolutionanle which the EU sees for
itself as an 'agent for change' inside the UnitiedeS, which the Russians still refer
to privately as ‘the main enemy'. This role willtama when the 11 EU candidate
countries, mainly to the East - and mainly ‘forn&wViet Bloc states which are
today run by covert Communists - have become EU brasn'When all 11 coun-
tries join the European Union, it will reach itmiis in the East which, to a great
extent, will be Russia's western frontier'. Notat tthe EU official has in mind the
Pan-German concept of 'Europe from the Atlantichi® Urals', which of course
includes 'European’ Russia. 'This', Jil-Robles @dtxplains why not only good-
neighbourly relations with Russia are important: meed something of an immeas-
urably greater importance - a new association lmtwRussia and the European
Union'. The Russian Foreign Ministry's experts @duhrdly have put their strategy
better themselves. By frequently publishing amichyy influential ‘foreign guests',
the Ministry underscores the 'appeal’ of its owlicjes.

Soviet overtures towards the EU were coordinatetth wie unrolling of
Moscow's enticements and play-acting towards NA&®,was elaborated in MVD
General Eduard Shevardnadze's mistitied book TtueeBelongs to Freeddm'
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NATO was to 'restructure itself' in exchange fordelmw sanctioning the unification
of Germany. The ‘post-Soviet literature, espgdiad official journal 'International
Affairs', has been full of inspired referencedi®transformation of NATO'.

For instance, an article in Volume 4, #5 (1995}hatt official journal pushing
for ‘collective security’ (Europe: Towards a Neec8ity Model), surprisingly showed
(@) that Moscow has deliberately fostered confliotshe 'near abroad' in order to
‘reinforce’ the 'need' for new transnational sgcwtructures*, and (b) that at least
one purpose of the Chechen crisis has been toligistabcollective intervention
precedent**. The author, Yuriy Ushakov, Directotta# Directorate for European

Cooperation at the Russian Foreign Ministry, urted ‘the collective security
model'... 'should pave the way for a gradual eimhary synthesis of several
processes: integration within the CIS and the Bténgthening and increasing
the role of the Organisation for Security and Coatien in Europe, transform-
ing NATO [and] working together to prevent or resotonflicts'.

The most revealing word used here was 'synthedmsh of course, given
the article's Leninist provenance, presupposedregdimg ‘thesis' and 'antithesis'-
in this case 'east-west confrontation' (the Ssalimodel: thesis) followed by 'sudden
conditional cessation of east-west confrontatitime (Leninist model: antithesis). In
such a Russian context, the use of the word 'syisth@rovides documentary proof
that Moscow's aspirations for European ‘convergesd for ‘collective security'
through the transformation of NATO, are indeed hishiin content - which, in
turn, means that there has been no discontinuBpwakt intentions and strategy.

For under Gorbachev, Yeltsin and Putin, the Soviaiee demanded nothing
less than 'a reorganisation of NATO and new reistioetween the allies' - code for
the emasculation of NATO in preparation for the i€V long-planned system of
collective security, and for the spiliting of Idyed as Germany, and its obliging assoc-
iate, France, were co-opted by means of theireldlatreaties with Moscow into de
facto alliance with Russia [see Note 2] and throtigh Russian-German-French Trilat-
eral Commission headed, prior to his becomingdenassiby Jacques Chirac [Note 1].

*(a) Problems (in 'Europe’) ‘can be solved', according to the Russian Foreign Ministry apparatchik, Yuriy Ushakov,
‘only by joint efforts. No "state" [note this belitting of the word state by the use of parentheses - Ed.), however

powerful, can create a closed, prosperous little world for its own use, ignoring the need for international cooperation
[i.e., cross-border intervention is indispensable - Ed.]. Nor can bloc thinking and a revival of the logic of closed
alignments help meet [the] new challenges and threats' [unspoken: ‘which we have been frenetically fostering
around the periphery of Europe in order to provide the West with incentives and a pretext for ever closer 'security
cooperation' - by which we mean the promotion of our highest priority: the intended system of collective security).
**(b) 'Russia fully avails itself of the ability of the OSCE to help solve this or that problem coming entirely within
the jurisdiction of our state, as recent months have shown more clearly than ever in the case of the Chechen crisis,
interaction within the OSCE on Chechen affairs is an unprecedented instance of openness on the part of a Great
Power, of its readiness to proceed in situations [that are] particularly complicated and delicate from the point of
view of international politics, in strict accordance with its obligations, and to help consolidate the Organisation
[OSCE]. Thus the OSCE has set an important precedent. From now on, drawing the OSCE into the solution of daunting
problems in the event of a similar crisis in some other country (alas, no-one is safe from this) will be not so much a
question of the political will of the country concerned, as a common cause [Leninist phrase- Ed.] of all OSCE mem-
bers relying on past experience'. This passage shows that OSCE intervention in Chechnya (which was nominal) was
a contrived precedent induced by Moscow to help set an example for 'collective security’ intervention elsewhere,
which is what the Soviets have been urging. However, under both Presidents Bush, as under President Clinton, the
West has competitively embarked upon ‘collective security' transborder military interventions of its own. It is as yet
unclear whether these operations (Bosnia, Kosovo, Afghanistan) are inspired in part by Western rivalry with Moscow
and by a determination to ‘lead the way' in collective security operations so that some 'Western model' of collective
security ultimately prevails, based on Western precedents. If so, this would imply that Western policymakers do possess
a shrewd idea of what the Revolution is up to, in which case their incompetence in unravelling Soviet strategy generally is
indeed incomprehensible. Finally, the anti-nation state tone of this 'International Affairs' article by Yuriy Ushakov was

summarised in the following separate passage: We would not like any countries or European institutions to withdraw
into their shell and are against the primacy of national or group egoism' (meaning: national sovereignty’).
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The required response from NATO coincided with 28¢h CPSU Congress
in July 1990. Shevardnadze explained in 'his' B@dle Future Belongs to Freedom'’
that.... 'We waited impatiently for the outcometbé NATO session in London
[June 1990], having every reason to hope that iildv@nhance the process' (of
restructuring NATO and European relationships afiogr to Soviet priorities -
Ed.). 'Now the question of a united Germany's meshile of NATO took on
another colouration.... When the news came ouh®fNATO session in London,
I knew there had been a response. The declaratisge@ in London indicated
that NATO too was embarking on the path of tramsétion, decreasing its purely
military emphasis, and changing its strategy. Mogiortantly, NATO's declaration
expressed a readiness to announce that the tarcalli were no longer enemies.

'NATO also spoke in favour of limiting the offensicapabilities of armed
forces in Europe and of opening talks on reduatibactical nuclear arms. There
was also talk of a re-evaluation of the ‘forwarddohdefence' strategy and of the
doctrine of ‘flexible response’, along with the @amrcement that the doctrine that
contemplated the possibility of using nuclear weapgas changing'.

At meetings held in Moscow and Arkhiz, North Causashetween Presid-
ent Gorbachev and Chancellor Kohl in mid-July 1986 changes brought about
by that time enabled the two countries to look habgs differently.... In other
words, bilateral diplomacy promoted the succesgftdome of multilateral talks'.

In short, as soon as NATO had indicated that itldvarestructure itself' in
accordance with Moscow's formulation, indicatingttiis key doctrines would be
re-evaluated, Moscow gave the go-ahead for theemmuhtation of the unification
of Germany, on the basis of 'accelerating a digréeament... for the international
legal settlement of the external aspects of Geromafication’. At the same time,
extensive bilateral discussions between the SosimisGermans 'related to the sign-
ing of important bilateral treaties' took place,e@irdnadze (or rather, his ghost-
writers) explained - resulting in the 'so-callede& Treaty, the idea of which had
originated in 1987, but in the conditions of tivaet could not be implement&d'

Being interpreted, what all this meant was thatingaynduced the West
to confuse the erosion of the enemy's image withstibstance, the Soviets sought,
and obtained, nothing less than the ‘restructurirthe reorientation - of NATO,
via the alteration of its doctrines and posturesaddition to undermining its effective-
ness through the parallel Soviet 'bilateral treaffgnsive’. Thus the price charged
by the Soviets for German unification was much drgthan was provided for
in the Soviet-German bilateral treaties and ac@botg, onerous as they were.

Naturally, as a veteran Leninist and secret polremShevardnadze's
revelation of the truth about what the Soviets ietin exchange for 'permitting'
Germany's unification, was accompanied by egrediess One lie, on page 21 of
'his' book, sticks especially harshly in the thragiven Shevardnadze's notorious
record as the brutal Interior Minister and thenstFBecretary in Georgia under
overt Communism, and his bloody repressions in timdbrtunate Republic since:
'l saw in the East European upheavals of the 1880s1960s a reflection of Thilisi
in March 1956. My generation and | acquired "a 16866plex" for the rest of our
lives - rejecting force as both a method and ajpiimof politics™.

When 'Stalin II' ‘invited' Soviet and Ukrainian dps into Georgia in 1993 -
watching impassively as 50,000 young Georgian e sacrificed and the Soviet
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Air Force destroyed much of the beautiful Black 8ssort of Sukhumi, no reference
to the inconsistency of that behaviour with theedoing statement published in ‘'his'
deceitful book appeared in the Western press; vidutd Howe, the former British
Foreign Secretary under Lady Thatcher, took ncsdte@mend the eulogies to MVD
General E. Shevardnadze which were to appearautaisiography [see Note 57].

By the spring of 1991, NATO was singing at the ipits collective voice from
Moscow's musical score. At the Conference on tharéwf European Security held
on 25-26 April 1991 at the Cenin Palace, HQ of@aechoslovak Ministry of Foreign
Affairs in Prague, Manfred Woerner, NATO's Secye@@eneral, cast all caution to
the winds, assuming without further question thati€® intentions were genuine.
If he had been spoon-fed the Soviet ‘General MEwdatim, he could not have made
a statement more in tune with Soviet geopolitisglw Thinking', since he used the
very language employed by Genscher, Gorbacheviadinadze themselves:

"The challenge for us as Europeans, Woerner prmeou [see page 12],
blind to Soviet deception strategy, 'is to draw 8wviet Union into our common
endeavour, to dispel any temptations to isolateMe at NATO maintain the
transatlantic link, fettering the North Americamutracies as closely as we can
to Europe's destiny. From the viewpoint of secuptlicy, our reference system
reaches from the shores of the Pacific to ViadisSt,
With advocates and implementers of Soviet strategyhigh places in the
West's security and official structures, Moscowlmpary focus has been to cajole
and pressurise its fellow-travelling aides to delits revolutionary objectives.

In this carefully contrived picture, the NATO Secretary-General, Javier Solana, a ‘former Communist,
ostensibly ‘welcomes' the Russian Foreign Minister, Yevgeniy Primakov, at the start of the conference
of the annual NATO meeting in Berlin, on 4th June 1996. Note that Primakov appears to be puling the
NATO Secretary-General towards him, rather than the reverse. The 'post-Soviet propaganda experts
must have been truly overjoyed at this photograph, which was distributed worldwide by Associated
Press. For it signalled to those whom Lenin called 'the interested' that fne Western military alliance was
being enticed into Russia's orbit, not the other way round. Likewise, ‘convergence’, the essence of the
present phase of global revolutionary strategy, is to be effected on Moscow's terms - not ours. Source: AP.
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PSYCHOLOGICAL PRESSURES AND THE E.U. COLLECTIVE

There is in fact no excuse for this generalisedt®kedailure to detect the existence
of the continuing Bolshevik geopolitical strateggimce as reiterated throughout
this analysis, the Leninists are far from bashhdua revealing their strategic inten-
tions. As Yelena Bonner, the wife of the long-stagd(late) agent of influence,
Andrei Sakharov, has said, with first-hand knowedd the accuracy of her obser-
vation: "The point is that the Communist goal isedi and changeless - it never
varies one iota from their objective of world doation, but if we judge them
only by the direction in which they seem to be goime shall be deceived.

Yet the West is easily deceived - not least bydhsbtle means to which
reference has been made and which have been diftope the outset of Lenin's
Revolution, based on Soviet elaborations of thdirgs of Dr Ivan Pavlov - the
author of mind-control methodology, developed tiglolhis experiments with
dogs - with whom Lenin had extensive discussioas [gage 87], even inviting him
to stay for many weeks to elaborate his ideas ahatan and animal behaviour:
for Lenin had realised that the Revolution could da&ed and prosecuted with
much greater success if a means could be foundanflazdising human thought
and behaviour, thereby establishing mental hegemomich is the essence of
Gorbachev's 'New Thinking'. As Dr Boris Sokoloff Raissian medical doctor heav-
ily involved with the Russian Revolution itself, tbwho escaped from Russia and
reached the United States, wrote in his book Time/Nights' [1956], ‘Communism
is a movement directed against individualizatiod sowards the standardizing of all
man's activities. Steadily and persistently, theiedaregime is driving toward its
ulimate goal: control of human behavidr Thus we can trace the origins of
‘political correctness' directly to the Soviet Lests. It is referred to, for example,
in 'Fundamentals of Marxism-Leninism'. The relevasisay stressed the critical
importance of influence-building operations in puépy the ground for Western
capitulation to Soviet revolutionary objectives:

"... in deciding other affairs, methods of publifluence, the influence of
public opinion, will be utilised. Under Communismpublic opinion will become
a mighty force, capable of bringing to reason thogd#viduals who might not
want to follow Communist customs and rules of bighavin the community'.
'Political correctness' prepares the mind for ampdsed truth', disallowing the real
truth and perverting our intellect, so that we eeaseking the truth and under-
stand only what takes our fancy. The spy GeorgkeBlammed it up when he told
a fellow prisoner in the early 1960s that ‘'indigbtchoice would eventually be
mastered by a central Soviet control of thoughtgss [see page XII]. That veteran
Communist's insight is supported by the authorftghe late Louis F. Budenz - a
prominent American Communist until he saw the lightl courageously devoted
the rest of his life to exposing overt and covestmBunism. Budenz wrote in 1954
that 'the struggle for the future will probably rmé so much through engines of
war, as through the continued penetration of tleight processes of the world's
population' [The Bolshevik Invasion of the Westie Bookmailer, Linden, NJ, 1966,
from The West at Bay: How it got that way (In Lafa Preface)', page 6.

Under the main heading 'Cooperation and the Raberoent of Peoples'
'Fundamentals of Marxism-Leninism' [pages 735-78gF down that '‘Communism
means new relations between the peoples. Thegrnigit as a result of the furtha
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development of the principles of socialist inteioralism, which today constit-

ute the basis of relations between countries’. Wasld be achieved not least
because ‘the cultures of different peoples, nétiof@m, will be increasingly imbued

with the same Communist content. Their drawing thageon this basis will provide

a mighty stimulus to the mutual enrichment and ldgweent of national cultures

and in the long run will lead to the formation ofsagle, deeply international

culture that will be truly the culture of all manéi Under Communism, public

opinion will become a mighty force, capable of gimg to reason those individu-
als who might not want to follow Communist custoamsl rules of behaviour in

the community’. As was explained on page 10, theogean Union Collective

performs precisely that Leninist function - theléktiv being ‘the setting for group

pressure’, since its 'task is to instil... habftealectivism... to foster an acceptance
of group control over values, attitudes and beb#viassof: see Note 21, page 23].
Hence, any deviation from 'correct thinking' wilbtnbe tolerated in the New

Collectivist World Order, let alone in collectivisé&urope. And in addition to recon-
firming the central revolutionary importance of theevailing headlong onslaught
of collectivist 'political correctness', coverinty dimensions of 'New Thinking' and

human existence, this unsubtle threat illuminatesopinion of the Advocate-Gen-

eral of the European Court of ‘Justice’, made B02@ the effect that criticism of

the European Union is to be equated to blasphemy*.

Arguably most deceived of all are the powerful Bammans who have
been in charge of directing German policy since lbafore the days of Dr Konrad
Adenauer. As discussed in Part Two, it is inheianPan-German thinking that
Germany's true interests lie to the East. In thenaw of 1990, Anatoliy Golitsyn
warned the Germans that they will be double-crosgedeir ‘posf -Soviet allies:

'‘What Kohl fails to realise is that the Soviet teigists aim to use
Germany's economic and technological might to abntee USSR into the
dominant power in a united Europe.... The dominatiaa united Europe

by a Soviet-German political and economic partrigrstould be a significant
achievement for the second round of the Octobeld/@ocialist Revolutioh”.

* The European Court of 'Justice’ reacted vehemently to an item in the Eurofile column that appeared in
The Daily Telegraph on 28th October 2000, filed by Ambrose Evans-Pritchard. He had reported that the
Advocate-General of the Court had pronounced that criticism of the European Union Collective could be
restricted without violating freedom of speech, on the ground that it was akin to blasphemy. The Court
then proceeded on a course of deception, in the following manner. It told the British House of Commons
Library, the European media and other callers, that this assertion was totally untrue. But it failed to post the
Advocate-General's opinion on the Court's website, as normally happens - referring callers instead to a

separate case, which was posted on the website but which contained no references to blasphemy, thus
throwing everyone off the scent. Two weeks later, under protest, the Court posted the offensive opinion on
its website, stating that it had been 'mislaid. The European Court of 'Justice' further lied that there had
been a misunderstanding, for which it now apologised, but added that The Daily Telegraph had miscon-
strued the Advocate-General's opinion. The reason for the Court's lies and deceit vis-a-vis British enquirers
was as that the ruling threatens a primary principle of English law - namely, that a governing body cannot
restrict criticism in order to protect its reputation - although in this case, of course, the EU has no rep-
utation to protect, since as every informed observer whose mind is not yet controlled and corrupted
knows perfectly well, the EU collective functions by means of pressure, intimidation, harassment, coer-
tion, lies and confusion: in other words, its reputation stinks. In his follow-up column on 11th November
2000, Ambrose noted that the Advocate-General's 'point was not made lightly. It was a central building
block' of the argument that 'the EU can legitimately punish dissent. With the EU's so-called Charter of
Fundamental Rights proclaimed at the European Council in Nice, the stage is set for persistent critics such
as this Author to court eventual arrest, and to be jailed for blasphemy. Blasphemy represents pouring
odium on God: so the 'builders of Europe' seek not only to supplant the nation state, but the Almighty, as
well. Since ‘there is no God', the God of the EU collective is to be the European Union itself. Psalm of

David Number 53, verses 1-3 applies: 'The fool hath said in his heart. There is no God. Corrupt are they,
and have done abominable iniquity: There is none that doeth good... no, not one'.
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PREPARATIONS FOR ENTRY INTO THE ENEMY'S CAMP

Immediately after the softened-up leftist delegatéshe Council of Europe had
voted by acclamation in early 1996 for the admis&ib Russia as a member of the
Council - an objective targeted by Moscow for salvgears given the open-ended
opportunities for influence-building that membepshof this particular forum
would bring - Andrei Kozyrev, Russian Foreign Miaisat the time, said in an
interview that 'Russian membership of the CountilEarope will open up inten-
sified new cooperation between Russia and Europewdh assist us in reaching
our objectives of achieving membership of the EeaopUnion and of NATE?
This 'line" was reiterated by Yevgeniy Primakovthe following statement reported
by the Russian Information Agency on 28th Februd#896: 'Upon Russia's admis-
sion to the Council of Europe, this forum acquieedruly universal character, and
constitutes for the whole of the European Contigenbajor step towards a genuine
unification of Europe'. That the Russian goal of Elgmbership is realistic has of
course long since been made plain by the formdisiBiPrime Minister, John Major,
who said in his 1992 New Year's Day statement o B&dio 4 that 'l look forward
to the day when Russia is a fully-fledged memb#veoEuropean Community'.

On 18th November 1992, ITAR-TASS, the official Ralss'news' agency,
gave advance details of a treaty with the Europ@ammunity which would,
in part, 'establish how far Russia may be intedratéo the European economic
spacé™ On 13th May 1996, the Foreign Ministers of thedgaan Union countries
approved and repackaged existing agreements wikidRipresenting the measures
as a new initiative fostering closer cooperation emonomic, trade and collective
security issues - timing their so-called ‘actioanplin the 'hope’, as Western media
reports uncomprehendingly explained, of helpingsiBeat Yeltsin to ‘fend off the
challenge from his 'Communist rival', Gennadiy fuganovV?.

An unnamed Western official - evidently ignoranttioé Russians' use of the
Leninist dialectical method and thus of the faet thll the 1996 Russian Presiden-
tial candidates were either overt or secret Comstanincluding President Yeltsin
himself - elaborated with excruciating naivete tluditviously, like everyone else,
they want to help Yeltsin, and they see this asag w show support-. Time after
time, the sheer stupidity of the West has enalbled_eninists to play simple games
calculated to delude Western policymakers into eding something of long-term
strategic value to the Russians and their continiormer’ Soviet Bloc associates,
in exchange for some imagined, ephemeral pieceatiebelieve inserted into the
Western psyche to help make Westerners feel lessmiartable in the face of
continued harassment and provocation by the Ldginis

In contrast to the remarks of John Major on Newr¥daay 1992, the much
more knowledgeable leading 'Pan-German' policymak@dl Foreign Minister,
Klaus Kinkel, a protege in the past of Hans-Dibti@enscher, knew exactly what he
was talking about when he remarked in the sameexiotiiat ‘it is very important
that Russia is integrated into a new European ise@nchitecturé® This official
German statement, among others, proves that Germarks overtime to further
the realisation of Soviet collective security &gyt For the elimination of any
residual doubt about this, a German Foreign Minispokesman, Werner Hoyer,
confirmed on BBC One O'clock News on 17th June 1B&7 Germany seeks a sys-
tem of ‘collective security’ - that is, the objeetdf the Comintern since the 1920s.
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NATO's ‘landmark summit' of July 1990, held in Lond had brought the
Western military alliance's mindset closely intarelation with that of Gorbachev's
'‘New Thinking. That NATO had been well softened-wjas made plain in a letter
dated as early as 20th January 1992 from the theistAnt Secretary-General of

NATO for Political Affairs, Ambassador G. von M, to a correspondefit The
letter captures all the illusions induced in thesWie official mentality by just six
years of 'perestroika’, which gave birth to thevgilieg hazardous European slide
towards the actual realisation Lenin's ‘Common gema Home":

'Political events have considerably changed the levhuicture to an extent
that it appears to me academic’, wrote von Moltke speculate about President
Gorbachev's political intentions or a Soviet agetmsards Western Europe. The
Soviet Union has dissolved and President Gorbduaeleft the scene. We are

now dealing with an entirely new political situaati..".
‘We have moved from confrontation to cooperatiomd ave have given
this process concrete expression through our sfotggogramme of diplomatic
liaison, proposed at our landmark Summit in Londoduly 1990.... This process
will help the former members of the Warsaw Paabwercome their deep sense of
isolation and to integrate into our Western comiyunof democracies. To equate
the new members of the Commonwealth of Indepen8taies with the vanished
Soviet Union would be erroneous and misleading'.
'Our efforts are guided by the conviction that, ander to address the
security problems of the transforming Europe, newlldctive] security struct-
ures are needed. Our task in building a new Eysigleequires both bilateral

o

On 3rd October 2000, current and former officials met in Berlin to celebrate the tenth anniversary of the
two plus four' conferences, which had prepared the ground for German reunification ten years earlier.

The German Chancellor, Gerhard Schroeder, third from left, welcomes the former US Secretary of State,
James A. Baker (fourth from right), Roland Dumas from France (at the right), Lord Hurd from the United
Kingdom (third from right), MVD General Eduard Shevardnadze (centre), and Hans-Dietrich Genscher,
West Germany (second from left). Also present were Markus Meckel from East Germany (left), and East
Germany's last Prime Minister, Lothar de Maiziere (second from right). Source: Associated Press AP.



100 THE EUROPEAN UNION COLLECTIVE

and multilateral approaches. Bilateral treatiesvéem Alliance members and the
Commonwealth of Independent States are a legitimate welcome part of the
overall efforts to establish a new relationship mgriuropean states'.

These high-level NATO observations - written inpmrsse to an Occasional
Paper published separately by this Author in 1@@titled The Soviet Agenda for
Europe', which gave details of some of the Souietenal treaties - demonstrate
that NATO had absorbed and adopted Soviet polmies had succumbed, at its
crucial London Summit Meeting in July 1990, to ingiZ’e Soviet overtures so that
it was now engaged in the unwitting implementadnSoviet collective security
strategy. It was, after all, the Soviets who hadnbpressing for collective security
arrangements ever since the Comintern specifiet dbliéective security was its
highest priority in the 19205“ It was, after all, both Lenin and Gorbachev who
had invoked the 'Common European Home' idea, filitdfigc the realisation of the
Soviet collectivists' achievement of hegemony aoktbaive security in the region,
in accordance with the remit of the Second Conmin@ongress that [the intended]
‘Communist society... recognises no form of state'.

As discussed on page 103 et seq., the restrigctofiNATO' led directly to
a period of contrived dialectical public grumblingechestrated by Moscow for
strategic purposes and fronted by Yevgeniy Prima&nd General Aleksandr
Lebed - who, at the appropriate moment of psychcdbgvarfare, all of a sud-
den 'withdrew' his previous opposition to the exgam of NATO. Meanwhile
on 22nd March 1997, President Yeltsin declared fhatsia should join the Euro-
pean Union 'in order to end its Cold War-era ismtafor good'. And before leav-
ing Helsinki at the end of a two-day summit meetinigh President Clinton,
Yeltsin insisted that Russia should be recoqniﬁdlast, as a 'full European
state.... We are also prepared to join the Eurdpeimm*®.

Compare this demand - which The Sunday Times' (uedely briefed
correspondent Peter Conradi reported on 23rd M&@9v ‘came as a bolt out
of the blue to many observers' - with Gorbachewt Qlobel Peace Prize lecture
statement of June 1992 about ‘the European spatea@ng the (by then 'non-
existent) Soviet Union and reaching to the shafethe Pacific - 'going beyond'
mere ‘nominal boundaries’; and then consider theroppate answer to the
following simple question: 'In what way did the pelitical policies, public state-
ments and aims of the Yeltsin regime differ one fiim those of its predecessor?'

Russian membership of the European Union and of MiAdould consolid-
ate Russia's achievement of Sun-Tzu's key objedantey into the enemy's camp.
Writing on 4th January 1988 about ‘the United Statedden switch from confront-
ation to acceptance of Gorbachev's ‘process' amafaigce of the strategy behind
Anatoliy Golitsyn noted that in Sun-Tzu's term®e fpinnacle of strategy is to be
invited into the fortress of the enemy' (referrimgre to the United States). He also
explained how successive Communist leaders had disatformation to ‘enter
the American fortress - the enemy's camp - withppositiort®

For instance, Khrushchev had 'used disinformatioouta Sino-Soviet differ-
ences to gain his invitation to visit the Unitedit&t. Brezhnev and Deng used disin-
formation about Sino-Soviet hostilities to gainithavitations. Gorbachev, in turn,
has used disinformation about Soviet democratiséti@btain his invitation'.

In January 1988, Golitsyn emphasised that 'Pradrleggan’s embrace
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of Gorbachev's initiatives as positive developmenés provided the Soviets and
the KGB with an opportunity for active interferenge American politics. It gives

them the chance to activate and use for their egiiat purposes the friends and
agents of influence they have acquired within thenefican elite over the past
twenty-five years. During the confrontational peliothese agents were afraid to
act because of the danger of expostiteFollowing the formal visit of President
Gorbachev's delegation to the United States in 1887, these agents of influence
were given a new lease of life; and since thery, lave never looked back.

APPLIED DIALECTICS: THREE GEOPOLITICAL CASE STUDIES

To illustrate how the continuing Leninist stratégisand their revolutionary
implementers have applied the dialectical method pr@cure specific strategic
objectives in the European context, three Case i&tutlave been selected. It is
necessary to insert these here, because they edate o the continuing Soviet
Leninist objective of entering the enemy's cammfJaul:

Case Study 1: The dialectical method used to enter the Council of Europe

Confirmation of the routine use of the dialecticakthod, from a prominent Leninist
implementer of strategy, Vladimir Lukin, formerlyuBsia's Ambassador to the United
States, was published in ‘International Affdits'In this extraordinary article, Lukin (and
the Russian Foreign Ministry) had the arrogancadmit, gratuitously and openly, that the
special manoeuvres they perpetrated to ‘ease’aRusasimission to the Council of Europe
were all a gamté’. Furthermore, Mr Lukin knew that in making thesmical admissions,
no-one in the Western official structures would tegyslightest attention.

Following his return from Washington, Lukin resedd as Chairman of the State
Duma Committee for Foreign Affairs. Russia hadioally sought to join the Council of

Europe with an application on 7th May 1992 - follmgvwhich, the Committee of Ministers
for Foreign Affairs of the Council of Europe natidmad responded (on 25th June 1992) with

a favourable resolution. The matter was then placethe 'back burner' for several years.
Finally, after Russia's eventual admission, thebeuistamp State Duma ‘voted', Lukin
wrote, by an overwhelming majority for joining th@restigious European organisation.
Such were the main stages of this road which préwede not so easy. He then explained
the difficulties Russia's strategists had had teramme in order to achieve their objective -
and the Leninist, dialectical manner in which thay set about doing so.

The problems were partly of the Russians' own ngalim the first place, Mr Lukin
explained, 'the world was still experiencing theckhof the Pervomaiskoe tragedy' - which
had culminated in the televised bombardment of 'Bi@gck and White House'. Secondly,
'on 2nd February 1995, the procedure' for consigeRussia's application for Council of
Europe membership ‘was interrupted because ofr#fgedy in Chechnya'. Thus Russian
policy had been ‘interrupted’ by two 'tragediestaadblocks [Life], created by the Leninists
themselves, which the strategists had been obligeshanoeuvre round. How to proceed,
given the technical difficulty that 'by the timeetldiscussion in the Council of Europe's
Parliamentary Assembly started, Russia's chancebeinfy admitted to the Council of
Europe were 50-50', because 'the procedure forttamma new member is very complic-
ated', requiring two-thirds of the deputies in ratence? Lukin proceeded to itemise the
'special measures' taken by the strategists tctmwve' these ‘roadblocks'.

First, President Yeltsin's Press Secretary, Seildeylvedev, announced that 'the
deployment of the (Soviet) army in Chechnya hachldmne legitimately’, adding that any
‘refusal to admit Russia to the Council of Europmildl essentially mean this organisation's
support for DudayeV' [the Soviet-controlled ‘betie renegade Chechen warlord of the day].
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‘Naturally’, Lukin explained, 'such a statementsedusome fuss at Strasbourg. (Dudayev,
a ‘former Soviet Air Force General based in Estonas then the Chechen leader working
dialectically with Moscow in part to provide a dig®n so that the West in due course
‘conceded’ the need for substantial deliveries tifang hardware to the colossal new

military district of Mosdok®, Ingushetia, being constructed under Yeltsin).

However any anxieties within the Council of Eurepéarliamentary Assembly
were evidently allayed when, as Lukin explaine@, ader of the overt Russian Commun-
ists came to the ‘rescue’, playing a dialectidel feor 'Zyuganov made a responsible speech,
and showed clearly that the Communist Party ofRbesian Federation was indeed backing
democratic policy and was going to follow the gpies of democracy for the future, as well'.

The Council of Europe was duly ‘satisfied’ with sthecompletely meaningless,
deceitful and worthless assurances, having no smdding of ‘democratism’, and
willing to take the 'democratic credentials' of tReissian Communists - not even of
‘relabelled' Communists, but of the overt Commanigtmselves - at face value!

As Anatoliy Golitsyn noted in January 1988, 'despghe advent of ‘glasnost, the
Soviet credo - ‘Whenever required, lie for theyRane' - remains unchang&t!

Lukin then says that he himself passed a lettahg¢oCouncil of Europe by another
dialectical actor - Sergey Kovalev, who was theayiph an assigned dialectical role for the
KGB strategists as a 'human rights' expert, a satlsequently assumed by a Presidential
Human Rights Commission, chaired by Viadimir Kdkis In the letter, Kovalev admit-
ted that 'Russia certainly cannot yet meet the €tairemocratic standards', and wasn't
it unfortunate indeed that 'the situation with regéo human rights in this country has
grown worse than ever for the past year*? Howdkier meant that 'to refuse Russia's
admission would mean the Council's keeping awayn fignlving the problems of the
largest European nation, which would contradicitrg causa sui of this organisation'.

Another flight of fancy.

Finally, that caricature of a Russian nationatis¢ GRU ‘actor' Vladimir Wolfovich
Zhirinovskiy, was deployed to make certain that tBeuncil of Europe's Parliamentary
Assembly took the desired decision. In the follaypassage from Lukin's article, we have
official confirmation from strategic level, sancted by the Russian Foreign Ministry

*THE SOVIET GULAG REMAINS IN EXISTENCE: All official, and most unofficial, ‘human rights' activism in the Leninist
‘former' Soviet Union is, as would be expected, deceptive. For many years, successive annual issues of the US State
Department's 'Country Reports on Human Rights Practices' document have reported that ‘between 10,000 and 20,000
detainees and prison inmates die in penitentiary facilities annually. The first such document published under the new
Bush Administration, which appeared in September 2001, modified this statement inexplicably, asserting that ‘accord-
ing to human rights groups, approximately 11,000 detainees and prison inmates die in penitentiary facilities annually,
some from beatings, but most as a result of overcrowding, inferior sanitary conditions, disease, and lack of medical
care'. However these US official reports paint a misleading picture. In May 1997, a special issue of'Soviet Analyst'
[Volume 24, Number 3] published a list of 30 forced labour camps in Russia, Ukraine and Kazakhstan. The camps,
which were described in detail, with their geographical locations, had been separately identified by sources in Russia
and Ukraine, and validated by a Western intelligence source, as having been operative in 1995 and 1996. In the case of
a camp in Kazakhstan, a Western computer engineer reported that, having been given a GULAG map reference, travel
directions and other details of a suspected labour camp, he had duly boarded the requisite public transport and, upon
alighting at the requested bus stop, had indeed found himself standing immediately outside a huge labour camp,
complete with watchtowers, barbed wire perimeter, guards and dogs. Despite extensive international distribution of
that issue of 'Soviet Analyst' and its placement with 'mainstream’ media outlets, the report, which established that
some of the identified penal instituions using slave labour had been established and expanded under the ‘democra-
tic' regime headed by Boris Yeltsin, was completely ignored. On 4th January 2002, The Times and The Daily Telegraph
in London both reported that a British academic, Judith Pallot, a geography lecturer and fellow of Christ Church,
Oxford, had told a conference that in the summer of 2000, she had 'stumbled’ on AM-244, a complex of 17 operational
‘correctional colonies' containing 100,000 people in Perm' oblast in the Urals, in the valleys of the rivers Kolva and
Berezovaya. The colonies, all components of a single labour camp, were among a large number of such camps which
have been continuously occupied since Stalin's GULAG, and were located in a region known for its labour camps. The
Russian ‘prison’ system maintains a total of 122 ‘forest camps', according to the reports. Dr Pallot told a conference:
‘Though we tend to think there was an amnesty after Stalin' [Why? - Ed], 'l was surprised to find that there were still
whole regions to which the Russians were still sending people, continually occupied since Stalin's time'. In other
words, Dr Pallot provided further confirmation of 'Soviet Analyst's report, published in May 1997. She added:
‘Nobody writes about forest camps. They're in the wrong place. | think they are inhuman and degrading. | think they
are unacceptable’. On 19th January 2002, Agence France Presse reported from Moscow, without elaboration, that
‘fourteen prisoners at a Russian hard-labour camp escaped to freedom by digging a long tunnel under the compound
fence. It was the biggest breakout recorded in post-Soviet Russia’ [The Daily Telegraph, 19th January 2002].
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which published it, that everything contained inolde this analysis concerning the
mutine use of Leninist dialectical strategic deoeptoperations by the Russians to
achieve their tactical and strategic objectives, is correct:
"Vladimir Zhirinovskiy also did his work well. He a8 in good shape and did his
best to show everybody present [at the Council wbjie, in Strasbourg] what a wild and
horrible person he is. Russia, he said, is the mhastocratic state in the world, unlike any
member of the Council of Europe - for instance, @&mans, who are harming the Turks,
the Turks who are suppressing the Kurds, and sdHawing succeeded in frightening the
gentle Europeans [indicating how much the Leninidéspise the compliant European
'useful idiots' - Ed.] he concluded by saying that personally would be happy if Russia
were refused admission - as, in that case, heirff@igkiy) would win the Presidential
elections by a still larger margin'.

After that, the 'gentle Europeans' just had to eagce Russian membership of the
Council of Europe. In order to appreciate the fuite of this open admission of the routine
use of Bolshevik dialectical deception techniqueshould be recalled that the GRU officer,
Zhirinovskiy, is a 'licensed pocket Hitler' whosesk, in addition to acting as a 'probe’, as
already described [page 52], is principally to amte dialectically 'opposite’ [antithesis]
lines for the revolutionaries as a means of praguihtended outcomes [the synthesis].
For instance, Zhirinovskiy's outbursts procuredes'vote in Finland's EU referendum.

Lukin's article then bragged that Russian memhershithe Council of Europe would
enable Moscow to ‘exercise its influence' on all @ouncil's decisions. Russia had gained
‘access to the treasures of European democracy'.

This example of the use of the Leninist dialectateption methodology to achieve
tactical objectives within the framework of the @l Line' - the long-range deception
strategy - provides clear insights into how the ihish strategists and their implementers
operate. Such behaviour is standard practice. Heweafter many years studying Soviet
strategy, the Author has reached the conclusiormawely that Western policymakers have
no idea of strategy, but also that there are naecsrof Western structures where 'post'-
Soviet strategy is evaluated. So it is hardly ssirgy that the West is blind to all this.

Case study 2: The dialectical method used to penetrate NATO openly

On 9th May 1995, the British Prime Minister of tday, John Major, who was visiting
Moscow, delivered a speech at the opening of anBeddorld War memorial, in which he
assured the Russians that Britain and its Westities avere determined 'not to isolate’
Moscow [see page 91]. The phraseology and synteemimoyed on that occasion appeared
to have been derived directly from the KGB's owrting-school. Experience enables the
analyst familiar with the revolutionary collectisemethods and practices, to detect the
provenance of language used in official pronouncgsn@he fact that a prominent Western
figure uses the KGB's own forms of expression mawaly that the user's mind, or that of
his or her supporting bureaucracy, has been imnfebte the 'central Soviet control of
thought process' identified by George Blake [sagepaIl and 96]. (John Major's pro-Russian
interventions, though, were so extreme - witnessstitement in his New Year's Day broad-
cast on 1st January 1992, looking forward to Russ@ming 'a fully-fledged member of the
European Community’, and his pas-de-deux with tk&B kKofficer Boris Pankin during the
bombardment of the 'Black and White House', thaerotllegations have been advanced).
'Having banished the divisions of the past, sdid British Prime Minister, echoing
Gorbachev's propaganda line, 'we must not let ¢kenshadow of a new division fall
across Europe. We need to forge a chain of newiordhips binding us together in a
durable peac& This comment precisely echoed the similar Leniolsservation made by
the Russian Foreign Minister of the day, Andrei yfe¥, reported on pages 90-91. President
Bill Clinton made a similar statement in 1997 [s¢s0 page 91].
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Wittingly or not, Mr Major provided yet further cfimation to the strategists that
their dialectical methods were indeed achievingdy tmagnificent' results [see pages 130-131
and Note 97]. The erosion of the ‘image’ of thergnbad certainly been mistaken for the
absence of any enemy at all, (which is presumably M6 now hardly has anyone monitor-
ing the ‘former USSR' any more) - as had beentedsky the Joint Declaration of Twenty-
Two States signed in Paris on 19th November 199thdyWarsaw Pact and NATO powers,
which had pronounced that the signatories werdonger adversaries'. Since the former
Warsaw Pact signatories were heirs of the Leniraslition, their signatures to that document
lacked any meaning or force, since Lenin had tabghffollowers that accords signed with
non-Communists could be torn up with impunity wibe interests of the Revolution so
required. Obviously, no such doubts ever troubtedniind of Mr Major or his officials, just as
they had been banished from the pragmatic mindmbassador von Moltke. 'That was yes-
terday’, von Moltke told his correspondent in #tiet cited on page 99: 'Hadn't you noticed?'

Such blindness has hidden from the West Moscowiineo use of the dialectical
political method to achieve its tactical and stjiateobjectives. The method usually involves
the sudden emergence of two opposing official Tineane of which is supportive of the
option favoured by the West [thesis], and the otlaich is ostentatiously opposed to it
[antithesis]. One or other of the 'lines', or ewmth of them, may portray the relevant set
of circumstances or objectives 'upside-down' ockke-fronf - a reminder of the satanic
undertones and origins of the Revolution. In argateeremony, the Mass is read back-to-
front. When it came to enticing NATO far beyond tlzesh initial outbreak of 'post-Cold
War' ‘restructuring' in preparation for the estbtient of Moscow's cherished system of
‘collective security’, on which the Soviets hadcsasfully made German unification contin-
gent back in 1990, the Russians deployed thisctizle political method liberally. Specifically-
key figures, led by Yevgeniy Primakov - who now evrom overt control of the relabelled
Foreign Intelligence Service (KGB) to the positminForeign Minister in January 1996 so that
the KGB's strategic intelligence input could berdomted all the more impeccably with the
activities of the Russian Foreign Ministry - sebatbdenigrating NATO's plans for eastwards
expansion. It was left to various other controfigdres on the Russian stage to put the oppo-
site point of view - playing down the 'dangers' $fudaced from NATO's expansion plans.
In due course, as will be seen, Primakov and Yettemselves ‘came round' to acceptance
of NATO's expansion - a move which will have fgtalleakened it, as it allows itself to be
penetrated by new members which remain secrettyatied by the continuing Soviets.

Since NATO's plans for eastwards expansion wereouafse naively based upon the
1990 Joint Declaration's unreliable written assteathat the ‘former' Soviet Bloc countries
of Central and Eastern Europe were 'no longer adsies' and upon the false unstated
premise that they were no longer Communist, eithierhaving long since become ‘politic-
ally incorrect' even to discuss their politicalentiation - the actual and intended effect of
the orchestrated outbursts against NATO led by @&kaw was to encourage the Western
proponents of NATO expansion to 'stick to their gufor to the pragmatic Western mind
Russian opposition to NATO expansion provided eeliient justification for expan-
sion - since it showed how urgently the candidatmities needed NATO's protection.

This is of course a complete misreading of theatiln, based on the incorrect
assumption that the Central and East European NAd@lidates' are free to take the relev-
ant decisions without 'post-Soviet input, whereageality they are all active participants
in the implementation of Moscow's strategy to dstabts permanent hegemony over the
whole Eurasian landmass inter alia through a sysiEfoollective security’, which self-evid-
ently would be controlled by secret Soviet powarpursuing this strategy, the Revolution's
planners believe - correctly - that they cannotwgong, since their detailed studies of the
Western mentality have shown them that the pragmwgstern mind cannot grasp, and is
extremely unlikely to grasp, the idea that thettitted' former Soviet Bloc states of Central
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and Eastern Europe remain controlled by covert istsi who are in fact beholden to
Moscow and in certain respects (intelligence affaiispecially) controlled from the centre,
as before. The truth of this was brought home ¢éoAbthor when Milos Zeman, the Czech
Prime Minister, included a cynical ‘joke' comparifigny Blair to Lenin, in the course of his
speech before international bankers attending khE/World Bank Annual Meetings in
Prague [22nd September 2000].

Nobody who is not a Communist (with the exceptidntlis Author!) ever mentions
Lenin these days. But Mr Zeman told the bewildeseulld financial community: ‘I see the
striking similarity between Viadimir llyich Leninnad Tony Blair. Vladimir llyich Lenin said:
'To learn, to learn, to learn’ (referring to thaitist methodology and the techniques of revolatipn
activity - Ed.). Tony Blair said: 'l have only threriorities: first, education; second, education;
thirdly, education’ (referring to the Labour-Fabi&enda to abuse the British education system to
teach revolutionary ‘attitudes’, so that the ptipalédecomes 'of one mind' - Ed.). But | am suat th
this is the single similarity between Blair and irén
Mr Primakov's dialectical campaign on NATO issuesswpersistent, sophisticated
and effective. Space precludes a detailed destripli its many twists and turns, but snap-
shots will illustrate the modus operandi employgake the impact of a visit by the NATO
Secretary-General of the day, Sr Javier Solandpranér' Communist from Spain, to
Moldova, Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan in Felyus97. What did Sr Solana think he
was achieving by this visit, with its 'undeclardgbhind-the-scenes' purposes, asked Mr
Sergei Yastrzhembsky, President Yeltsin's spokesmhatorically, as late as February 1997
- by which time Moscow's objectives had largely rbeeachieved?®
When Russia had ‘proposed’ closer military linkstwben the ‘former' Soviet
Republics and Russia, NATO had been unenthusigSiich overt military links had been
pushed into the shadows when Marshal Yevgeniy Simicov had earlier ‘resigned'
from his supreme position as CIS military coordinat a move designed to disabuse the
West of the impression that the Republics' milifarges remained integrated with and
controlled by those of the Russian Federation gathé case), which might have ‘delayed'
steps towards their progressive ‘integration’ iotflective security arrangements such as
the OSCE, involving the West: in a dialectical twibis stance was later overtly reversed.
‘The West as a whole, and the leadership of NAEMpposed to any form of political or
military integration between the newly independstttes - the Republics of the former
USSR - especially when they are initiated by Moscasaid the Russian President's
spokesmalt’, pointedly drawing attention to the opposite stzhat the West should take.

On the contrary, pronounced Sr Solana from Geotigiaprospect was for ‘enhanced
cooperation'. In any case, Moscow's 'war of womdstuld and could not prevent 'the
inevitable.... These countries want to rejoin aoparfrom which they are artificially separ-
ated. ... NATO does not regard the relationshipvdsst these countries and NATO, and
the relationship between these countries and Russiamutually exclusive’, a NATO
source told ReutelS. Thus the seeds had already been sown for theefugxpansion
of NATO into parts of the 'former' Soviet Union,tire context of ‘collective security'.

On 24th July 1996, General Aleksandr Lebed, thessRls top security chief-
a label he seems to have acquired purely for tied Bialectical dance he was about to
perform, since he was 'sacked' by President Yedfsantly after Moscow had procured the
anticipated NATO response, or had received assesati@at it would be forthcoming -
proclaimed dialectically that, despite a barrageciticism of NATO's expansion project
from high levels in Moscow, he himself had no diijes to NATO enlargement. This
announcement appeared in 'The Financial Timedeoffdllowing day under a huge banner
headline, which read: 'NAT@ROWTH NO THREAT SAYS LEBED. Before leaving for a visit to
NATO in Brussels on 6th October 1996, however, @éreebed voiced renewed presidential
opposition to NATO's expansion.
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Then, after three days in Western Europe, he meddngmself yet again, criticising
President Yeltsin's 'anti-expansion' NATO policycagmoded and harmful to Russian inter-
ests, saying in comments to 'news' agencies o@@&tbber 1996 that the Kremlin was trying
'to take a 15-year-old political line amid comgieteew economic, military and other condi-
tions'. Finally, on returning to Moscow, where thiate Duma summoned him to ‘'explain his
conduct', Lebed reverted to the 'line' which haglvaifed on his departure - with his own
spokesman, Aleksandr Barkhatov, now insisting fRassia had by no means accepted
NATO expansioft®.

This was the dialectically fertile background agaiwhich Yevgeniy Primakov, who
was by now labelled by the Western press 'a vel€ma Warrior', felt free to spell out ‘far
tougher' conditions for Russia accepting NATO'saegjpon into Central Europe. Primakov
said that NATO should agree to a 'charter agreémdmith would ensure Moscow a large
measure of influence over the decisions the adfiamould be making. In laying down these
new conditions, the Foreign Minister was the esseuic reasonableness: 'A number of
problems directly affecting us', he said,’ mustdiseussed in our presence and decided by
consensus before [decisions are] executed. Agréément an aim in itself. We want a new
document that reflects our concerns and establishegstem that guarantees our security.
Moscow is very touchy, very concerned about NAT@amsion [which] will change our
geopolitical situation completely, making it mucbrae than it was before expansion'.

In other words, having played the dialectical gasuecessfully, Primakov now
'brought his influence to bear' in favour of Rusiluctantly’ accommodating NATO's
expansion plans - and laid down Moscow's termsthiEse circumstances', accordingly.
The effect of his orchestrated 'opposition’ hachbeeactly as the strategists had intended -
and had followed the classic pattern which they bathblished in the course of many
years' research conducted by the institutes establifor such purposes under the aus-
pices of the Soviet Academy of Sciences in theyek8#60s:

First, Russian official ‘opposition' to NATO expims - given alarming weight by
the vociferous participation of General Igor Rodignthen Russian Defence Minister, at a
special NATO session held at Bergen, Norway, o Zptember 1996 - had been paral-
leled by official Russian voices expressing theosjip view - namely, that NATO expansion
was 'no big deal'. These had encouraged NATO alffitd 'persevere' with their expansion
project, as secretly intended by the strategists.

Secondly, as NATO officials - led by Sr Solana was,a ‘former' Communist him-
self, would have known the dialectical score -ggited to '‘persevere' with their expansion
strategy, Primakov had prepared the ground for, faaiitated, concessions on the part of
NATO 'in exchange' for Moscow abandoning its (faldialectical) opposition to the expan-
sion scheme. What was withheld from NATO's patitisi and officials (with the exception
of Sr Solana), was that Moscow fervently desiredr@Ao expand eastwards - on its own terms,
and in furtherance of its own ‘collective securityentions.

Russian manipulation of NATO attitudes was furthssisted by a key agent of
influence in Washington, the US Secretary of Defedr Wiliam Perry, who had particip-
ated in the 'Global Security Project' sponsoredthgy Gorbachev Foundation in 1993, and
designed to foster the idea of 'collective secutfityough dialogue between US defence and
intelligence experts and various covert KGB / GRiiteys and representatives of the Soviet
military. Alarmed by General Rodionov's oppositi@nd in response to the campaign
orchestrated by Primakov, Mr Perry duly offered $fusa 'security partnership' involving
unprecedented access for Moscow to the affairhe@fNATO alliance. At Bergen, General
Rodionov maintained his dialectical 'line', ostéotesly pretending to be unimpressed, and
continuing with his vocal opposition despite thalitg that Mr Perry's strategic ‘concession’
was precisely in accordance with Moscow's objesfiteAs an immediate consequence of
Russia being granted access to NATO's affairs, Meseas able to raise its political and
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military presence at NATO headquarters in Brussefgompting the alliance's Supreme
Commander, US General Wesley Clark, to complain tth@ many Russian representatives
‘are known to be military intelligence officers mainterested in ferreting out information
than building' [cooperatiofif’.

On 20th March 1997, President Yeltsin arrived inlsidki for a summit meeting
with President Clinton amid 'noises off' which tatied that Russian ‘opposition’ to NATO
expansion would not be pressed much further. Tresi&u President predicted a mood of
friendliness and compromise’, with The Guardiaedipting that 'RSSIA MAY CLIMB DOWN
OVER NATO' **°. At Helsinki, President Yeltsin signified tacitcaptance of NATO expan-
sion, while maintaining dialectical consistency tgscribing NATO's plans as 'a serious
mistake'. At a joint news conference with Presidélihton, Yeltsin said that an under-
standing had been reached 'minimising the negativesequences for Russia’, allowing
the participants to 'solve issues by consensug. pirass dutifully reported the Russian
spin that President Yeltsin was now ‘reconcilellAGO expansion*.

The stage was now ready for a set-piece spectacular ceremony at a one-
day summit meeting held in Paris on 27th May 199Wlsich, according to The Times
of London, 'NATO and Russia blew away the last threz the Cold War' by signing
the 'Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Co-operatmd Security Between NATO
and the Russian Federation' (which of course erdutkrstwhile’ nuclear ‘powers'
such as Ukraine, or any other Russian Republic hxtlwRussia reserved the right to
transfer or locate nuclear equipment). So ‘entistislaabout this accord did The
Times deem the Russian President to be, thatatriegh that he had 'astonished the

NATO leaders with an impromptu promise that he wowtmove the warheads
from nuclear weapons pointing at their counttfés'

This undertaking to de-activate Russian nuclear pera was curious indeed,
given: (a) The endless propaganda to the effedt tina Cold War is over' which had
swamped the Western media for the preceding sissyéa@ The fact that President Yeltsin
had emphatically undertaken, amid much fanfare anehumerous earlier occasions, to ensure
that Soviet nuclear weapons would no longer beetadyat Western cities; (c) Inform-
ation leaked from a classified CIA document andlipéd in The Washington Times on
12th May 1997 that 'recent malfunctions of equipmamtrolling Russia's vast nuclear
arsenal have... switched nuclear missiles to comimde on several recent occasidhs'
(d) A statement by the newly appointed US Defensereary, William Cohen, on 29th
April 1997, in which he had said that ‘'we don't wnthe exact nature of the command
and control over Russian nuclear systems'; (e)idemgsYeltsin's approval, according to
remarks in Moscow by the then Security Council Dedbecretary, Boris Berezovskiy, on
10th May 1997, of 'a new security doctrine for Rusigat stipulates the right to use nuclear

weapons first; (f) A French Ministry of Defencepogt, disseminated by Reuters on 2nd

May 1997, that Russia maintained a massive steckibetween 18,000 and 20,000 tactical
nuclear weapons; and: (g) The development and yleplat under the Yeltsin regime of
Topol-M, a deadly intercontinental missile thatidganched into orbit and against which the
West is or was believed to be at some considedibéglvantage.

But leaving aside The Times' naive euphoria ovesigent Yeltsin's deceitful obser-
vations concerning the targeting of nuclear missiEnd the reported ‘astonishment’ with
which NATO delegates to the Paris ceremony hadtegtethis Leninist gesture, Richard
Perle, the distinguished US defence and securififesist, noted at once that the agree-
ment read like a Soviet-drafted document redoldntSoviet-style moral equivalence;
that Russia had been given a seat at the NATO tadflere new candidates for NATO
membership had been admitted; that Russia had inegle an 'equal partner' in respect
of both political and security matters in a newrd=Atlantic community context’; that the
document explicitly affirmed the primacy of multdeal organisations in which Moscow
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enjoys a de jure and de facto veto; and that Moseialways co-chair the newly estab-
lished 'Permanent Joint Council, whereas the Wn&ates would only serve as co-chair
on a rotating basis, taking turns with the other NATO member countries. In other
words, Primakov's dialectical play-acting had deléd not just the intended interim
result, but had truly obtained for Moscow yet apotiGreat Leap Forward' towards the
realisation of its highest strategic priority: thstablishment of a collective security system.
Under President Putin, the atrocities of 11th Sepes 2001 were at once success-
fully leveraged to enhance cooperation between NANQ Russia, even though that issue
was unrelated to the attacks and had nothing tavitho 'the fight against international
terrorism'. The Author has separately analysedSamiet Analyst', and briefly on pages 117-
119, the further 'Great Leaps Forward' in respédittaining its collective security objective
that Moscow had already, by early 2002, derived asnsequence of its deft exploitation of
the aftermath of the events of 11th September 2081 outcome of its long-term revolut-
ionary international terrorism strategy controlladd directed by Soviet Military Intell-
igence (GRU). However that takes us away from dloaid of this Case Study on the use of
the dialectical method to achieve strategic adwndeich is complete as described above.

Case study 3: Primakov's 'staged row with Yavlinski' in Washington
The former CIA Director of Central Intelligence [)CRobert M. Gates, published a book
of recollections in 1996 which contained evidentea @old, Bolshevik Leninist dialectical
provocation perpetrated in 1991 right under hisenbg Yevgeniy Primakov, assisted by
the supposed 'Young Turk' 'moderate reformer', dBrigravlinski, who was for a period
the 'darling' of the West in general and of therimtional financial institutions, in particular
[see page 64]. The purpose of this operation waetsuade the United States that the Soviet
Government was in a shambles, riven by interndéestr

And the significance of this example is not simfitat the message was conveyed
only when Primakov and Yavlinski were together wRtesident Bush [Sr.] in the White
House - you can't get much bolder than that - a that the former DCI was evidently
blind to the ruse, since he reported it without eagnprehension of its objective. This alone
yielded an additional bonus for the Soviets: firatd confirmation that officials at the
highest level of US intelligence and policymakingdhno knowledge of Leninist dialectical
operations, and were 'willing and eager' to be f®dso anxious was official Washington
to accept Soviet fabrications and ploys as genuinetwithstanding that for Bolsheviks to
tell the truth was like Eskimos wearing no cloth@ this occasion, though, the Soviets
did tell the truth, or rather indulged in 'in-ydace' candour (as always, never to be confused
with the truth) -but for reasons of strategic déioepMr Gates wrote:

'On 27th May [1991], also at Gorbachev's request,oldl friend’ Yevgeniy Primakov
- who had earned our cordial dislike by his gaméoofsie with Saddam Hussein in January
and February - rolled into town to talk about ecnimoreform and, especially, Western
economic assistance. He brought with him Deputyn@rMinister Vladimir Shcherbakov
and the economic reformer Grigory Yavlinski. Priténister Paviov in April had produced
his "anticrisis' economic plan which made sometigeshoises but essentially kept the cen-
tral government as the final authority on economiatters. The idea that this plan had
much positive in it or that Primakov had anythirfgvalue to say on the economy struck
us all as ludicrous.... Scowcroft, Zoellick, Ed Hievand | urged Bush to ask questions
directly of Yavlinski - whom we were confident Pakov was bringing only for show...
Primakov and Shcherbakov both made it apparentthieatSoviet Government had no idea
what it was doing on the economy and that any Wesi&l would be money down a
rathole. The meeting in the Cabinet Room on 31sy Mas as sharp and unfriendly an
exchange as | could remember as our side askeddastions and the Soviets had no
answers. Yavlinski might as well have been on mi#r af the table for the critical obser-
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vations he made and his obvious lack of suppofigGovernment's progrant-+.

Note how the former CIA Director's eye is 'off thall' from the outset, and how
dever, incisive and relevant Mr Gates thought thestipns posed by the US Government
officials and Cabinet members were! From the petise of the former DCI, their hard
guestions had decisively floored the visiting Stsyi@nd the outcome of the meeting was
that the Soviets had been utterly humiliated, legvthe Americans triumphant. After all,
Mr Gates and his colleagues were unanimous thatidésa that... Primakov had anything
of value to say on the economy struck us all @srogls’. Good for them! But why had Mr

Primakov brought Yavlinski along? Since Mr Gatadawly, by his own de facto admission
here, lacked even the most elementary understamditige Leninist dialectic, of Leninism,
or of the Mongol mentality of Leninists, he had means of gauging what the real purpose
of this abrupt visit, made at Gorbachev's requestly was. In short, the CIA and the Bush
Cabinet were blind: yet they thought they were arleincisive, relevant and hard-nosed, and
that asking 'hard economic questions' would beduygtive exercise!

It was clear that, beneath all their bravado, theericans had failed to understand the
purpose of the Russians' sudden visit. They haglysistcommodated the Soviet President's
request that the US Cabinet should receive thtorgsiplease, to hear what they had to say
about the Soviet economy. Mr Gates does not evemn $e have marvelled at the spectacle
of the young Yavlinski, labelled an economic adyvismntradicting such a senior Soviet
policymaking and intelligence official as Primakadw, the presence of the head of the
CIA and the President of the United States. He héiad of the US intelligence community
- had failed to ask himself the necessary and eltamequestion: what lay behind this
curious conduct, and breach of protocol?

Observe that this display of profound internal edéhces within the Soviet Govern-
ment, exported to the very heart of the US Goventimeas initiated by Gorbachev himself,
using his highest-profile Leninist strategic cajleadirectly, plus a reliable poodle (Yaviinski)

- just three months ahead of the 'August coup'chlviGorbachev had himself

obliquely

predicted by his reference to a forthcoming 'drameatent’ in the course of his Paris press
conference with President Mitterrand on 6th May119B8ree weeks earlier (see Introduction,

page 7, and related Note 13). What the Americathsneti have known is that Primakov had

invited Yavlinski some months previously to stayha country dacha - where the details of

this Leninist theatrical provocation were undoulyteliscussed, debated and honed.

Hence, just three months before the 'August calop',stark message was delivered
from and via the highest level of the Soviet regitieect to the inner sanctum of the US
Government, that the Soviet Government was in rdigar and, by extension, that it could
fall apart: certainly things were 'sliding out antrol'. In accordance with the advice of Sun-
Tzu, the Americans were provided with absolutelialoe ‘confirmation’ of the ‘weak look'.
Yavlinski had not been brought along ‘just for shoaag the CIA Director had assumed
(because he just could not fathom out why he wasethbut, on the contrary, to argue
fiercely in front of the US Cabinet against the tBpviet officials, including the Soviet
Deputy Prime Minister, who had accompanied himwéts Yavlinski's task to excoriate
Primakov and his colleagues in front of PresidensiBand his senior associates. Such
behaviour in the era of overt Soviet power, hadein genuine, would have merited a spell
in the Soviet GULAG. But Mr Gates could not everrkathiat out for himself, either.

The Author is aware of another instance of 'dedtgérarguments staged in order to
impress Western observers. A group of distinguisheebrican visitors were invited to the
temporary offices of the Gorbachev Foundation, MascOn arrival at the premises, they
were left hanging around in the entrance hall, twhias overlooked by a large, ornate
sweeping staircase. After some considerable delay,officials emerged at the upper land-
ing, evidently engaged in a heated argument. Tisisussion, which was audible to the
Russian-speaking American visitors assembled belomtinued in loud tones all the way
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down the staircase and into the reception ared.eltgist dialectical purpose: to impress the
American visitors with the '‘openmindedness' of @erbachev Foundation (a manifesta-
tion of the Lenin School combined with staff frommetInternational Department of the
CPSU), where all questions were ‘'open for debated, to differentiate the Gorbachev
Foundation from the stereotype of 'post'-Sovietitites still run along more rigid lines by
elements of the 'unreformed’ nomenklatura. That #igumentative behaviour was ham-
fisted and rude, and keeping the visitors waitiras wliscourteous, were irrelevant so far
as the officials (KGB operatives) were concerndg: American visitors were kept waiting
precisely so that they could hear the disputatioand draw the intended conclusion,
which would then appear in the journal which therewesponsible for publishing.

The foregoing Case Studies required virtually neoveces and no more than an
orderly press-cutting file and knowledge of how theninist dialectical method works
in both theory and practice. As soon as Competimigeg', adopting contrary positions.
emerge in any given Kremlin or 'post-Soviet cottex dialectical ploy is certainly in
operation. The observer skilled in the interpretatof the Leninist dialectical modus
operandi can accordingly, by identifying what i® tthesis and what is the antithesis,
work out the underlying Soviet objective (the swsik). What is certainly true is that a
Western policymaker or official who encounters spitys has no chance of understand-
ing what is going on, without a grounding in LesinBolshevik strategic deception
theory. At such a late stage of the World Revolytithe best and most reliable primers
in these techniques for serious students and aifficire Anatoliy Golitsyn's two classic
works, ‘New Lies for Old' [1984] and The Perekaddeception' [1995 and 1998].

EAST EUROPEAN UPHEAVALS 'ORDERED FROM ABOVE'

The fact that, despite his unequalled record fotueste analysis and predictions,
Anatoliy Golitsyn's sound warnings and advice han@ so far been heeded by
policymakers suggests that he must also be righbisnassertion that the intellig-
ence services of the main Western powers have leemrehensively penetrated
for many years. The CIA was penetrated by both KB and Chinese intelligence
as early as 1958. Both British services were dequpetrated over a prolonged
period. The West German services were penetratedh fthe outset after the
Second World War, and 'the KGB had seven sourcethe two French intelligence
service$* and this was roughly the situation prevailing mapears ago now,
long before the 'mass walk-in' by KGB and GRU aff& which has been a primary
consequence of the relaxation of Western attitualed vigilance towards the con-
tinuing Soviets. However, the level of comprehensim Western policymaking
circles appears to be far worse than Golitsyn haescribed: hardly any strategic
analysis takes place at all, it seems, in or beltimel corridors of power. It has
already been mentioned that MI6 is reported (asaly 2002) to have, according
to a reliable source, 'hardly anyone monitoring tfegmer' Soviet Union at all'.
Even if the entire contents of this book were ezms, that fact alone would imply an
astonishing level of reckless official arrogancd aomplacency.

It is all the more reprehensible in that a numbg&iidentified pre-‘perestroika’
trial balloons were floated at various times by femmunists, to measure West-
ern, especially German, reactions to the intendmdriist courses of action.

In November 1987, for instance, a senior Sovietodiat located in Geneva
announced the intended fall of the Berlin Wall. &ist of this statement appeared in
the German Lutheran press at the fitheMuch earlier, in September 1985 - over
six months after Mikhail Gorbachev had become Galrteecretary - an article by
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a certain Gyorgy Dalos, entitled 'Die Befreiung &emvjetunion von ihren Satelliten'
appeared in 'Das Kursbuch' [Kursbuch Verlag Gmbbisdadmerstrasse 98,1000
Berlin 30]. In this article, Dalos wrote as follojtsnslation from the German:

‘Let us imagine [that] a rejuvenated Central Cornemitin Moscow decides
to free the Soviet Union from its increasingly bemdome confederates. "Just
understand, Comrades”, says the barely 31-yeaGelteral Secretary, "that these
small eastern European states with their chaotmauic situation, with their
incomprehensible inner contradictions and theinfialr ideologies will simply
continue to hinder our Communist structure. In ngwy it would be much more
correct to leave these societies - while guarameeur military interests - to their
own dynamism of developmerit®
The article by Gyorgy Dalos proceeded to summadlige outline of the strat-
egy of 'freeing' the satellites and installing caligd 'second echelon' leaderships
(on a temporary basis pending the reinstallatiorowat Communists) which was
duly implemented under Gorbachev in Eastern Eunod©89. The young General
Secretary of the CPSU is ‘'speaking' [in the artickyy Dalos]:
"From the propagandist point of view, this woulding us only benefits...
because we could then be hailed once again astbberof these countries.... Let
us fantasise further: the First Secretary's wordsuaanimously enacted, the War-
saw Pact is terminated, the Soviet troops statiamettie Eastern European region
are disbanded amidst military music and flowers] #me former Eastern Bloc
countries make a start on controlling their ownbfgnms. Through free elections, in
which several parties may participate, they crélgdr parliamentary institutions,
they open their borders and guarantee freedomsrigitiuding sensible limited
private ownership [= 'state-controlled capitalisr@]l other things - McDonald's
network, unemployment, peep-shows - will automéyidallow™.

The Central Inteligence Agency has recently reageahat the order for
Hungary to open its border to East Germans, tipeveltéch ‘triggered’ the controlled
collapse of the East European satellites, was @itéine highest level in Moscow. This
information appears in the work mentioned on p&gerditled The Wars of Eduard

Shevardnadze', by Carolyn McGiffert Ekedahl, ChiePublic Communications,
Public Affairs Staff, Central Intelligence Agen@and Melvin A. Goodman, Professor
of Intemational Security Studies, US National V@allege [1997f". On page 248 of
that book, which was written to ‘legitimise’ Shelveadze, it is stated that 'Hungary
allowed 60,000 East Germans to leave for the Vdest,thousands more moved into
Prague and Warsaw. Hungarian Foreign Minister &yiflorn allowed East
Germans to leave after talking by phone with Shineualze'.

In other words, the Soviet Foreign Minister gave #ignal to Mr G. Horn
to start the process of opening the borders whadhtd the removal of the Berlin
Wall. Mr Horn is the Communist who later ran Hungais its ‘'non’-Communist
Prime Minister. But instead of recognising that #ignal for the implementation
of 'collapsible Communism' came from the Kremlirhicki of course meant that it
could not have been spontaneous since the Sowstegsed the requisite military
power to crush it, the CIA's communications diredgtomediately went off on a
wild-goose chase, commenting that Gyiila Horn'sidac altered his previous
image as a young supporter of the Soviet interenti Hungary in 1956, when he
had guarded bridges on the invasion route'. Thédevdfidhat 'politically correct'
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book, incidentally, provides written proof that tligentral Intelligence Agency
remained at sea throughout the ‘changes', buytimgwery lie thrown at them.

There has been no discontinuity - merely a Leninigceptive switch
in tactics, with no change in the long-range sisatéfhe Soviets and their East
European comrades-in-arms adopted, as Lenin exgblam the context of his New
Economic Policy deception, 'special methods to emeint transiton' and 'in
many respects were operating differently from thay whey operated before'.
They were 'drawing back in order to make bettepgrations for a new offen-
sive against capitalism' by creating the precamufiti for ‘convergence' - the
synthesis, on their terms. 'Special’ is the KG&ghemism for 'secret'.

The ‘former' East European Soviet Bloc countriege hsince retained and
strengthened their military relationships with p&oviet Russia - even as they
have applied for NATO membership, and have beemeambupy the West as new
members of that alliance. For instance, only sewenths had passed following the
‘collapse’ of the Soviet Union, when the Polish istian of National Defence of the
day, Janusz Onyszkiewicz, announced that Polamtdet to sign an agreement
on military cooperation with Russia. In the samatesbent, the Polish Minister
revealed Poland's total identfication with SoReissian strategy to establish
a system of collective security. Specifically, Mny@zkiewicz told the newspaper
'‘Rzeczpospolita’ that Poland was ‘concerned almmgtracting a system of common
security in Europe, a task that cannot be cartiedithout Russi&®

An analysis of Ukraine's security strategy, baseohustudy of an article by
the Ukrainian Minister of Foreign Affairs of theydaAnatoliy Zlenko, published in
the January 1994 issue of 'International AffAltstonfirmed Ukraine's function in
pressing dialectically for comprehensive inclusionWest European security and
political structures, in order 'to provide relialdearantees for Ukraine's external
security’ - against an entirely fictional latenteit to Ukraine's political and territorial
integrity from Russia. At the same time, thouglenkb confirmed that 'we see our
relations with Russia as a special partnership'stékfe analysts were intended not
to notice the illogicality of Ukraine enjoying apetial partnership’ with Russia,
if it was at one and the same time a latent ‘thodtsf existence.

That the Ukrainian Government works in precise ioaimtg harmony with
Russian strategy was further revealed by Anatdignkd in the following passages
from his article in 'International Affairs'":

'Ukraine's main foreign policy spheres [includepvgng participation in
European regional cooperation [since] practically tke new independent states
expressed a desire to cooperate and eventuallpiftoNATO and the Western
European Union [WEU] in order to ensure their maticecurity'.

No, that is not their real purpose in clamouring émtry into the Euro-
pean fortress - for ‘entry into the enemy's caihgir purpose is the furtherance
under Moscow's leadership and instructions, of Sbeiet strategy of fostering the
emergence of a 'single political space from theiit to Vladivostok' buttressed
by a Soviet-dominated system of collective securitwhich, manifestly, would
be at the permanent mercy of (secret) Soviet nyilitawver.

Ukraine was motivated, Zlenko reiterated, to sediahways of integrat-
ing into the world system, establish ties with Ban structures and joining
them.... We advocate comprehensive internatiosssys of global and
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European security, seeing participation in suctesysas a basic component of

our national security.... Ukrainian diplomacy caricates on helping evolve
and strengthen reliable international security meisims at bilateral, subre-
gional, regional and global levels. Security forsalves through security for all
is a universal approach upheld by Ukrainian forgigiicy'.

Upheld by it, but not scripted by it: the 'hymneheas drafted and printed
by the strategists in Moscow, who are so convirafethe West's ignorance of their
Leninist dialectical routine that they have beeppitg encouraging a dual image,
so far as Ukraine is concerned: (a) the imagesofdinerable, fledgling' ‘post-

Soviet Republic in need of Western material, fil@dnmoral and security support;
and (b) the parallel image of the faithful colladdor with Moscow in the further-
ance of Leninist common security objectives:

'To our way of thinking, the European region, whishnow living through
a period of deep change, including changes invghgonflict, should become a
single whole, a common house for all countries padples in the region. The
ultimate goal in the European sector is therefdtantegration of Ukraine into

political, economic, cultural and other Europe-wiids benefiting the Ukraine and
the European community as a whole.... Ukraine &kisg integration into the
more important European institutions'.

Anatoliy Zlenko's article thus made it clear beyanty doubt that far from
being the independent arbiter of its own foreigiicpo Ukraine is a fully-paid-up,
controlled advocate and captive of Moscow's Lenisisategy, pressing ‘indepen-
dently' for total incorporation [ = ‘full integrati] into the intended system of
collective security and into European institutienso much so that it even uses the
Russian Foreign Ministry's own journal to advertisis fact.

That Ukraine, other ‘former' Soviet Republics ahd Central and East
European states remain integrated within the fraosrevof collective security
which the Russian strategists have, independdmiign consolidating and refining
in the Eurasian theatre, was inadvertently madé pfa Western press reports
following the shooting down by a 'Ukrainian’ miesibf a Russian airliner flying
from Israel over the Black Sea on 4th October 20901s report on that crash dated
14th October, The New York Times stated, in a delsfisom Moscow:

'On October 4, the day of the disaster, Ukrainemd| sea and air forces
were conducting the largest military exercise ia tiation's 10-year history. Rus-
sia's own Air Force Commander was in attendanaegalath officials of several
other former Central [the word 'Soviet' omittedeher Ed.] Asian and East Euro-
pean nations as Ukrainian forces fired 23 misaileones flying off the coast'.

Translation: (a): 'Russia's own Airr Force Commanges in attendance No,
not just in attendance: this was a huge exercigaving a large number of ‘former'
Soviet Bloc Republics and countries. Such exerasescontrolled and run by the
(Soviet) CIS military establishment and infrastet In other words this was a CIS
(Soviet Bloc) exercise, commanded by the Russianidi$ Air Force Commander;
(b): Officials from Central Asian and East Europeations were ‘present’ along with the
Russian Air Force Commander: The presence ofatffiiom Central Asian Republics
made sense in the above context, but why wergatsffitom East European countries
present? Such countries have either applied for MQIAiembership, or belong to
the Western alliance, despite remaining underraged de facto Communist
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control. The answer, of course, is that these teantere taking part in the exercise.

Thus Golitsyn's assessment that the controllecdgiendence’ of the Soviet
Republics, implemented from above, had been ofderstiategic purposes, is correct.
Only this time round, it is not simply one 'traiwsial state' - Lenin's Far Eastern
Republic, created to establish a temporary bufjeinst Japan - which is to be int-
egrated into the whole, but nothing less than #ori8oviet Republics, together with
the Central and Eastern European countries, teatoabe progressively integrated
into a (Soviet-dominated) system of ‘collectiveusgg, in parallel with or via their
membership of NATO, the European Union's intendeltkativised military force,
and the European Union Collective itself. Thahi objective, and it is not a friendly
one. On the contrary, the aim is Sun-Tzu's 'eniiy the enemy's camp' - by means
of encirclement, integration, collectivisation, atption and subversion.

'Present Soviet-Western cooperation is only temppnarote Golitsyn to the
unheeding CIA late in 1988 'Optimistic expectations of long-term Westernicsiv
ends from Western support for ‘perestroika’ aremddoto disappointment.... When
the chick hatches, it will display its true antdgtim nature and seek to dominate
the nest. When that unpleasant turn of eventsrigtigtes, the West will yet again be
taken by surprise.

To paraphrase an expression used by Marx, theed)iStates will be left
stranded in isolation to contemplate its own detitra and demise’, Golitsyn added.
With the Wests guard down, the Leninists will bengted to smash the West with
their clenched fist- since, as Golitsyn reiterdtesughout The Perestroika Deception’,
brute force will be used to ‘finish die West offiem the time is ripe.

PSYCHOTROPIC DRUGS AND EUROPEAN COLLECTIVISATION

That prospect should cause no surprise: afterttadl, Soviet push for ‘collective

security’ has been gathering momentum against dbkgtound of heightened and
televised violence in the Caucasus and elsewha® local falsely ‘independent'
regimes such as the Georgian repression appalaus, gone about their grisly
tasks of suppressing recalcitrant minorities, widh without overt Russian,

Ukrainian and other 'post-Soviet military assistan leaving Russia's hands
‘clean’, for international public consumption pwg® (except in the no-go region
around Chechnya, from which the West is largelydadt

Instead of the Soviet militia supervising reprassioas in Thilisi in April
1990 for instance, when 19 demonstrators (mainlyngowomen) were killed by
poison gas and sharpened trenching shovels - itbbas the uniformly Stalinist
regimes controlling the ‘independent’ states of '&xeUSSR' which have mainly
been doing Moscow's repressive dirty work, progdimt the same time, the
rationale for 'collective security' arrangementsctviMoscow insists, to a chorus
of Western agreement, are so desperately necegsay the 'dangerous new
world in which we live'.

Where Moscow's dirty and bloody hand has been egpas in Chechnya,
the West has quickly sought to draw a veil overdtrecities concerned - enabling
Tony Blair and Gerhard Schroeder, for instancefrdaternise with the intelligence
officer in charge in the Kremlin, Vladimir Putin,ittv apparent general and electoral
impunity: the British Prime Minister has played sker with Putin on at least one
of his visits to Russia, and Blair's invitation feresident Putin and his family to
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visit Chequers, his official country residence, tiop days at Christmas 2001, raised
the interaction between these two leaders to amecaqented level of frequency
and intimacy. Careless and laid-back, the Britisith@ities appear to pay little
attention to small details such as the developrardtuse since at least the 1960s
by Soviet/Russian intelligence, of mind-alteringd amehaviour-modification drugs
for use against Western targets. Mr Blair's belmvieminds one of John Major's
exuberant display of verbal support for Yeltsinsnbardment of the 'Parliament’
building in 1993, which suggested that his mind hhibave been tinkered with.
Since we know that the Soviets used 'active mesisagainst Margaret Thatcher,
why should later UK Prime Ministers not have beemilarly targeted?
According to a paper by Dr Joseph Douglass Jr., simet CIA programme
code-named MKULTRA (one of a range of parallel éetiS programmes) author-
ised in 1953 by Allen W. Dulles when he was Direab Central Intelligence, was
initiated in response to what Dulles termed (inpeesh at Princeton on 10th April
1953) Soviet-developed ‘brain perversion technigeesie of which are so subtle
and abhorrent to our way of life that we have dedofrom facing up to them'.
With the help of a large cadre of former Nazi si#s imported from
Germany, the Soviets had perfected psychoactivgsdior use against targeted
personnel, especially Western leaders and diploifiatse days after delivering

his wake-up speech at Princeton, Dulles approvedKULTRA programme, the
objectives of which mirrored the achievements & garallel Soviet-Nazi project -
certain products of which were extensively testadCentral Asian tribes, of whom
large numbers were massacred in the process.
By reviewing the aims of the US programme as desdriby Dr Douglass,
a clear perspective on the Soviet armoury of offenbehaviour-influencing and
mind-altering drugs can be obtained. Dr Douglagerted that the primary objec-
tives of MKULTRA included the development of psyahtive drugs that would
‘cause mental confusion', ‘alter personality airett 'diminish ambition and
working efficiency', 'promote illogical drinking'’cause euphoria with no subse-
guent let-down' and ‘induce amnesia respectingt®vemmediately preceding and
during the use of mind-control drugs'. These objestwere supplementary to the
‘truth drugs' (TD) and Toosen-the-tongue' drugsadly in development.

Although this Author has serious problems acceptiitpout qualification
the bona fides of Colonel Dr Kanatjan Alibekov @.KKen Aribek), a much-quoted
defector, who reached the West in 1992 and workkenUnited States, this former
Deputy Director of Biopreparat, a large Soviet duatal warfare project, revealed in
nis memoir 'Biopreparat, published in 1998, thistemce of a top secret KGB devel-
opment programme code-named Fleta (Flute). MuchAlddekov's information
dovetails with intelligence revealed by the laten@al-Major Jan Sejna, the former
senior Czech official and defector debriefed by ddass himself. Sejna was person-
ally involved in planning and monitoring Czechskias participation in the Fleta
project, which Alibekov says was concerned with deselopment of psychoactive
drugs and neurotoxins to used ‘alter personaldie$ modify human behaviour'.
[Influencing Behavior and Mental Processes in €o@perations, Joseph D. Douglass,
Jr., PhD, Medical Sentinel, Volume 6, Number 4, $fir2001]. In addition to the
distinct possibility (this Author would suggest,opability) that gullible Western
figures like John Major and Tony Blair would be ol targets for such treatment,
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Dr Douglass explored, in his article, the possgibithat Soviet activism behind the
international terrorism offensive (controlled, likbe global drugs offensive, by
Soviet Military Intelligence) might be disguised part through the use of such
personality-altering drugs:

'In thinking over my previous discussions with GaheSejna, following
the terrorist strikes of September 11, 2001, | stasck by the possibility that the
psychoactive drugs he described (and which the éShinwere also actively
developing) could have played a significant roleréaruiting, brainwashing, and
controlling the young men recruited for terrorigierations, and ultimately in help-
ing to assure the reliability and commitment thaisweeded to mobilize in syn-
chronicity the large number of suicidal young meaded to carry out the mission'.

Since the political elites in Britain and the Coatital countries have been
systematically engaged in committing mass natisn@ide and have been falling
over themselves in their haste to consign natieoakreignty to history and to
collectivise every dimension of European existence, is entitled to wonder, in the
light of such information, whether such drugs hbeen used by the Leninists on a
large scale against Western politicians and poliggns. The indecent rush to fulfil
Lenin's 'ultimate aim to destroy the state' cowddelplained by the success of long-
term covert Soviet mind-control techniques othantthe use of drugs.

But some examples of possible Western targets glareean explanation.
One of the most conspicuous candidates is Lord moibe Secretary-General of
NATO and formerly Mr Blair's Secretary of Defenddthough this character has
a left-wing pedigree which might alone explain behaviour - the Moscow paper
‘Nezavisimaya Gazeta' reported in November 20Q1Rbbertson was responsible for
Soviet policy in the British Labour Party in the808, leading the Party's delegation
to the 27th CPSU Congress in 1986 - some of hisnstats since becoming head
of NATO have clung so faithfully to the Soviet '@eal Line' that the possibility
of some mental interference cannot be dismissedfdwand'.

For instance, on 27th September 2001, Reuterstedptirat Lord Robertson
had said in Brussels that 'the Russian respongieetterrible attacks on the United
States has not only been befitting of a major paf this alliance but has also beer,
the reaction of a real and genuine friend'. Sirgaiste detailed analysis, some of
which was published in 'Soviet Analyst', left éttoubt that the atrocities in ques-
tion represented a consequence of the long-estadbli@ctive GRU-controlled
international terrorism sub-strategy of the WorldvBlution, this statement was
hard enough to swallow. But at a news conferendddacow on 22nd November
2001, Lord Robertson revealed his open supporthforLeninist strategy to liquid-
ate the nation state, and backed up his outrage#atesnents on that score with a
torrent of easily recognisable, if tired, Sovietninist propaganda. According to
The New York Times' report of 23rd November 2001:

... Lord Robertson sounded almost like Mr Putiraiguing that the current
NATO approach to Russia is outmoded in a worldnfaciew threats [sic]. "In the
past’, he said, "we were divided by walls and bycés and by ideology and by
armies. Today the threats to the Russian peopleesyesimilar, if not exactly the
same, as the threats to the people in the NATOteesirand the West. The inter-
national terrorists have gone global. So why arealveealing with things as indiv-
idual nations? Migrations, refugee flows make bardecomplete nonsense. So



Europe from the Atlantic to Vladivostok 117

why do we pretend that tank and infantry formatiamsgoing to give any country
or any group of countries a total insurance?".

Without diverting to the international terrorismsug, analysis of these
comments reveals the following elements of Sovietitist propaganda and disin-
formation which a Secretary-General of NATO shdudtve recognised. His failure
to do so raises suspicions that Lord Robertson ushmmore than just a ‘useful
idiot'. His remarks contained the following 'cuittes":

@ 'In the past, we were dvided by walls and by fermed by ideology and by
armies. This is recognisably lifted directly frommeavily over-used Soviet-style
propaganda dating from more than a decade preyjousl

(b) Today the threats to the Russian people are wefigrsif not exactly the same
as, the threats to the people in the NATO courdiesthe West': In the ‘international
terrorism context' with which Lord Robertson wasluohg, this was untrue: the
‘apartment bombings' which afflicted some Russit@shave been exposed by

Western analysts as provocations by Soviet ingelig. Their strategic purpose
was to create an illusion of ‘terrorism equivalebetveen Russia and the West,

so that 'international terrorism', a World Revaativeapon for which the Soviet

Bolsheviks are ultimately responsible, could beefdaged to the status of a 'global
threat' necessitating the closest possible coaperbetween Russia and the West,
in the ‘fight against terrorism' - a strategic gengence' objective hinted at on
27th July 1996 by General Akesandr Lebed [see @afje which fell neatly into
place shortly after the attacks on the United Stafellth September 2001. Note
Lord Robertson's sly use of the qualifying phrisaot exactly the same as', which
meant that any threats faced by the Russian peoplact the same as those facing
the West (of course). Robertson's careful choiceanfls here does indeed suggest that
the NATO Secretary-General is rather more thargjosther 'useful idiot'.

(© 'International terrorists have gone global, adesm being a tautology,
revealed Robertson's identity of view with Putimttlinternational terrorism' is a
'global issue which, like all 'global issues' (Whitis the objective of Soviet strategy
to promote and exploit), cannot possibly be addredsy the pathetic, redundant,
nation state. Hence 'why should we all be dealiith things as individual nation
states?' Note the Leninist revolutionary assumgthiah no decisions can be taken uni-
laterally. The only valid decisions are those tageltectively.

(d)'Migrations, refugee flows make borders a compietesense’ In other words,
the nation state is finished. National borders radgundant. All nations should be
merged without further delay. Neither Stalin nonibecould have said it better.

(e)'So why do we pretend that tanks and infantry fioms.." were any use any
longer - against this 'New Form' of 'global thfedtiow could Moscow ask for
any gift more helpful to the realisation of itsatgic objectives than a Secretary-
General of NATO who denigrates his alliance's tamkgl military formations on
the implied ground that they are wholly redundamttie face of the 'new type'
of threat facing humanity, in the form of interoafl terrorism? Note that this
ine' coincides precisely with intermittent didleal Russian demands that NATO
should be disbanded (thesis). These alternate (aghose) the constant pressure
for military collectivisation (collective securitgntithesis).

In the meantime, NATO is doing much more than mgeresponding to
Russian overtures for ever deeper involvementMAMO. On 29th November
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2001, as the Soviet strategists collected thes fofittheir successful leveraging of the
international terrorism issue to accelerate thecgw® of east-west 'convergence',
a NATO official told Dow Jones Newswires that ‘wense very strong indications
from President Putin that he wants to change the that Russia does business.
We take that at face value and we will work on bais'. Thus all caution concerning
Moscow's motives has been thrown to the winds,galwith the alliance's instit-
utional memory. NATO officials serving today areequrmably ignorant of Sergei
Rogov's proclamation, via 'International Affaire’ 1995, of Moscow's expectation
that ‘it will become possible to create a Eurotitlagecurity area or, in other words,
the comprehensive collective security system wthiels long been discussed in
our country as the highest goal of our foreigndeeince policy”*>2

These aspirations show not the slightest sign of @scontinuity from
the strategy outlined below by MVD Eduard Shevaideain the course of his
interview on Russian television on 19th Novemb@&118[see page XXXII]:

T think that the idea of a Common European Home, lthilding of a
united Europe, and | would like to outline today, @reat Europe, the building
of Great Europe, great, united Europe, from theanfit to the Urals, from the
Atlantic to Vladivostok, including all our territgr most probably a European-
Asian space, a united humanitarian space: thisegbrag inevitable. 1 am sure
that we will come to building a united military spaas well. To say more pre-
cisely: we will build a united Europe, whose sdguvill be based on the prin-
ciples of collective security'.

Imagine how immeasurably helpful it will have bety, for the Soviet strat-
egists to have had Mr William Perry to deal withCafense Secretary during Mr Bill
Clinton's first term. In addition to authorisingsitsé to the Pentagon by GRU officer-
Mr Perry had been, prior to his appointment, onéhefjoint authors of a joint paper
entitted 'A New Concept of Cooperative Securitigspnted to the group attended by top
Russian strategists including KGB and GRU officestablished by the Gorbachev
Foundation's 'Global Security Project. The souarethis is a document in the
Author's possession, issued by that Leninist asgion, dated 17th March 1993

We have it on the authority of Mme Alberti, residém Paris and formerly
Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn's Secretary, that the Gbead-oundation/Moscow is the
centre for Communist propaganda in the ‘formerigbdynion and throughout the
West, and a central locus of Communist strategiatipn$™ By May 1992 it was
staffed by over 100 apparatchiks from the ‘forri@grnational Department of the
CPSU Central Committee. The 'Global Security P¥pjeperated by the Gorbachev
Foundation/USA, was developed by The Gorbachev datiam/Moscow, which
operates separately from, and was 'not linked ,vitile' now moribund Gorbachev
Foundation/USA, directed during 1995-2000 by thaglerm apparent agent of
influence, Dr Jim Garrison, from the former AdmgaHouse at the Presidio, San
Francisco Bay (formerly a US military base). In igod to its 'State of the World
Forum' influence-building activities in the Unitestates and elsewhere, which
focused for over half a decade on the substituiolGramsci garbage values' for
civilised values, morality and true spirituality,was an active sponsor of the paganist
United Religions project, supported by Mikhail Garbev, which seeks to establish a
‘common’ global religion as part of the Revolutiamission to impose a 'single way
of thinking' upon humanity - to make us all ‘of oniead™ [see also pages 34 and 87].
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THE COLLECTIVE SECURITY SYSTEM'S INTENDED ‘CENTRE OF GRAVITY

At a news conference on 21st December at RAF Hattatside London, when he
and his wife Lyudmila visited the British Prime Nditer at Chequers, President
Putin said that a new NATO-Russia Council, and rtfeehanics of the new rela-
tionship between Moscow and NATO 'driven' by thermntum of cooperation

following the events of 11th September 2001', wbel@stablished 'by May 2002".

A Reuters report noted that the 'pressure’ fomthwe structures came from Mr
Blair, who had ‘written a four-page letter to LdRibbertson and fellow leaders of
the alliance suggesting their establishment'. Adsted Soviet ploy is to procure
that others 'call for' what the Leninist strategiste seeking.

Penetrated at the very highest level as it apgedse, NATO needs to come
belatedly to its senses. On 6th April 1998, Dere@i reported’ that intelligence
agents from Poland, Hungary and the Czech Repufimined in close contact
with Russian spy operatives, and that the thremdobiMarsaw Pact countries had
been ‘attempting' to place agents within the NATE€adguarters in Brussels.
Later reports (in 2000) indicated that the GRU hetlirned' to Prague, which it
uses, as previously, as its Central European bds®ne familiar with Anatoliy
Golitsyn's two booKs® would have been in the slightest surprised at softin-
mation. However since the Western policymaking comty has bought the
entire package of Soviet-originated lies, it iscktin 'deep denial' - refusing to
entertain even the faint possibility that the Wes indeed been deceived.

Occasionally, however, one comes across a hint rtbateveryone in the
West is fast asleep. In a BBC 'Assignment’ tetmvisiro%ramme, entitled 'Disputed
Borderlands', broadcast in Britain on 5th Novemb@®4™ the reporter, Mr Allan
Little, asked a senior Ukrainian Government officiamed Boris Tarasiuk a highly
intelligent leading question concerning the intehdecation of the centre of
gravity of the intended 'collective security system

BORIS TARASIUK: We have to design a new approach, a new concept of
all-European security, which will be freed from tiévision of the Continent
into military blocs'.

ALLAN LITTLE: 'Where would the centre of gravity in such a sysiam
where would the real decision-making power lie?'

BORIS TARASIUK [unable to prevent himself from breaking into aadr@smile
on-camera]: 'Very interesting question. Ifs a doasfor... to be a subject for a
special conference. Well, | could tell you thatniolv the answer to this question.
but | would prefer rather not to answer if.

ALLAN LITTLE: 'What's your... well, what are your doubts ab@ut it

BoRIS TARASIUK [still looking uncomfortable at having been asked a
pertinent question by a Western journalist, prgbdbi the first time in his life]:
‘Well, I think that the time hasn't come yet fovigg an answer'.

The time had not yet come to reveal that the systefoollective security -
on which Moscow has focused ever since the Comirdecreed it to be the key
objective - is to be centred on Moscow itself. Taason the time was not yet ripe,
and was still not ripe as this book went to presss that Western military power
had not yet been ‘irrevocably' collectivised.

In the meantime, Soviet-Chinese military power,trbased by the Good
Neighbourly Treaty of Friendship and Cooperatiotween the Russian Feder-
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ation and the People's Republic of China, signedMascow during the official
state visit of the Chinese Communist Party Chairdiang Zemin on 15-18 July
2001*, continues to expand and to test the bowrslari Western tolerance, which
seem to be without limit. In October 2001, the Rarss-oreign Minister, Igor
Ivanov, announced that Russian-Chinese ties hacheda'an unprecedentedly
high level' since the signing of the treaty, altjfouhe two powers have worked
seamlessly (and dialectically) together in pursfitheir shared World Revolution-
ary objectives for over half a century. Yet althougresident Bush Jr. - echoing
Lady Thatcher's similar comment that she ‘couldodsiness with' Gorbachev in
1984 - had said glowingly of President Putin orh23ily 2001 that 'this is a man
with whom | can have an honest dialogue’, it wasonted on 28th November
2001 that Russia had sold two guided missile dgmisoto China equipped with
the lethal Russian SSN-22 Sunburn missile, devdlap@ler Presidents Yeltsin
and Putin by ‘financially strapped’ Russia. And RFAASS, the official news
organisation, reported on the same day that the-cgiatrolled Rosoboroneksport
agency, which markets Soviet military-industrialngdex output worldwide, had
blocked the sale to Boeing Corporation of copieshef X-31A air-launched anti-
ship missile. Boeing, 'taking Russia at its woldittit is 'no longer the enemy’,
had entered the market for this weaponry on norocaghmercial terms. The
equipment contains technical information believedbe useful for US military
intelligence in developing defences against thesiRnsSSN-22; but the sale was
reportedly prohibited by the Russian authoritiegabese it would ‘infringe on
Russia's defence interests. On 24th July 2001,\Washington Times reported that
officials connected with US State Department anésCd@suard arrangements for
monitoring the activities of Russian merchant veshkad concluded that Moscow
was continuing, as under overt Communism, to usenitrchant fleet to spy on
sensitive US defence and military facilities, imtthg nuclear submarines.

These are typical examples of frequently encoumiteopen semi-technical
reports which make it clear that - below the highegels of contact between pres-
idents, prime ministers and secretaries-generagravieality is distorted through
the prism of the panoply of power - Russia anctlitsest Leninist World Revol-
ution ally remain determined and deadly enemieghef United States. As for
the European powers, their capitulation to the mishicollectivist agenda is in
the process of decapitating their ability to projetlitary power independently,
although their possession of military resourcesioayet been neutralised.

The main psychological weapon being deployed by Libinist strategists
to achieve this primary objective is GorbachevewNPolitical Thinking' - which
is nothing less than an ongoing influence-buildioffensive against the West
designed to bend the Western mind so that itsrprefes come to conform

*COMMUNIST CHINESE WORLD REVOLUTION OBJECTIVE: That Communist China seeks the global victory of Lenin's
World Revolution is confirmed in the 'Foreword by the Editor' contained in 'The Perestroika Deception’, by Anatoliy
Golitsyn, page XXIV [ISBN 1-899798-03-X]. The following passage from that Foreword is reproduced here verbatim:

‘Behind the impressive smokescreen of pseudo-democracy, pseudo-capitalism and pseudo-reform, this Russian-
Chinese 'cooperation-blackmail strategy' is irreconcilably hostile to the West. Again, this is no mere presumption. It
was explicily confirmed in May 1994 to Clark Bowers, a member of an official US Republican delegation to Peking, by
Mr Mo Xiusong, Vice Chairman of the Chinese Communist Party, who is believed to be the highest-ranking Chinese
Communist official ever to have answered questions put to him by a knowledgeable Western expert on Communism;

BoweRs: "Is the long-term aim of the Chinese Communist Party still world Communism"?
Mo XIUSONG: "Yes, of course. That is the reason we exist".
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exactly with those of the Soviet collective of @onihg Leninist World Revol-
utionaries. The extent to which this objective baen achieved was disturbingly
revealed when George Robertson, while serving asBlsir's Defence Secretary,
and long before his elevation to the peerage antieigosition of NATO's Secre-
tary-General, was interviewed by The Daily Telerap the issue of 4th November
1997, spouting 'post-Soviet strategy in the varglage and syntax used by the
experts working for Soviet intelligence who havevadeped the methodology of
the collective's psychological offensive over tlearg. It was undoubtedly, in part,
as a consequence of this interview, that the LaBauty expert on Soviet affairs
was suddenly translated to his NATO post, wherdsherobably Moscow's most
promiscuous and dedicated 'agent of change' afndriment of ‘convergence'.

This is how we can really disarm', the then BritBefence Secretary told
the London newspaper. 'Disarmament of the mindtalRe the methods used in
the 1950s and 1960s by Moral Rearmament, alleggolijet-inspired psychological
warfare experiment based on group confession dadedl prospective blackmail,
Mr Robertson pronounced: 'It works. Deploying thigary to reduce the threat

(from the Russian military) can be done... by jainiitary work'. The Russian
military didn't trust politicians; and 'no wondeaffer 50 years of Communism' [sicl].
Then Mr Robertson revealed how far his mind haasystt from reality. Echoing
Andrei Kozyrev's remarks about the 'net of relaiops’ which Moscow had
developed in order to entrap the West, but eithiénd to comprehend the meaning
of his own observations or understanding only teti what he was saying, Robert-
son added: The network of institutional relatigpshkeeps growing and so many
people are involved that it would now be impossiolego to war, because people
are tied up in committees all the time'.

Thus, after barely a decade and a half of hyperestiategic deception operations,
the Moscow strategic collective had reduced theednKingdom's defence think-
ing to this: since NATO and Russian officials weas, a result of the ever-grow-
ing network of institutionalised relationships irurBpe, so heavily engaged in
committee meetings, war was now out of the que$tiim comment was just as
mindless as Lord Robertson's reported remarks ischi® in November 2001,
which prompted questions in many capitals (inclydioelieve it or not, in Moscow)
as to why such a buffoon had been appointed to aumfucial position. If a junior
politician were to make observations as uniformégyvprse as those for which this
man has been responsible, his career would swedbyréshortened.

In the political firmament, the only figures who ynpossess the degree of
arrogance needed to make remarks in public as ambksutrageous as those Lord
Robertson is in the habit of making, are Bolsheviked Robertson may be merely
what Lenin called a 'useful idiot. Whatever thethrof the matter, it is curious
that his public comments cited here appear to Heeen lifted directly from the
dated Soviet propaganda of the early 1990s. Lordefson rarely says anything
original. His public remarks even lack the subtelfyBoris Yeltsin, one of the least
polished of Bolsheviks, who intoned at a presserente in Moscow with President
Clinton on 2nd September 1998: 'There will be ehaagents to ensure results'.

If war is now 'out of the question’, the Britishf@®e Secretary of the day
should have asked himself why the 'post-Sovidtsnsaintained a stockpile of up
to 20,000 tactical nuclear weapons, why they wetrdestroying warheads as they
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had been expected and had undertaken to do, andheliyhad developed and
deployed Topol-M, their new space-launched int¢imental missile system against
which the West was believed to have inadequateesediThese three-stage, solid
fuel rockets which measure 75 feet in length, weigl2 tons, and can deliver nuclear
warheads 16,000 miles away, had been tested $8de160, even though the West's
‘ally and partner', Boris Yeltsin, was supposdatta peaceable ‘fellow democrat'.

When the new Russian Defense Minister and formeefQii the Russian
Rocket Forces, Igor Sergeyev, unveiled what hecddliis '21st Century Weapon' at
a ceremony on 24th December 1997, at Saratov, diredethat no anti-missile tech-
nology existed which was capable of neutralisiresehdeadly space-launched inter-
continental ballistic missiles. Lord Robertson, his later manifestation as NATO
Secretary-General, should have been concerned abclhitclaims, and should have
wondered why, for instance, the Russians were edgmgtesting their lethal Shkval
(Squall) and Scorpion anti-ship torpedo-type wespaapable of unprecedentedly
rapid underwater speeds, if 'disarmament of thel'mias truly a reality. One shud-
ders to imagine how much vodka must have been gwbsin the Kremlin on the
news of Robertson's appointment to the top NATQipos

Meanwhile, as the 'network of institutional relagbips' which Robertson
imagines preclude war, keeps expanding, so willatbiéty of the Western powers
to deploy effective military power be ever more gressively diminished. Lord
Robertson's naive illusions (unless he is an agemself) are rooted in the erron-
eous perception that ‘post-Communist Russian wadgons and undertakings
can be trusted, and upon a failure to understeeidtile cast of actors in Moscow
consists entirely of unreconstructed professiosaiiist world revolutionary activists.

Robertson may not realise that whereas Westerrcypwkers normally
approach compromise in good faith, the revolutypnesncept of compromise is
entirely different. Professional revolutionarieg aaught to compromise only if in
doing so, the interests of the Revolution are thewrdvanced. For them, compro-
mise is always provisional, since their objectiveser change. As the revolution-
ary Gerry Adams pronounced after the conclusiothaf unsatisfactory accord in
Belfast on 10th April 1998 known as ‘the Good Rrideyreement’. This is just a
phase in our straggle. That straggle must continiilét reaches its final go*

That was a perfect summary of the revolutionaryediaal approach - by a
contemporary open disciple of Lenin, who actuallgdeis not only his speech but
also his appearance, complete with the beard, bjorvil dead mentor. For Mr
Adams, though, Lenin is alive. Adams is not ‘odtisimind': he's 'in Lenin's mind'.

Adams is simply one of the more prominent Leningtolutionary support-
ers of violence masquerading as 'peaceful' densooratthe European stage at the
beginning of the new century. According to the Speompendium 'Fundamentals of
Marxism-Leninism', ‘the parliamentary method ohdiion to socialism... would at
once endow it with the necessary authority, fatifiy the necessary transformat-
ions'. In postwar Czechoslovakia, with parliameavihg been converted into a
riotous, revolutionary assembly, the badly shakpposition fell apart, enabling a
draconian land 'reform' (confiscation) bill to basped - whereupon parliamentary
resistance to the Communist conspiracy came tadnTde analysis by Jan Kozak
of how the Czechoslovak Assembly was hijacked [sme 72], shows that where
possible, the Leninists prefer to secure contrdébsl or seemingly legal methods.
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‘AN ELABORATE MAZE OF COMPULSIVE LIES'
As suggested earlier, many of the changes of pemmnibeninist personnel observ-
able on the Moscow stage at frequent intervale sinefalse ‘changes', have been
intended, in part, to confuse the enemy by throwime validity of past statements
by implementers of the deception strategy into ddypically, members of the
'General Staff of the Revolution' are ordered afdika employees of Western con-
glomerates: one day they are serving as a deptltg ocontrolled, packed Duma;
another day, they have surfaced in an importanty(Paost, or in the structures -
just as a Western executive finds himself appotatée Public Relations Officer at

a plant in Akron, Ohio, one year, and is summorzek o Head Office two years
later to be assistant to the Vice-President. Onmenb Andrei Kozyrev is Foreign
Minister; the next, he surfaces as a Deputy inState Duma. One week Viadimir
Lukin is Russian Ambassador to Washington; the, nexthas joined Kozyrev in
the rubber-stamp legislature. By shifting key ratioharies from one position
to another, the strategists procure that doubtheénuntutored Western pragmatic
mind about the relevance or permanence of theilichulexpressed views are left
hanging in mid-air, are never resolved, and hemneealvays liable to become the
subject of doubt or sterile debate. This compouhdsmaze of strategic lies, and
helps to protect their perpetrators and the WogddRition from exposure.

Tomas Schuman (aka. Yurly Bezmenov: see page, MlISoviet defector long
resident in the United States, used to say th&tSthviet system is an elaborate maze
of compulsive lies. We cheat everywhere, on anyasion, through all the ages,
and for a variety of purposes, or without any'. "@éeit naturally’, a bright young
Russian government official admitted to HendrickitBmauthor of The Russians'
[Ballantine Books, New York 1997-88, page 21]islto our advantage... It is a very
important feature of our national character. gt Russian whizzkid failed to
add was that the Soviets/Russians cheat, lie, vde@gid enjoy pulling the wool
over foreigners' eyes, which is almost a natiopaltsbecause the vast constituency
consisting of covert Party members, overt Komsooamres, nomenklatururists, the
intelligence community and the armed forces - Genéral Staff' - is steeped in
Leninism;: all are disciples of Lenin, and are "#nin's mind'.

One can imagine a pragmatic sceptic in the Westsiponse to some of

what has been explained in this book, protestiat) ‘tRorbachev is no longer in
power' - or that 'Andrei Kozyrev's statements whussian Foreign Minister
are no longer of any interest because he was egplbg Primakov and then by
Ivanov and is now only a Duma deputy'. Such arudti equates the members
of the Leninist strategic collective and their impkenters - all of whom are ded-
icated life-long loyalists to the strategy and thgolutionary cause - with West-
ern career politicians who are perceived to beedriby self-interest, and who
compete with their colleagues for power. But thairiists could not be more different:
they do not 'compete’ among themselves after thenenaof Western politicians.
They compete among themselves only in respecteoattiour with which they can
contribute to the realisation and completion of thad collectivisation objectives
of Lenin's World Revolution. They are out of theinds, but in Lenin's mind.

Since the murder of Brezhnev, and especially &mrbachev's ‘victory' over
Romanov, any tendency towards competition betwbenravolutionary players for
Soviet power has in any case been decisively regplayg revolutionary coopera-
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tion, which makes for smooth transfers of powepesurred when Gorbachev and
Yeltsin were replaced, unlike the retrograde mungerepisodes which ended the
supreme tenures under the strategy collective,retthev and of Andropov him-
self. This 'new spirit' reflects what Yeltsin déised at the 27th Congress in Febru-
ary 1986 as 'that Bolshevik spirit, that Leninigitimism, that call to struggle
against the old and the outmoded, in the name o' [see page 40].

Having 'banished’ internal tensions by adoptingpraanthemselves, a truly
collectivist approach to the completion of Leni&rld Revolution, the strategists
and 'General Staff' are so encouraged by the imheremise and proven success
over the years of their deception strategy, thay #re not slow to boast that the
whole world is required to adapt to global colléstn, prior to adopting it - as was
explained by Andrei Kozyrev in the course of amnview on 4th December 1992,
on Mayak Radio. Notwithstanding that the 'sociatiatnp' was supposed to have
vanished into thin air, this brilliant Leninist ifepenter pronounced that:

‘We are talking about... a principled choice fors§tals course and conse-
guently, to a considerable extent for the coursbetoursued by the other states
not only of the Commonwealth of Independent States, only of the former
Soviet Union, but also of the whole so-called disti@amp... because of the real-
ity which consists of the fact that the Russianefaitbn has been at the centre of
that configuration and is today economically, gally and in many other senses
certainly the locomotive which by the direction asgeed of its movement
determines the direction and speed of movemetier state$*

During a trip to Iran in April 1998 Kozyrev pronounced, according to
ITAR-TASS... that his visit 'is not a turn away rfrothe West; we shall not turn
away from the West anywhere, but a mere consileraif the fact that Russia
is a great power and it must, and is, playing érclaéssboards of world politics
abiding by corresponding rules. We are Christiari®erey it is appropriate, we
are Europeans in Europe and Muslims in the dffenfhis approach to 'Life,
Andrei Kozyrev added, was 'not hypocrisy, but Raissnulti-faced image'.

A more intrinsically Leninist statement from such authoritative source
could surely not be imagined. 'We are dealingthasson of a well-known Soviet
emigre, who had served Stalin, pointed out to th#héy in the early 1990s, ‘with
100% cynicismi® Thus these Leninists even take pride in advegtite fact that
they are never to be trusted -by anyone, Christienogpeans or Muslims. For the
intend, when the time is ripe, as Lenin prescribedapply offensive tactics in the
strictest sense of the word'. As Anatoliy Golitdyes written: 'The Soviet transition
to a new political structure shows that the stistegare thinking, planning and
ing in broad terms, way beyond the imagination efttn politiciart§®.

The Russian political elite ‘do not regard Communiiss defeated. On the
contrary, they see reforms and 'democratisatiorth@asmeans of cargying forward
their longstanding strategy of ‘convergence’ witth\actory over the West..

'When the right moment comes, the mask will be mdpand the Rus-
sians with Chinese help will seek to impose thgstesn on the West on their
own terms as the culmination of a ‘Second Octatieialist Revolution'®

Yet the West, fast asleep, has so far opted folattiest, easiest choice: to
take these dedicated, ruthless, disciplined Leni@golutionaries' false image at
face value. It will certainly come to regret thifiennial error, the scale of which
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cannot be adequately expressed in words. In Ewdpere Lenin's Revolution

is being completed at breakneck speed by the Elgédiat, assisted by dedicated
collectivising national governments - the mostceffit revolutionary combination
yet devised - the pain on awakening will be sev@teeconomic grounds alone. It was
intreresting that the European Commission acknaetdin its ELI Economy 2001
Review, that the common interest rate system hasl this Author and others had
predicted for years ahead of currency collectizisat caused severe problems for a
number of EU members, namely Ireland, Portugallafih The Netherlands and
Spain, for which 'a significantly higher interester would have been appropriate’.

As Eurofacts, published in London by Global Britagxplained, the Euro-
pean Commission's report described Portugal's iggosds ‘alarming’, admitting
that 'the Irish economy [too] is vulnerable to efdl swings in the economic cycle
because it has more in common with the British &B®l economies than with
Continental Europe'. Commenting on Ireland's carrenonomic difficulties,
Bernard Connolly, a former high-ranking EU officiaee pages VII and Xl - Ed.]
wrote in 7K lrish Times on 31st December: 'It is ironic thas thumiliation should
some just a few days after Argentina was reduceibts, 27 deaths, debt default
and a state of siege. What Argentina is sufferowg, reland will very likely

suffer over the next two or three yeatsThis is the penalty the Irish will pay for
their ideological determination to separate thevasgbolitically from Britain.

The 'captive nations' of the socialist Europeanolnilo not yet realise that
they form part of a regional collective space whidgt precisely match the Soviets'
openly stated intentions, as expressed so clegrlirésident Gorbachev himself in
the course of his Nobel Peace Prize lecture in @slone 1992 [see also pages Xl and
XXXII]: Our vision of the European space from tAdantic to the Urals is not that
of a closed system. Since it includes the SoviabiJrwhich reaches to the shores
of the Pacific, it goes beyond nominal geograptioahdaries®.

To anyone who thought that the Soviet Union hatlafgged' in December
1991, that statement - made in a prepared, wriftgmal speech to a worldwide
audience six months after the 'collapse’ of the RJS® that the reference to the
Soviet Union was clearly no mistake - providestheessary corrective.

The outstanding question might seem to be this: thasEuropean project’,
which originated from a Pan-German blueprint, ageveed in Part Two, hijacked
by Soviet-style Leninist collectivism using the akumethod of penetration, or
was it a collectivist project from the outset? Tqwestion would be misplaced, for
the Pan-German version, honed by the National Bic{lazi) International, is
also collectivist. Thus the Soviet and the Germianedsions represent yet another
dialectic - or, what is perhaps more easily underst two components of the
same pincer movement. So, perhaps a more appeogtastion is whether the two
idolatrous powers, the covert Soviet Union and Geym which are promoting
this 'New Form' of hell on earth, are actually ampetition - the one promoting
‘Europe from the Atlantic to Vladivostok' and thther 'building’ 'Europe from
the Atlantic to the Urals', even as they collalmmgpenly and, as will be revealed,
in secret. This question is resolved at the erntisfoook.

In the meantime, in Britain, responsibility for tksis of sovereignty rests
with those national politicians who were deceiveinf the beginning by the guile
of the collective, and who lacked the vision anaieination to renounce .
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APPENDIX: 'REFORMATION' OF THE GENERAL STAFF OF THE REVOLUTION

The origins of the Soviet strategy to replace thadirst control model with a refurbished,
globally exportable Leninist model of the World RlkeNion, upon which the completion of
European collectivism depends, is traceable frowieBpublished sources. The radical new,
post-Stalin strategy which was to be realised kyititelligence services on the basis of fresh
instructions from the Communist Party's Central @ittee, was first revealed formally at
the 21st Soviet Communist Extraordinary Party Geswmrheld in Moscow in January 1959,
when the Chairman of the Committee of State Sgc[liGB - Komitet Gosudarstvennoy
Bezopasnosti], Comrade Aleksandr Nikolaevich Shglegnnounced the Party's decision to
revert to the methods of Feliks Dzerzhinskiy's Ghekwvhich, in addition to carrying out its
repression and terror 'duties', was also the nmatmuiment for the ‘creative’ implementation
of Leninist deception strategy. The Communist Rardgcision involved developing the full
potential of the security services to enable themmbbilise and maximise the aggregate
resources available to the Party in pursuit of\italised global revolutionary deception strat-
egy. Shelepin described this 'General Plan' ifollwving disguised Aesopian language:

'We are all familiar with the enormous work of Cade Feliks Dzerzhinsky
[Lenin's Cheka chief] and the methods employed Hey dtate security agencies in the first
years of the Soviet regime.... In adopting meastwesmprove the work of the Cheka
machinery [sic], we are obligated to strive, withe tassistance and under the direction of
the Party organisations, for improvement in traniall the state security agencies'
personnel in the spirit of the Party Central Corm®i demands and the glorious
traditions of the Cheka, and to endeavour to estord introduce into all our activity
the style and methods of work of the splendid Balish Dzerzhinsky [A&PLAuSE'™..
[Lenin] insisted that this institution be confiredsphere of the purely political'.

What emerged from this statement, and from 'a giteat [that] has been accom-
plished in this respect in recent years [sinceirtatleath - Ed.] under the direction of the
Party Central Committee’, as Shelepin put it, wes 'Shelepin Plan', which consolidated
and implemented the Party Central Committee's wjegrarevolutionary directives. The
primary feature of the Plan was that the intelligeservices' resources were to be redirected
towards planning, developing and realising the futential of its skills and assets, espec-
ially the strategic deception tradition inheritednfi the legacy of Lenin and Dzerzhinsky.
Deception and drugs were to be given the highéstitpr while Soviet Military Intelligence
was to develop those revolutionary dimensions fbichvit was best suited, including the
promotion of international terrorism in tandem wilhug operations (both of which were
launched in the 1960s). Other components of thei-diodensional 'peacetime’ offensive
against the West which were to be run by the imggite services under Party direction were
to include 'the Gramsci dimension' to build on tegrading consequences of the spread
of drug addition to promote and universalise mgedmissiveness and to destroy national
institutions, and ‘criminalism' to maximise the ogpnities which the drug offensive
would open up so that organised criminal activityenin's ‘criminal state' - could be distrib-
uted worldwide as a means of corrupting the bankygiem and corporations, destabilising
governments where possible, and discrediting diapitawith which criminal activity was to
be compared and equated). 'We must, intoned CemBhetlepin, untiringly strengthen
the state security agencies.... There need be abt,dG@omrades, that the personnel of
the state security agencies, under the leaderghtheoCommunist Party and its Leninist
Central Committee' would do everything that was dewanded of them.

The next progress report on the 'Shelepin Plafacaat in October 1961, which was a
most uncomfortable month for the whole world. ltswihe month when the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union convened its Twenty-Second @essy which was held in the Kremlin's
newly completed 'Palace of Congresses' - a modeictuse built of marble pylons and glass,
with seating for 6,000 people. The huge new auglitgrwhich had been completed for the
occasion, was built to accommodate 4,408 'votelghdtes (4,394 attended) and 405 non-



Europe from the Atlantic to Vladivostok 127

voting delegates, who arrived armed with a sodal®nsultative vote'. The huge list of
delegates, indicating the exceptional importancehisf Congress, was more than three and
a half times the size of any of the three prece@imgresses - the last of which, the Twenty-

First Congress, had been held with 1,269 ‘votitdy186 non-voting delegatés

The Twenty-Second Congress was preceded by thentatisies launching of a
Soviet multi-stage ballistic missile fired into arget area in the Central Pacific - a distance
of some 8,000 miles from the launch site. A sasiesiidely publicised nuclear weapons tests
was conducted while the Congress was in sessiah;Nikita S. Khrushchev, the General
Secretary of the Party, took the opportunity torimf the Congress of the successful deton-
ation of a 50-megaton hydrogen bomb. The Stendgrdpéport”™ of the Congress further
confirmed that Khrushchev announced that the SaWeésn had a 100-megaton bomb, but
would refrain from detonating it, because "evertHi§ were done] in the most remote places,
we could still break our own windows".

The full significance of this unprecedented firekvatisplay in the atmosphere was
not understood either at the time or subsequealiigough Western experts were duly awed,
as intended, by this mtimidating manifestation lobg terror by means of such pyrotechnics.
For these sudden, massive Soviet atmosphericwests'by far the largest and most extensive
any nation had ever conducted - including instruagerigh-altitude shots, ABM exper-
iments, and two detonations in the 40 to 70 megatnge”™ Following the Soviet tests, the
United States conducted several small undergroast$, tafter the completion of which
Khrushchev publicly announced that the Sovietsrétethe decision by the United States
Government to resume nuclear t¥3ts! claim rightly identified by specialists asiangr
example of the Leninist revolutionary techniqufiénsive denia%.

Understandably impressed by this crude orgy of iedpkerror on a global scale -
which was all the more mtimidating because thes fesike an existing moratorium on atmos-
pheric tests - Western analysts naturally intezgré€hrushchev's firework display in terms of
the arms race and evolving arms control criterfais Bppeared to be a valid response, given
military intelligence requirements and the urgesichfor an accurate Western understanding

of the meaning of these unprecedented events. Marédikhail Gorbachev, employed the
same Leninist 'in your face' technique of ‘offemgilenial' 25 years later, in response to Presid-
ent Reagan's announcement in May 1986 that thedJSiiates would not comply with SALT
Il unless the Soviets stopped cheating. Gorbaclamgsy response, like Khrushchev's, was
aptly described as 'an excellent example of offendenial coupled with a threat that US
actions would require Soviet counteractions thatildvanly lead to another needless escal-
ation of the "arms racé".

But the full significance of Khrushchev's Bold Bk Breach of the moratorium
on atmospheric tests only becomes clear when sedhei context of the huge Congress
which accompanied it. For it was at the Twenty-8dcdCongress that the leadership
unveiled nothing less than the long-range stratefiception programme, based on the
groundwork laid down by the 'Shelepin Plan', whighs to be ratified at a Congress of 81
Communist Parties on 6th December that year, toingim Lenin's Revolution throughout the
world using the full potential of the strategic elaion tradition and assets of the immense
global Communist network. The means to be emplayedld include ‘convergence’, to be
procured in such a manner as that the West wouldrdaght, using principles of deception
developed by the ancient Chinese military stratejim-Tzu, to believe that 'convergence' of
me Communist with the capitalist systems would diéesed on the West's terms - whereas the
Leninists intended the opposite, namely that teiNew World Order' will be Communist.

As the late Israeli-Russian analyst Avraham Shifplained to this Author, the plan
would involve building on ‘their main method - segdand creating agents of influence in
every sphere of Western society, be it the sciertbesarts, literature, education, politics, or
anything else - and constantly guiding these agehts are supposed to play the chief role
in changing the psychological climate in Westerniebp so as to facilitate the fulfilment of
the final goal, which is ripping the free Westerourttries of their present independence
and merging them into a New World Order under Ondd/Government. They believe



128 THE EUROPEAN UNION COLLECTIVE

that this 'One World Governmenf will be Communatd you can trust them: it will be.
Until that final stage, the Communists and the Weit work hand in hand, although
every now and again there are some differencesiniba about the methods employ&d'

In this context, the unprecedented display of $avieclear power which preceded
and accompanied the Twenty-Second CPSU Congressovasly intended to intimidate the
whole world, and to confuse the enemy, but everenmportantly to celebrate, in the most
arrogant, headline-catching manner that could bésel the final ratification by the
Soviet Communist Party of an agreed long-range pdiece strategy for the realisation
of the objectives of Lenin's World Revolution.

The progress of the 'Shelepin Plan' to maximisedtmeestic and world revolutionary
potential of the Soviet intelligence services waly deviewed at the CPSU's 22nd Congress.
Mikhail Gorbachev, who rose early in his careebé Deputy Head of the Propaganda and
Agitation Department of the Stavropol regional Komsl Committee - and who, as Golitsyn
points out, was 'neither the originator of thetsgw nor the father of Soviet democracy’, but
was chosen by the strategists to preside ovepéhestroika' phasE® - was among the 4,394
delegates who attended the 22nd Congress, heltairbtand new modernistic, glass, steel
and concrete Palace of Congre$8es/ikhail Gorbachev was therefore familiar, froneth
outset in 1961, with the 'Shelepin Plan' and withimperative on behalf of the Party to
maximise the intelligence services' strategic demeppotential For it was at this Congress
that Shelepin was able to announce the compleficheowholesale reorganisation of the
KGB in line with Dzerzhinsky's alleged model, sattlihe Soviet intelligence services
would henceforth be in charge of managing, devetpmnd maximising the resources
and ‘creative’ possibilities of the global revalotiry deception strategy under the Party's
instructions: 'The state security agencies', Shrelepgd the 22nd Congress, including the
young delegate Gorbachev, 'have been reorganiselieved of functions not proper to
them.... The Party has restored true Leninist sty methods of work in the state security
agencies. An exceptionally big role is being playedhe activities of the agencies of the
State Security Committee and the Party organisatiorhich have taken a worthy and
fitting place in all our work®,

This is the textual authority for our knowledgettfs) the intelligence services were
directed by the Party after the death of Stalimelise and maximise the full global revol-
utionary potential of the Party-State, and (b) that Soviet Communist Party and the intel-
ligence services are, to a considerable degreeichr@ngeable. The Party penetrated the
state security agencies in 1959-61 and thereaidtdich presupposes that the same occurred
in reverse. These sources also explain why andthewKGB, under Yuriy Andropov and
later, acquired an enhanced presence in the Roljtkhy most of the prominent player-
on the Moscow stage under Yeltsin were identifisdde KGB or GRU officers; why the
top intelligence officer Colonel Viadimir Putin, whbegan his career in Soviet Military
Intelligence [GRU], was imposed by the strategylective, as Boris Yeltsin's successor;
and why President Putin was reported in 2001 teystematically installing GRU officer-
in sensitive positions throughout the structurehefRevolutionary ‘General Staff'.

In reality, Lenin's Cheka was not initially the bigicated instrument of strategic
deception evoked by Shelepin: its deception shiissed on Lenin's directives, were gained
during implementation of the later 'New Economididgband the Trust' scam. The decree
ordering the foundation of the Cheka - the Russiard for 'linchpin’, made up from the
organisation's Russian title meaning the ‘All-RarssiExtraordinary Commission for
Combating Counter-Revolution Speculation, and Sajegt promulgated on 20th Decem-
ber 1917 on Lenin's order - required the Chekaljopérsecute and liquidate all attempts
and acts of counter-revolution and sabotage all &ussia, no matter what their origin;
(2) hand over to the Revolutionary Tribunal all wmu-revolutionaries and saboteurs and
work out measures of struggle against them; andné®e preliminary investigations only
in so far as that may be necessary for suppré&siBy February 1918, the Cheka had pub-
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licly tructed local revolutionary councils to seekit and shoot immediately a large
swathe of opponents, counter-revolutionaries, enaggnts and spies, agitators, specul-
ators, organisers of revolt against the Governmants traders and others to whom Cheka
agents might be expected arbitrarily to take aikdig. Significantly, when meting out
praise to the Cheka and its successors, Sheleglectiially contradicted the 'line' about
KGB 'reform' that he had espoused earlier in heesh, when he had added that 'we shall
continue mercilessly to punish all enemies of tlwied people' [APLAUSH, meaning of
course the enemies of the revolutionary Leniniguel For, as John Barron explained in his
book 'KGB: The Secret Work of Soviet Secret Aggt®3'41® 'Lenin had perceived that as a
minority representing virtually no-one but themsslvthe Communists could survive and
rule only through force'. Therefore, 'The Shelepian’, while paying lip-service to the
reform of the intelligence services by redeployitgm on revolutionary and strategic
deception development work, in reality expanded th&e enormously.

In his comment on the repeated 'reorganisationgh@fKGB [see page 69], Anatoliy
Golitsyn concurred with John Barron that 'since dags of the Cheka, the secret political
police has been reorganised and retitled many filmesoming successively the GPU, the
OGPU, the GUGB/NKVD, the NKGB, the MGB and the ldhd the KGB* [and subsequ-
ently, of course, the variously relabelled segmehtihe KGB such as the Sluzhba Vneshney
Razvedki (SVR) or Russian External IntelligenceviSer and the Agentsvo Federalnoy

*On 6th February 1922, the hated Cheka was ‘abolished' and replaced by the GPU, the State Political Directorate,
which was made a subordinate division of the NKVD, the People's Commissariat of Internal Affairs. When the
Soviet Republics were federated in 1923 to form the USSR, the GPU became the OGPU, or Unified State Political
Directorate, and was detached from the NKVD. After the OGPU had presided over the dispossession and collectiv-
isation of about 10 million peasants and millions had perished, and had acquired a reputation for terror matching
that of the Cheka, a further name-change was required. On 10th July 1934, Stalin reconsitituted the OGPU as the
GUGB, the Directorate for State Security, and again made it part of the NKVD, choosing as head of the NKVD Genrikh
Grigorevich Yagoda, who had zealously directed the slaughter of the peasants, terrorised the intelligentsia, and
supressed political minorities. The NKVD controlled the conventional police (militia), the border guards, internal
troops, the concentration and labour camps, much of the transportation system, and a large number of economic
enterprises (the source of the intelligence services' expertise in 'biznes'and underground criminalist activities). After
removing Yagoda (who was later put on show-trial and shot), Stalin appointed Nikolai Ivanovich Yezhov, known as
the 'bloody dwarf. Stalin fired him in 1938, probably because he knew too much about the purges, and he was even-
tually shot in the Lubyanka, where Yagoda had also perished. The ambitious disciple of Stalin, Lavrenti Pavlovich
Beria, replaced Yezhov as head of the NKVD. By 1941, as a result of ever-expanding forced labour programmes, the
NKVD was managing a large part of Soviet industry and virtually the whole of Siberia. These responsibilities were so
onerous and unrelated to the basic work of the secret political police, that it was decided to detach the GUGB from the
NKVD, which again became 'independent’ and was retitled NKGB (People's Commissariat for State Security). Beria

remained head o the NKVD but tried to retain effective control of the new NKGB by persuading Stalin to accept one
of his personal proteges, Vsevolod Nikolaevich Merkulov, as its director. In 1946, the NKGB and the NKVD acquired
the status of Ministries. The NKGB became the MGB (Ministry for State Security) and the NKVD became the MVD
(Ministry of Internal Affairs) The odious Lavrentii Beria was elevated to the Politburo and was succeeded as head
of the MVD by Lieutenant General Sergei Nikiforovich Kruglov. In 1947, Stalin established the KI (Committee of
information), which absorbed all the foreign sections of the MGB and some units of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
Much to the fury of the Armed Forces, it also took over the GRU (Soviet Military Intelligence). John Barron's descrip-
tion of Kl officers is colourful: As they showed up in Western capitals with their baggy suits and belligerent manners,
these veterans of the prewar purges reinforced the gangsterlike reputation Soviet intelligence had acquired in the
1930s". In 1951, Beria, accommodated by Georgiy Malenkov, betrayed the head of the KI, General Viktor Semonovich
Abakumov, who was arrested. In the autumn of 1951, Semen Denisovich Ignatiev became director of the MGB, which
now regained its former responsibilities for clandestine operations abroad. At Stalin's death, Beria manoeuvred to
depose both Kruglov and Ignatiev, and merged the MGB with the MVD, of which he now assumed personal charge.
He thereby gathered under his direct control the political police, their foreign operations, the militia, some 300,000
special troops, the concentration and labour camps and their inmates, and a substantial segment of Soviet industry,
including the nuclear and missile programme. Khrushchev, Malenkov and Molotov (Scriabyn) knew what fate awaited
them unless they countered Beria at once. According to unconfirmed reports, he was shot by two Generals who
jumped out of cupboards as he entered a room in the Kremlin for a meeting of the Politburo. However the official
version was that Beria was arrested on 26th June 1953. On Christmas Eve 1953, Pravda announced that Beria had
been shot for having been, among other things, a foreign spy. The new leaders reorganised the entire system of
repression, as Beria had attempted to do, and on 13th March 1954, the formation of the KGB was announced. The
all-powerful Special Commission (Stalin's Inquisition) which, in concert with the secret police, had tried and sentenced
political prisoners in the 1930s, was abolished. The GRU was left alone, and the MVD was greatly reduced in size and
importance, although it subsequently reacquired awesome powers of repression. In 1973, the Soviet leadership invited
the KGB Chairman, Yuriy Vladimirovich Andropov into full membership of the Politburo. The main source for this inform-
ation is John Barron's classic work, 'KGB: The Secret Work of Soviet Secret Agents' [Hodder and Stoughton, London,
1974]. The global revolutionary role of the 'post-Soviet secret intelligence services is now greater than ever.
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Bezopasnhosti (AFB) or Federal Security Servicelit 'Bieir mentality ideals and aims have
always been the same. So has their relationshiotaet rulers, the Party and the people’,
whom they repress. In this respect, the emphasishwitas been placed in this book on
differentiation between the Stalinist and the Leimnodels, which is necessary in order
to illustrate Gorbachev's remit in simple 'shorthdanguage, can perhaps be misleading.
For Stalin was a consummate Leninist: 'He meratk tihe Soviet people further down the
path Lenin clearly charted, with ghastly consegegititat have now been well documented'.

Barron made the point that Stalinism was a varnatd Leninism; and since the
sinister overtones of Leninism imply pressure, $sm@ent, intimidation and coercion,
and ultimately violence, the Leninist model repntseno form of ‘improvement' over the
Stalinist one. Its relevance for the present stafighe World Revolution is that it is simply
more flexible. But, as Golitsyn has warned, it $hts stage for a 'reversion' to Stalinism, in its
sense as a de facto synonym for mass violenceearog.t

The Leninist European Union, which is acquiring aadcumulating powers
which will be expanded over time to be comparablethe Leninist terror-state, is there-
fore preparing the basis for the exercise of mes®rt which may be deployed once its
false legitimacy has collapsed along with the Eara@ its other collectivist attempts to
‘organise... relations between the Member Statkthain peoples'.

Europe will again experience the knock on the dbdead of night.

The way terror became the basis of Soviet Communiss described by Barron
as follows: '‘By 1924, when Lenin lay disabled arnthgl from strokes' (he died, appropri-
ately enough, rumour has it, from creeping parsigsought on by syphilis, but according
to the autopsy, 'from cardio-respiratory arrestbofsing a brain haemorrhage in a context
of atherosclerosi8* Ed.), he had already cast the mould of futureigbmociety. He had
bequeathed the Russian people dictatorship by igaraily, supported by a privileged New
Class, wholly dependent upon a political secreic@dbrce. He had securely established the
principle, practice and mechanism of political g@lforce and terror as the foundation of the
dictatorship. Concentration camps, arrests on #3&s lof class, sentences and executions with-
out trial, the extorted confession for purposes ahow trial, the hidden informant, the con-
cept of "merciless mass terror”, were introducedbgoStalin, but by Lenin. The terror decried
decades later as Stalinism was pure Leninism, ipedcbn a grandiose and insane scale'.
In short, one could say that Leninism leads inklitt its lower form': Stalinism.

The KGB/GRU are in the driving seat, as announgedhe KGB Chairman, A. N.
Shelepin himself, in October 1961 - not only beeaih® intelligence services are in charge
of managing the prosecution of Lenin's World Retiotu under the Party's direction, but
also because the KGB today controls the vast flovfunds derived inter alia from the
global GRU-controlled drug offensive against thestVavhich is the most lucrative source
of finance for the prosecution of the World Revolut In her book The State Within a State:
The KGB and its hold on Russia, Present and F{fiamear, Strauss and Giroux, New York, 1994]
Yevgenia Albats quoted Aleksandr Shelepin, who baen KGB Chairman from 1958 to
1961, as having said latterly that it was pregiseth the coming of [Yuriy Vladimirovich]
Andropov' [who was the powerful Chairman of the K&B 15 years] that the KGB once
again [sic] became a state within the state... épalr restored everything | tried so hard
to liquidate at the KGB'. (Among other gratuitoumfusions, Albats - whose written work
on the Soviet intelligence services must, in thigh&r's opinion, be 'handled with care' -
obfuscates the strategic continuity between thedefim Plan' and Gorbachev's ‘perestroika’).

As mentioned on page 63, on the 80th anniversarhefestablishment of Lenin's
Cheka under the murderous Feliks Dzerzhinskiy, lwidccurred on 20th December 1997,
President Boris N. Yeltsin - that long-serving Camist, the former First Secretary of the
Moscow City Party Committee, who had describedatmosphere at the 27th CPSU Con-
gress in February 1986 as ‘again marked by theh®&ak spirit, that Leninist optimism’ -
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celebrated 'Security Citizens' Day', also knowiChskist Day', or ‘Cheka Day', with a

speech praising the Cheka, GPU, the OGPU, the GNIKG#D, the NKGB, the MGB
and the KI, and the KGB and their 'post-Sovietvdéives, the SVR and the AFB. Similarly,
KGB/GRU Colonel Viadimir Putin has been the gudshanour at each successive 'Chekist
Day' since December 1999. In his 1997 speech, iMedtdd:

'‘As | look back, | realise that we nearly overdidwhen we exposed the crimes com-
mitted by the security services - the punitive begdithe cruel state security machine - for
there were not only dark periods, but also gloriepisodes in their history, of which one
say really be proud”. Yeltsin was referring to the successful appticatdf the 'Shelepin plan'.
Comrade Aleksandr Shelepin concluded his addressthéo 22nd CPSU Congress
by praising ‘the truly breathtaking horizons beiogened up to us by the magnificent
new Programme of the CPSWRPLONGED APPLAUSE It was in fact this 'magnificent new
Programme' of Leninist strategy that the missileoteghnics were timed to celebrate,
impressing all whom Lenin called ‘the interestedhwthe glory of Soviet power and
the Marxist inevitability of the global victory afocialism, now that a foolproof strategic
deception plan had been developed to realise thaluien's full potential.

The Soviet literature indeed contains a numberedérences to the launch of the
long-range Leninist deception strategy during fieésiod - following a decision in principle
to revert to the wholesale use of strategic disinétion'®®, as used under Lenin and
Dzerzhinskiy A secret training manual written bysRU officer, Popov, for internal use, was
consulted; in about 80 pages, it described, Golitsyplains in ‘New Lies for Old', the tech-
nique of disinformation. The Central Committee alsgiewed a manual written by KGB
Colonel Raina, entitled 'On the Use of Agents diuknce'.

And when writing in 'Proletarian InternationalisiBuideline of the Communists' [1970],
the Soviet apparatchik V. Polyar&{yrecorded that: The 1957 and 1960 Moscow Confesenc
of Representatives of Communist and Workers' Bande made a deep imprint on the his-
tory of the international Communist movement. Timeygle a major contribution to the devel-

opment of Marxist-Leninist theory. At these conferes, by the collective efforts of the
fraternal Parties, the objective laws of developgnmnthe world revolutionary process were
defined, and the principles of the internationedtagy of the Communist movement in a new
situation elaborated. The Conference did much wonkew forms of international ties...".
This statement explicitly confirmed Golitsyn's theemthat a long-range strategy
was refurbished, upgraded, modernised and mobilisaty the ‘full potential' of the intel-
ligence services, which were theoretically (thobghno means in practice) divested of some
of their previous (overt repressive, Stalinist)pmessibilities. It knocks on the head the
knee-jerk response of all those Western observdie vesponded that Golitsyn was
‘paranoid' (a KGB disinformation and denigratiorentie which continues to this day) -
and that those few analysts who knew he was righte crazed 'conspiracy theorists'.
Referring to the International Conference of ComistufParties held in June 1969 -
a follow-up meeting to the Eighty-One Party Comfeesheld in Moscow in December 1961,
which ratified the revised long-range strategy -Pdlyansky added that ‘the entire proceed-
ings of the Conference were based on Leninist rdstiod work, typical of the Communist
movement, viz., democratism, the equality of alfti®s in considering the agenda, collec-
tivist analysis of common problems and joint elabon of the common political platform'.
The words shown in bold type here are words hipté) by Lenin in his written teaching
on the revolutionary use of language, and, with ékeeption of ‘democratism' - a word
which the European Union does not yet use, bute®ence of which characterises the
rigged proceedings of the highly ‘'undemocratic’' opean Parliament - are employed
extensively in the European Union's Maastricht fireend its derivative documentation.
Finally, Gorbachev's top strategic adviser, Geordiykadevich Arbatov, writing in
'his' book "The System: An Insider's Life in Sofetitics'®, specifically confirmed Golitsyn's
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explanation, in both of his works, that the longge strategy for spreading the Revolution to
the whole world, abolishing nation states and mgrgihem into a global Leninist collective,

which was settled in 1957-61 and ratified at thghfOne Party Conference of Communist
and Workers' Parties held in Moscow on 6th Deceni®éd, was indeed the foundation of
Gorbachev's 'perestroika’ and the phenomenorilapsible Communism' that followed it.

Implementation of of the strategy may well haverbslwed by what the Soviets
during Gorbachev's tenure called ‘the period ajnstdon’ under Leonid llych Brezhnev -
although the Leninist meaning of this phrase i§ ithaas the revolutionary strategy which was
stagnating, especially given the need for awattieg conclusion of the 40-year period during
which the occupation of Germany had been mandatatiebwartime allies. At all events, in
"The System' [1992], Georgiy Arkadevich Arbatovssélyat ‘one can trace most clearly a direct
continuity between the ideas of the Twentieth P&bongress, detente and new political
thinking'. Indeed, the implementation of successidetentes', cultimating in ‘perestroika’
in preparation for the relaunch of the World Retiohary model, were direct, intended
consequences of strategic decisions taken in thel@0s. And the central role of the KGB
in implementing the Leninist ‘changes' of 1989-%s wexplicitly confirmed in 1990 by the
KGB General who had controlled the dissident-huntand persecution machinery for
Andropov - Filipp Bobkov, Deputy Chairman of the RG when he told the Moscow
paper Nezavisimaya gazeta, that ‘we in the KGBriboted quite a bit to the process of
perestroika because... without it the Soviet Unimrid not move aheat.

The authors' Foreword to the edition of FundanemtiMarxism-Leninismi™ prepared
by the CPSU Central Committee's Propaganda Depariang first published in Moscow in
1959 to serve as the updated sourcebook of Lettisty for students and implementers of
the Revolution worldwide - lists, next to the naafethe project's director, Otto Wilhemovich
Kuusinen (a former leader of the Comintern), theenaf Georgiy A. Arbatov. Thus Arbatov
- Gorbachev's most important strategy adviser, taadauthor of the campaign to erode the
image’ of the enemy in the late 1980s - was ontheofmain editors of the official textbook
on the long-range disinformation strategy whera# {@unched 30+ years earlier.

Like many other leading Soviets, Arbatov lost nmetiin rewriting history - even
publishing the Russian edition of ‘his' book Thyst&n: An Insider's Life in Soviet Politics' [first
issued by Random House Inc., New York, 1992], iil1%efore ‘the system' had even been
‘collapsed’ by the KGB, which meant that 'he' wodtve been drafting the book much
earlier than that. This suggests that the Lenimighors of strategic lies do worry about
being exposed: at least, they did until the stisteegliscovered what they had long suspected
and what the careful research carried out by teeiast institutes of the Soviet Academy of
[Leninist] Sciences had predicted - that even ifsiéf@ analysts did finally succeed in teasing
out the truth and exposing the Bolsheviks' lies wiktensive documentation, no-one, least of
all in Western policymaking circles, would beli@vaord of what they had to say.

AU.S. PRECEDENT FOR 'COLLAPSIBLE COMMUNISM'

'‘Collapsible Communism' is nothing new. In Janu&®A4, the National Committee of the Communist
Party USA (CPUSA) agreed to call a Special Coneentio dissolve the CPUSA and to establish in its
place a 'non-partisan' ‘educational associatianttfe duration of the United States' alliance whk Soviet
Union against Germany. A directive had in fact béssued from Moscow mandating the 'dissolution’ of
the CPUSA. On 20th May 1944, the Convention dulgsalved the Party'. The same membership then
reconvened to establish the Communist Political odisdion. A special issue of the CPUSA's journal
'Political Affairs', celebrating 50 years of the ITFA (1919-1969), reported that 'in keeping withs thiecision,

all forms of organisation based on the shops anidisimies were eliminated. Only the community clubs
remained'. But in the 'Constitution of the Commuarty of the United States of America’, publistsegar-
ately as a small booklet by 'Political Affairs', tiste IV: Structure, Section 1 [page 13] reads aliows:
‘The basic unit of the Communist Party shall be €lab'. Therefore, although formally dissolved, the
underlying structure of the CPUSA remained in exise. When the time came for Moscow's directive
to be rescinded, the CPUSA was 'reconstituted'ewige, when the CPSU was vaguely 'banned' by
Gorbachev, its constituent components, focuseti@Mioscow CPSU Committee, remained operationa.
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Notes and references:

1. 'International Affairs', journal of the Russian Foreign Ministry, Volume 43, Number 1,1997: The German Factor

of European Security’, by Igor Maksimychev, head researcher of the Institute of Europe of the Russian Academy of
Sciences. 'If the rebirth of the slogan "common house of Europe" is for some reason undesirable, then there should

be a return to the concept of constructing a Great Europe (especially as serious preparatory work has already been
performed by a Russian-German-French commission headed by Jacques Chirac back before he was elected President).

It would be good to recall Francois Mitterrand's unduly forgotten idea of a European confederation as the final goal

of European integration'.

2. The Soviet bilateral treaty offensive, launched under Gorbachev and continued seamlessly into the
Yeltsin era - demonstrating a total lack of strategic discontinuity for that reason alone - tied the 'captive'
European powers down into a network of bilateral treaties. Following the prearranged ‘collapse’ of the Soviet
Union, the bilateral treaty network was extended to link the controlled, provisionally 'independent’ ‘former' Soviet
Republics to the main Western powers. The significance of this ‘treaty offensive' is that the Western powers will
be held to their obligations under international law, whereas Russia and the ‘former Republics, being ruled by
Leninists, for whom the breaking of solemn undertakings with the ‘bourgeoisie’ is encouraged when the correlation
of forces so permits, will be liable to be in breach of theirs. A partial list of the bilateral treaties and accords with
the Soviet Union/ Russia finalised under Gorbachev and Yeltsin includes the following:

« Finland: A bilateral treaty with the USSR initialled in Moscow on 9th December 1989.

e France: The Treaty on Accord and Cooperation between the USSR and France, signed by Presidents Gorbachev
and Mitterrand on 29th October 1990, was never ratified by the Assemblee Nationale. A revised bilateral treaty was
signed by Presidents Yeltsin and Mitterrand on 7th February 1992. This contains compromising and burdensome
obligations for France, which was thereby converted into an agent for Moscow. France and Russia are obliged to 'build
a peaceful Europe with a community of interests endowed with permanent security and cooperation mechanisms'
collective security); to foster 'a European union... providing in particular for the implementation of a joint foreign
policy and a security policy; and to ‘strengthen the bonds of solidarity between themselves and among all European
states within the framework of a confederative approach”. Hence France is legally bound, under intemational law, to
prepare for its own dissolution within a European Federation. Further, France ‘pledges to promote rapprochement
between the EC and Russia.. assisting its integration in the European economy'. Additionally, 'France shall assist
Russia's participation in, or joining of, intemational financial establishments of which the latter is not a member.
This Treaty binds France so closely to Russia that it can be argued that France is not a viable member of the Western
aliance - or, at least, not a member upon which what remains of the decimated alliance could reasonably rely in any
crisis. Note, too, that fundamental dimensions of Soviet strategy are enshrined in this Treaty, which also ‘just happen’
to be enshrined in the European Union collective's 'rolling Treaty' as well.

. Germany, Moscow's primary collaborator, signed two formal bilateral treaties with the USSR and a number

of side accords, including secret agreements, on 9th November 1990. The main bilateral treaties were the Treaty on
Co-operation in Economy, Industry, Science and Technology; and the Treaty on Good-Neighbourliness, Partnership
and Co-operation. In September 1990, President Gorbachev and Chancellor Kohl signed a secret accord in Geneva to
carve up Central Europe: see Part Two. Russia calls itself the legal successor of the Soviet Union.

» Greece: The Treaty on Friendship and Co-operation between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and Greece
was signed by President Gorbachev and Mr Konstantinos Mitsotakis, the Greek Prime Minister of the day, on 23rd July
1991. This bilateral treaty was accompanied by three parallel intergovernmental agreements, one of which deals with
‘the preventon of dangerous military activity. Thus the Soviets exploited their repressive operations in the Caucasus
in the interests of obtaining a formal Greek treaty undertaking which could destabiise any NATO operations in the
region. In a despatch from Moscow on the same day, a TASS 'diplomatic correspondent, Andrey Pershin, observed:
‘This document sets down not only a new legal and political basis for the all-round development of relations, but also
serves as yet another element in the architecture of the Common European Home.... The treaty can rightly be placed in
the same category as similar international documents concluded between the Soviet Union and Italy, Spain, France and
the Federal Republic of Germany'.

e Ireland: On 22nd July 1991, the then Soviet Foreign Minister, Aleksandr Bessmertnykh, who had been switched
into Shevardnadze's slot the previous December from his job as chief controller of agents of influence, signed a series
of bilateral accords with the Irish Republic, including a Soviet-Irish Protocol on Consulltations, a cultural accord, and
‘an agreement to develop economic, industrial and scientific cooperation'.

* Italy: A Treaty on Friendship and Cooperation signed by President Gorbachev and Sig. Giulio Andreotti (later
disgraced at home) on 18th November 1990, based on the Soviet-ltalian Declaration agreed on 30th November 1989,
was butressed, on 19th December 1991, by a Joint Declaraton on the Fundamentals of Relations between the Italian
Republic and the Russian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic, signed by President Yeltsin and Sig. Andreotti in Rome.
The accord, citing the bilateral treaty signed under Gorbacheyv, referred to ‘the framework of the New World Order'.

* Norway: The Russian Foreign Minister, Andrei Kozyrev, signed a Joint Protocol with the Norwegian Foreign
Ministry on 8th March 1992.

e Spain: On 10th July 1991, Sr Felipe Gonzalez, the Spanish Prime Minister, and President Gorbachev, signed the
Soviet-Spanish Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation in Moscow. On 24th April 1994, President Yeltsin and Sr Gonzalez
signed a new bilateral treaty which replaced the treaty signed on 10th July 1991. This treaty requires the signatories to
form consistenly a single European space in the political, economic, legal, humanitarian, cultural and ecological
spheres’ [Article //]. Other powerful statements of Soviet strategy, to which Spain subscribes through this treaty,
include an obligation to ‘strengthen... collective security’, and to ‘build... a democratic international order on the
basis of common values'. By 'democratic' the Leninists mean ‘collectivised' and rigged in their favour. The point to note
is that any values that are ‘common’ to the Leninists will be treir values, not those of the West, since the Leninists
will not accept any 'values' which do not conform with their objectives. Therefore, 'a democratic intemational order
on the basis of common values' will not be 'democratic’ at all, but rather a false system based on the Leninist device
of 'democratism'’ designed to ensure that power resides in the hands of structures which focus on consolidating the
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World Revolution and establishing the intended Leninist World Dictatorship. Typical of these structures is the intended
‘World Parliament, the delegates to which will consist of representatives from proliferating NGOs (Non-Governmental
Organisations), all of which are of the Left, and have suddenly sprung up in recent years, in fulfilment of the 'Gramsci
dimension' of the Revolution, which promotes the emergence of ‘a common mind'.

* United Kingdom: On 30th January 1991, President Yeltsin and the British Prime Minister, John Major, signed
the Joint Declaration by the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the Russian Federation. This
was followed on 9th November 1993 by the signing in London of a Treaty on the Principles of Relations between the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the Russian Federation.

On 26th November 1990, President Gorbachev, reporting to the USSR Supreme Soviet on the outcome of the Paris
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, revealed the strategic Leninist logic and significance of the Soviet
bilateral treaty offensive over which he had presided to date. Gorbachev was reported by Soviet Television to have said:

'For the first time political trust has acquired the form of documented political pledges. The new type of bilateral
declarations and treaties which the USSR has recently concluded with the unified Germany. France. Italy. Spain and
Finland - and there are others on the way, too - and, of course, the documents signed by the 34 states at the Paris
meeting itself [a reference to the Paris Charter and to the Joint Declaration of Twenty-Two States, which asserted that
the signatories 'are no longer adversaries’] create the political-legal foundation of the New Europe with which it
has decided to proceed into the 21st century. There are no military opponents in Europe any longer, and the blocs
established by the Cold War will inexorably lose their original functions'.

The Soviets/Russians intend to hold their West European treaty 'partners' to their obligations under international law
which arise from the bilateral treaties. This was made clear by the former Russian Foreign Minister, Andrei Kozyrev, who
told a meeting of the Foreign Ministry's Council on Foreign Policy in November 1993 that ‘first of all, ft is time to carry
out existing bilateral accords' [International Affairs', journal of the Russian Foreign Ministry, March-April 1994]. But
while the Russians will insist upon the meticulous adherence of the Western parties to the letter of their respective bila-
eral treaties, they will themselves feel free to renege on any component undertaking as they see fit, in accordance with
Lenin's advice to the revolutionaries that they may with impunity tear up agreements reached with 'the class enemy'.

3. The Franco-German Treaty of the Elysee signed by General Charles de Gaulle and the German Chancellor of the day.
Dr Konrad Adenauer, in Paris, on 22nd January 1963.

4. The Foundations of Marxist-Leninist Philosophy, Moscow, Progress Publishers, 1974, page 406. See Note 41 of the
Introduction, page 26.

5. Collaboration between EU Member States and the European Union Collective promotes, as reiterated in the Soviet
Russian and world Communist literature, ‘a future union of all nations in a single world economic system', as described
in 'Political Affairs', Theoretical Journal of the Communist Party, USA; pamphlet published with the issue of May-June
1964, citing Stalin's 'Foundations of Leninism’, first published in 1924, International Publishers, New York, 1932, page 82
The 'single world economic system' will be a centralised, collectivised (Communist) world dictatorship which, since it
will tolerate no opposition, will embark upon 'perestrelka’- a global bloodbath. The unification of the world would
thus be a terminal disaster for mankind and must be resisted by all who understand the truth of what is happening.

6. 'Leninist Theory of Revolution and Social Psychology’, B. Porschnev, Novosti Press, Moscow, 1988, page 24.

7. The Perestroika Deception: Memoranda to the Central Inteligence Agency, Anatoliy Golitsyn, Edward Harle Limited,
London and New York, 1995 and 1998, page 26.

8. 'New Lies for Old', Anatoliy Golitsyn, Dodd, Mead and Company, New York, 1984 [finished in 1980]. In this work, Golitsyn
revealed the essence of Khrushchev's long-range deception strategy, developed in collaboration with Mao Tse-Tung.

9. 'Sputnik: Digest of the Soviet Press, August 1990, page 65.

10. 'Perestroika: New Thinking for our Country and the World' [Author's emphasis], Mikhail Gorbachev, Collins, 8 Grafton
Street, London W1,1987. A separate edition was published in New York by Harper & Row, Perennial Library edition (1987).

11. 'Warning to the West', Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, unprovenanced.

12. 'Record of the International Meeting of Communist and Workers' Parties' held in Moscow, 5th-17th June 1969,
Peace and Socialism Publishers, Prague, 1969, address by Leonid llyich Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central
Committee of the CPSU, page 172.

13. Li Ch'uan, commentator of the T'ang period [618-905] in China on The Art of War' by Sun-Tzu, cited in the edition
translated by Samuel B. Griffith, Oxford University Press, 1963. The work was translated into Russian by N.I. Konrad in
1950, shortly after the Communist victory in China [Anatoliy Golitsyn, ‘New Lies for Old', op. tit, page 42]. See page 57.

14. Record of the International Meeting of Communist and Workers' Parties held in Moscow, 5th-17th June 1969, op. cit,
address by Leonid llyich Brezhnev to the International Meeting on the occasion of the centenary of the birth of Lenin,
Moscow, 17th June 1969; page 41.

15. 'The Perestroika Deception', op. cit, Anatoliy Golitsyn, published by Edward Harle Limited, London and New York
1995 and 1998, page 84.

16. 'Information Bulletin: Documents of the Communist and Workers' Parties, XXVII Congress of the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union, 9/1986, Peace and Socialism Publishers, Prague, page 160.
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The following references to ‘the state of the whole people’ are taken from The Perestroika Deception’, with the
Memoranda from which they are extracted, and the page references, shown. It is important for the student and analyst
to understand this Leninist concept, which gave new life and vitality to the World Revolution and its ‘General Staff':
Memorandum to the CIA of March 1990, The Perestroika Deception’, page 87:

‘The deployment of controlled ‘political opposition' has rendered possible the introduction of deceptive ‘non-Com-
munist and ‘democratic’ structures. Even so-called free elections do not present a problem for the Communist Parties
Because of their secret partnership with the ‘opposition, the Communist Parties are always in a winning situation.
It is their candidates - Communist or ‘non-Communist - who aways win. No other truly independent candidates exist
This is the new statecraft of the Communist Parties and their security services: it is a 'New Form' for developing social-
ism. Its introduction allows the Communist Parties to broaden their political base and, in accordance with a decision of the
22nd Party Congress in October 1961, to replace the outlived concept of the 'dictatorship of the proletariat’ with the new
concept of 'the state of the whole people' while maintaining their power and strengthening their actual leading role'.
Memorandum to the CIA of March 1990, The Perestroika Deception’, page 91:

'In the past, under Lenin and Stalin, the use of political and security potential had only one dimension: the Soviet
security services used their political and security potential repressively against their own population. Now the employ
ment of this potential has two dimensions: domestic and international. The domestic aspect involves the use of this
potential to broaden the political base of Communist Parties and to create new 'non-Communist, ‘democratic’ and
‘nationalist' structures, replacing the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat' with the 'state of the whole people'. With the
wholesale introduction of deceptive, controlled 'democracy’, this process is virtually complete'.

Memorandum to the CIA of September-November 1990, The Perestroika Deception’, page 121:
WHY DD THE SOVIET STRATEGISTS OPTFORANON-VIOLENT PATTERN OF WORLD REVOLUTION?

From the late 1950s onwards the Soviets have been developing and pursuing a new long-range strategy for World
Socialist Revolution. Its essence has been: (a) Replacement of the outdated concept of the 'dictatorship of the proletariat
by the concept of 'the state of the whole people’; (b) Development of new political forces under ‘the state of the whole
people’; (c) The preparation of economic and political reforms and the transition to a planned socialist market economy
and a controlled ‘multi-Party system’; (d) A shift in the pattern of World Revolution from one of violence to one of
non-violence consistent with a parallel elimination of the image of the enemy".

Memorandum to the CIA of September-November 1990, The Perestroika Deception’, page 128:
‘WHY THEWEST IGNORES THE ESSENCE AND DANGERS OF SOVIET ‘DEMOCRATISATION'

Westem acceptance of the changes in the USSR and Eastern Europe as a trend towards genuine democracy which
serves Western interests and therefore merits Western support shows how little the West comprehends the essence of
the changes and the dangers they entail. In part this non-comprehension arises from confusion over terminology. What
the West calls 'democratisation’, Soviet strategists call the transformation of the 'dictatorship of the proletariat' into 'the
state of the whole people”.

Memorandum to the CIA of September-November 1990, The Perestroika Deception’, page 130:

'Special attention should be paid to an article published in [ 'Problems of Peace and Socialism' - the theoretical and
informative journal of the Communist Parties] in July 1974. Its Authors were Zawadski, Director of the Scientific Institute
of State and Law at Warsaw University; Guliyev, head of section at the Soviet Institute of State and Law; and officials of
the Greek and Argentine Communist Parties. The article was based on a discussion which took place at Warsaw Univer-
sity. The paper considered the question of the political power of the working class in the development of democracy in
the mature socialist countries and how this relates to the strategy of the Communist Parties [Russian edition, pages 44-45].
The article reminded the reader that, according to Lenin, the essence of the dictatorship of the proletariat is the leading role
of the Communist Party, not the participation of other political parties in the government. The article referred to the trans-
iion from the 'dictatorship of the proletariat’ to 'the state of the whole people’ and explained that 'the state of the whole
people’ continues, in reality, to uphold the cause of proletarian dictatorship under mature socialism, joining other socalist
states to wage the class struggle against imperialism in the international arena. The 'state of the whole people' does not
need to break the resistance of the exploiing capitalist classes because by now they have been eliminated. However, it
remains dictatorial and repressive in its attitude towards capitalists abroad. The article further emphasised that,
under 'the state of the whole people’, the leading role of the Communist Party is retained and enhanced.

‘It explained that new elements have been introduced into Communist strategy against the developed capitalist coun-
tries, in order to take into account the changes which the technological revolution has brought about in the social structure
of these countries’. The phrase ‘New elements' referred to the 'Gramsci dimension' of the Revolution, aimed at establishing
a new hegemony or superstructure of ‘garbage values' in place of old loyalties, which has come to such fruition today.
Memorandum to the CIA of 2nd September 1991, The Perestroika Deception’, page 145:

The West regards the Soviet Parliament's decision to suspend the activities of the Communist Party as the death of
the Communist Party and as a victory for the new democratic forces: it welcomes this development as beneficial to West-
em interests. This assessment is erroneous. It reflects the naivete of Westem Soviet experts who, in a deep sleep like Rip
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TWO OF THE FATHERS OF ‘PAN-GERMAN

¥ S

RIGHT: An official portrait of Adolph
Hitler. In his book, ‘Mein Kampf’, Hitler
alluded extensively to Marx and Marxist
collectivism. He shared Lenin's contempt
for the nation state, but inconsistently
promoted his own notion of a "Fiihrer
Staat' as a means of preserving the
race, and thus the state itsell. Among
those by whom he was consciously or
subconsciously inspired was General
Count von Heaseler, who pronounced
in 1893: ‘It is necessary that our civilis-
ation build its temple on mountains of
corpses, on an ocean of tears and on the
death cries of men without honour’. M

DR KONRAD ADENAUER, the first Chancellor of the German Federal Republic and Chairman of the Christian
Democratic Union (CDU). This official photograph was taken when Dr Adenauer was 81 years old, in 1957. The
Chancellor was pictured in his office at the Palais Schaumburg, his Chancellery in Bonn, on 9th September the
year. Dr Adenauer, who vigorously promoted, behind-the-scenes, the Pan-German view that Germany's true
interests and future lay to the east, was a friend of Hitler's favoured bankers, Drs Abs and Pferdmenges.
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THE CONTINUITY OF GERMAN
STRATEGIC DECEPTION

THE PAN-GERMAN AGENDA PURSUED 'BY OTHER MEANS'

Just as there has been no true discontinuity ofeSetrategy - only a Leninist
discontinuity, designed to confuse the West, tacenit to ‘converge' with the
East to collectivise security, and to disarm - Soce the First and Second World
Wars, has there been no discontinuity of Germaattegly. It may be helpful to
remind ourselves here of Anatoliy Golitsyn's usddigdtinction between a policy
and a strategy. He points out that whereas a pdiayvert, a strategy contains
within itself a hidden, secret dimension designecemsure the strategy's success.
German plans for European hegemony can be tracekl tbathe 19th century
and were clearly understood by Western observdessit until the early 1950s. In an
article entited The World Germanica' publishedhia New York Herald Tribune dated
31st May 1940, Dorothy Thompson wrote:

The Germans have a clear plan of what they intendot in case of victory.
| believe that |1 know the essential details of flah. | have heard it from a sufficient
number of important Germans to credit its authigntic Germanys plan is to make
a customs union of Europe, with complete finanaial economic control centred on
Berlin.... Territorial changes do not concern thdsecause there will be no Trance'
of 'England’, except as language groups'

In 1942, the actual blueprint of Hitler's 'Européadnion' was published in
the form of a compendium of papers presented hyingaGerman industrialists,
academics and officials under the stern directibth® Reichswirtschaftsminister und
Prasident der Deutschen Bundesbank, Dr Walther. Fiimk document was entitled
'Europaische Wirtschaftsgemeinschatft' (Europeandiitio Community) Copies of this

rare book survive, for instance, at the Britishrailp, and at the Staatsbibliothek,
Berlin. The policy issues covered by the Nazi caomdpen were largely the same
as those contained in the modern European UnidedBeé's Maastricht Treaty

and its derivatives: a common European currencgamEuropean bank called
'Europa Bank' and thus a common monetary policgpramon agricultural policy,
a common European industrial policy, a common eynpémt policy, a common
European transport policy, and a common Europadimgy policy.
As the Second World War progressed, the possihilitydefeat occurred to the
less blinkered among Hitler's planners, promptinijleai decision to make secret
preparations for a long-range plan to continue plespectively lost war 'by other
means' (politically). Indeed, precisely such a gveent was accurately predicted
by the brilliant Dutch Ambassador to Washington,Alexander Loudon, a man with
a deep knowledge of German history, who observead riadio address at the end of
1943. The Germans wil do exactly the same thmghay did in 1918. In case of
defeat, the Nazis and the Gestapo will go undendran order to prepare for the
next war. The 'next war' is indeed being waged fiercelyayod by other means'.
In 1942, detailed planning was initiated in Berim establish a covert powerful
Nazi International. Writing in the Hearst PressynBti Hershey, its foreign correspon-
dent, reported in a despatch from Lisbon publisinegbth January 1943 that he had
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observed an 'influx of Nazi officials into SpaindaRortugal'. Hershey wrote that
‘every talk | had with the Germans in Lisbon mdut fact clearer. They may be
defeated on the battlefield, as they were in 1818;they expect to win again at the
peace table as they did in 1919'".

'Of course, they will sacrifice Hitler as they gmed the Kaiser; but the old gang
- the generals, the big industrialists, the phamefessors of mis-education... will try
to go underground again to lay the eggs for anethenf German conquést’

A year later, The New York Times' correspondentioldaDenny cabled in a
despatch from Madrid that ‘heavy new incrementsGefman agents have been
pouring into Spain in recent days in an obviousretly Germany to save what she
can of a situation that has gone badly against A¢housand Gestapo agents and
other German representatives have appeared in dMaldme in the past fortnight.
Significant additions to the German population haeen noted in other parts of
Spain.... In Madrid, German spies swarm in the Hmtgls in such numbers that
even casual visitors cannot help noticing tRem'

On 13th April 1944, the New York Herald Tribune gadetails of huge sums
deposited by high Nazi officials and industrialisis American and neutral banks.
And on 19th July 1944, the US Office of War Infotiow reported that 'Swiss bankers
are alarmed about the huge sums transferred redeptiGermans to Swiss and
Portuguese banks.... They are of the opinion theget monies will serve one day
to finance the resurrection of the Third Réich'

Newsweek magazine further reported, on 19th Octhbd4, that, according
to diplomatic advisers based in Buenos Aires, '‘@arrtechnicians and military
experts are believed to be reaching the countrggmito by devious routes'. And
on 15th January 1945, Newsweek declared that 'mofthye men that Himmler sent
to Spain and Argentina to carry out Nazi plans gostwar survival, carried pass-
ports under false names and later were reported ide&ermany. All have had
framing in Nazi political methods'.

THE NAZI INTERNATIONAL CENTRE IN MADRID

This was how there came to be established in Maaridrganisation known as the
German Geopolitical Centre, thought to have been hitadquarters of the Nazi
International. Those headquarters controlled aerniational organisation operating
in Spain, Portugal, Sweden, Morocco, Argentina eleewhere, known as 'Die Spinne'
(The Spider). The Nazi International specialisedhe propagation of ideas developed
after the First World War by General Professor Kdalushofer, a gifted officer in

that war and a fanatical Pan-German who refusetdept that Germany had been
defeated in 1918. On returning from France, he dexetloped a detailed plan for
Germany's resurrection which later served as gpifthifor German diplomats and

industrialists. Central to Haushofer's ideas was 'lime’ that Germany's natural
geopolitical orientation lay towards the East, givitss theoretically inexhaustible

supplies of raw materials and 'Lebensraum’.

As a dominant figure associated with the Deutsckad@mie in Munich, the
meeting place for Weimar Germany's elite, the Gérexerted enormous influence
on industrialists, scientists and political leaderdling the idea of the 'Fuhrer Staat' to
German ruling circles during the Weimar Republidgoe Haushofer's ideas predom-
inated, too, at the Hochschule fur Politik in Betine University of Berlin, the Oriental
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Seminary and the University of Heidelberg - at eathvhich the bright American
student, George Kennan, studied during a prolosggiim in Germany. Kennan later
became a leading spirit among those at the US Bggartment and the Pentagon who
were overawed by Haushofer's dictum that Germasytiveakey to Europe.
A corollary to this dictum was that Germany was thalwark against the
East', and that without a strong Germany, the waddld fall into chaos. In 1946,
this ideology overwhelmed Secretary of State JaByeses, when President Truman,
heavily pressurised by Kennanites at the Pentagdntte State Department, fired
Byrnes and replaced him with General George C. hdlrsThis represented a truly
remarkable triumph for the Nazi propagandists wad tvaged psychological war-
fare against the United States since 1943 - imiptatite idea, by influencing George
Kennan and other influential Americans, that Geystmould be put back on its feet,
to safeguard the West against the Communist ddirmyer the East. This propaganda
in due course conditioned the American people teicthe Pentagon's view that
Germany should be rearmed and turned into an fltheoWest - a transformation
which, however, the Haushofer school of Pan-Geufisecticians sought in order to free
Germany from the West and to place it in a positorbe able to play the West
off against the East. Byrnes had the last word,ekiew his legacy was that, under
an agreement reached between the Allies and Sfating his tenure, conguered
Germany was to be occupied for the "biblical pedbdi0 years [see also page 240).

The most striking characteristic of the Haushofehosl's prescription was
a conviction that Germany and Russia could worlettey to order the world in
accordance with their preferences. This belief s@msstrong that it overrode the small
problem of ideological differences. The German igoréMinister in office following
the First World War, Dr Gustaf Stresemann, an @lliyseneral Haushofer, developed
these theories and filled his own head - and tleeldv@f many receptive, dejected
Germans - with such grandiose ideas, notwithstgr@ermany's military defeat.

In particular, the wily Dr Stresemann greatly iefiged Dr Konrad Adenauer,
who served as Mayor of Cologne from 1917 to 1983 in turn came to wield

exceptional influence on all issues of domestic famelign policy in the Weimar

Republic. Dr Adenauer was chairman of the ConferaficGerman Cities, President of
the Prussian State Council from 1920 to 1933, antklmber of the Executive Coun-
cil of the Catholic Centre Party. His ideas wemnital to the Pan-German ideas of
Haushofer, and he was a close friend of Dr Roderdienges and of Dr Hermann
Abs, both leading Cologne bankers and influertippsrters of the Hitler regime.

THE GERMAN MASTERPLAN DISCOVERED IN 1945

Shortly after the end of the Second World War, unel 1945, the Allies captured
certain documents entitled the 'Generalplan 1@4Bong the files of the shortlived
Doenitz Government based at Flensburg. The docamsighed by Grand Admir-
al Doenitz and Field Marshal Keitel, included a quagrandly entitled 'Europaische
Friedensordnung' (The European Peace-Order)hwdigplayed a close resemblance
to the ideas that were later promoted by Dr Adena&uepursuit of a Germany-
centred united Europe. Point 5 of this plan cdifeda 'European Union on a federal-
istic basis; Point 10 called for a 'Commonwealtttwieen Germany, Bohemia
and Moravia"; and Point 12 demanded the 'econatrigration of Europe'

As discussed in Part One, federalism is a Comnmaalisttivist concept. It was
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accorded mystical status by the Soviet Communist@8th July 1920 as the Seventh
Thesis in a document entited Theses on the Ishind Colonial Questions' adopted by
the Second Congress of the Communist Internat{@ainintern) which stated that
'Federation is a transitional form towards the detapunion... of all nations'
[see page Xl]. The Nazis (National Socialists) ethathis assessment. Chapter 10 in
Volume 2 of Hitler's Mein Kampf carries the headilfgDERALISM AS A MASK for the
achievement of German hegemony. In the same vemn lpromoted the dialectical
ploy that 'separation precedes federation' [s@stance pages XIV and 12-13].

It was in accordance with these principles thatuhidication with Germany
of Bohemia and Moravia was to be allowed for inearet agreement reached by
Chancellor Kohl and President Gorbachev at Genevdeptember 1990, the details
of which were leaked in Tydenik Politika’, a poéil journal published in Prague,
dated 14th-20th November 199%ee pages 200-205]. This secret accord included a
provision that the Soviet Union agrees to thecorporation of the Bohemian-
Moravian region into the German sphere of econami@rests and to the political
incorporation of this region into Germany over b3dars' [see pages 200-205].

That agreement further anticipated the division Gaechoslovakia, which
took place on cue at the end of 1992, and of Yawas|For in accordance with the
Soviets' 'relaunched' Leninist revolutionary modal, national borders were by
definition provisional and expendable. The secwsibal therefore stated that ‘the
USSR will not impede the division of the CFSR', dadher that ‘the USSR has
no objections to the division of Yugoslavia. It egg to the shifting of Croatia and
Slovenia to the economic sphere of the Federal Blepof Germany'. In agreeing
to carve up Central Europe under the noses of thstem powers, Germany acted
in its own Pan-German interests, while the ‘forraviet Union acted entirely in
accordance with the logic of its upgraded Leninisjpensation, under which all
frontiers are destined for abolition along with tia¢ion states they define.

Nor was there the slightest inconsistency of pwrpostween the Germans
and the Soviets when this cynical carve-up wasedgie 1990. For the 12th point
of the document entitted The European Peace-Qrfidfle Nazi 'Generalplan 1945,
dealing with the economic integration of Europegsppposed its intended political
integration - and was reflected in the project Emonomic and Monetary Union,
which has been at the centre of German Pan-Eurgpefiom the outset.

THE DEMAND FOR ORIENTATION TOWARDS THE SOVIET UNION

Another Nazi document captured by the Allies in5]32htitled The Overcoming of the
Catastrophe’, contained an explicit demand thag-rlomge German strategy should
be directed towards an alliance with Russia. Tifisiad document concluded that
‘A colossal bloc of world-dominating greatness, neoaic power, energy

and numbers in population would be created fromaroct® ocean. Not only

would the danger of future wars for generations eliinated from Europe, but
also from the double continent of Eurasia. The weat peoples, the Russians
and the Germans, have extraordinary possibilities €evelopment without

collision of their interests. The chief emphasistlis bloc will shift more and

more to the racially superior, intellectually mowtive and more energetic
[peoples]: that means, to Europe. Thus would benedr an alliance between
the young socialist forces against the old rotitgrerched powers of the West'.
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When the Western powers jointly facilitated thealehment of the first
postwar Federal German Government under the urstaoted Pan-German
Dr Konrad Adenauer, who had been pinpointed bykibenan forces as being the
‘'obvious' man to lead the new postwar Germanye laxgmbers of staff from the
Nazi International Centre in Madrid returned to i@any and proceeded at once
to repopulate the German Foreign Office and theblle structures of Dr Konrad
Adenauer's Government and bureaucracy. At the $iamee secret officials from the
hyperactive Nazi Haushofer-Ribbentrop circles irdiidsand Buenos Aires continued issuing
directives to their former Nazi colleagues in therm@n Foreign Office and in the
leadingg German newspap@rs
Trained in the Pan-Germanist school of Realpolitikth its strict emphasis on
Germany's divine destiny in the East, Dr Adenaweaime notorious for his political
caution and cunning. In one speech, delivered dodferhad even became Chancellor,
he admonished his compatriots to bear in mind ‘t&tmust move very cautiously.
We ought not to give the impression either in Gesmar in the United States that
we  shall collaborate in any way with the Russfans'
Scarred by the experiences and frustrations of gbigeration and the Weimar
Republic, Dr Adenauer knew, naturally enough, @ diose collaboration between
German Generals of that era and the Soviets. Ifh, 2&n before the Rapallo Pact
had been signed, a secret agreement for the modattarmaments in the Soviet Union
was concluded by Germany and Lenin's USSR. Whet93a, the German General von
Blomberg met a group of Soviet General Staff affide celebrate the tenth anniver-
sary of formal Russo-German cooperation, he todstetet Marshal Tuchatchevskiy
(who was later executed) with the words: 'We Gesmaili never forget what the
Soviet Army has accomplished for Germany during ghst ten years. | toast to...
loyal comradeship in arms for today and in the riltuin May 1933, Marshal
Tuchatchevskiy told a visitihg German staff deliegain Moscow: 'Always bear in
mind that you and we, Germany and the USSR, caataliour terms to the whole
world if we stand togethéf:

And indeed, the Pan-German elite has never forgottet Soviet sentiment.
It was summarised in a document, intercepted bytanesntelligence, distributed
by the Nazi International in 1950 to its variouselite centres, including Bonn,
Lisbon and Buenos Ares, since known as the 'Ma@idular, which asserted:
'We must not forget that Germany has always coreideorientation
towards the West as a policy of expedience, ortorige pursued only under pres-
sure of circumstances.... All of our great natiolegiders have constantly coun-
selled the long-range policy of close cooperatidth whe East.... The so-called
American democracy does not deserve the sacrifitheobones of even a single
German soldier.... What Germany needs in the fuisireot democracy but a
system of statecraft similar to that of the Sowietatorship which would enable
the political and military elite in Germany to onige the industrial capacity of
Europe and the military qualities of the German ptedor the revival of the
German race and the re-establishment of Europbeapadwer centre in the world'
This 'Madrid Circular- prepared by former' Nabkased in Madrid whose colleagues
invaded the Adenauer Government's structures tbh aocextent that, when asked
in the Bundestag how many top Nazis were emplayetid German Foreign Office,
Dr Adenauer replied that there were 134 of thelso-@ntained statements such as
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the following:'... we will surely gain the undispdt leadership in Europe, not
excluding Britain. In such a roundabout way we wobe able to establish the
foundation for future world leaderstip’ The 'roundabout way' - or the secret
strategy - in question represented the perversatjnong, relentless pursuit of
Pan-German European hegemony 'by other means'isthaehind the Hitlerian
'mask of federalism'. By concurring with and féaiing the de facto fulfilment of
Lenin's scheme to destroy the nation state by mefitise collectivist 'merging of
nations', Germany would realise her own full natiistic and even racial poten-
tial: as Hans Eichel, the German Finance Ministdtl The Daily Telegraph on 17th
January 2002 [see page 29], 'since the end ofaben® World War the official raison
d'etre of the nation state in West Germany was ttiadt nation state was not the
future.... The new thinking was that united Eurapas the future’. Would the
United Kingdom now kindly accept this intended leetent as a fait accompli,
without further ado? A polemical article by Fatler J. Reichenberger, a leading
Pan-German propagandist, published in the Germtuoicapaper ‘Nord-Amerika'
on 17th April 1952 and reprinted in other Germampege papers, asserted: 'We
cannot see the reason why Germany should not [nepdlitically with Russia....
From which side has Germany, in the long run, peebthe better bargain?'

For Dr Konrad Adenauer and his colleagues, the emgwthis question was
predestined. While overtly collaborating with thee&ty and accepting without thanks the
$9.0 hillion that the United States had alreadyrgmbinto Germany by 1951 (which
United States News reported on 14th September tt@flthe Germans had ‘taken
for granted’), the German planners would implentieat ‘Generalplan 1945', agitating
for 'Europaische Wirtschaftsgemeinschaft' throudpiclwvthey would ultimately secure
actual German hegemony in Europe - while coopera@cretly with Moscow, as
revealed in recently published memoirs by the Esstman spymaster Markus Wolf.
These confirm Western suspicions, quite widely lagldne time, that German officials
maintained clandestine contacts with Communist Easinany, in pursuit of German
long-range strategy. Prominent among such Germass Hans-Dietrich Genscher,
the veteran German Foreign Minister, whose wife enambnthly visits to the East
German city of Halle, the Genschers' home townd-anere their contacts could well
have included the German-speaking senior Soviet-kBB officer, Viadimir Putin.

THE REALITY OF GERMANY'S 'LEANING TOWARDS RUSSIA'
Dr Helmut Kohl, the former and subsequently disggacGerman Chancellor, and
his top colleagues who were engaged in pressing@estrategy to its conclusion,
used grandiose, gothic 'Pan-German' language imgtisthable from that typically
employed by Dr Adenauer. Dr Kohl's ideas were likewderived from the tradition
of Pan-German 'unified Europe' strategy developgdhle Haushofer-Ribbentrop
school, elaborated under Hitler's regime, expressetthe ‘Generalplan 1945', and
expounded for many prewar years by the influenitialfied Europe' enthusiast
Count Coudenhove-Kalergi - notably in a 15-page 4ecret’ Memorandum to the
German Government and General Staff dated 193Zhwhibposed the initial estab-
lishment of a German-French combine in economieas and foreign policy. The
Count's proposals surfaced 20 years later as thenfan Plan, which recycled all
the basic principles contained in that prewar Pamv@n Memoranduth

On this foundation, Dr Adenauer procured GeneralGdelle’'s agreement to a
bilateral Franco-German Treaty, which the FrendiGerman leaders signed on 22nd
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January 1963. This crucial bilateral 'Franco-Gerifegaty of the Elysee' provided the
Pan-Germans with the foundation stone for thejjegrdo ‘build the New Europe’. Of
unlimited duration, it provided that as a matterraitine, ‘the two Governments will
consult before any decision on all important qaestiof foreign policy... with a
view to reaching as far as possible an analogosisiq'.

France is separately bound under international tawwirtue of Article 6 of its
bilateral Treaty of Cooperation between the RusBederation and France, signed in
Paris on 7th February 1992 [referred to in NotBa® One, page 133], to bring Russia into
an extended European federation, and to 'strengjtieerbonds of solidarity... among
all European states within a confederative apptoddiat approach represents, of
course, 'an analogous position' with Germany'srdéde 'approach’, as intended by
the secretly continuing Pan-German strategistsraietated, for example, by Herr
Eichel. The Franco-Russian Treaty also requirasc€r act as Russia's agent in respect
of all international, especially European, affaamd to ensure ‘the maximum possible
coordination’ of Franco-Russian positions onralteggic issues. Hence, not only must
France, under international law, ensure that hetigfo policy positions are ‘analogous
with' those of Germany, but she is also simultasigdoound to maximise the coordin-
ation of France's strategic policies with thosethef former' Soviet Union - which
amounts to the requirement that the relevant Freotities must likewise always be
‘analogous' with those of Russia. When these siggapolitical realities, available in
the public domain for any analyst to observe, vpeiated out by this Author at high
levels in London, the recipients of the informati@rccumbed to sharp attacks of EGO
(eyes glaze over), accompanied by displays olldbapshrugging indifference.
Under Article 3 of the Franco-Russian bilateral afye too, France is obliged
to work ceaselessly to promote collective securityhich, as we have seen, remains
the highest goal of Russian foreign and securitigypdSergei Rogov's insistence that
this Comintern objective has indeed remained aainstace the 1920s, is confirmed
by the Soviet record: for instance, a draft TreatyEuropean Security submitted by
the Soviet Government in Geneva on 20th July 1988ssed that ‘the establishment
of a system of collective security in Europe wofddilitate the... settlement of the
German problem through the unification of Germ&n@nd calls for the establish-
ment of a system of collective security have béendard features of the Soviet and
‘post'-Soviet official literature.

The history of the negotiations between Hans-Bletfeenscher and Eduard
Shevardnadze prior to German unification in 1990nmearised by Shevardnadze
himself in 'his' book The Future Belongs to Freddsee page 49], shows that, as we
have seen, the Soviets finally succeeded in exiftarigerman unification inter alia
for the ‘'restructuring’ of NATO, en route to thdfifuent of their collective security
objective as envisaged by the Comintern in the 4920t in addition to the bilateral
treaties signed by President Gorbachev and Chanktimut Kohl on 9th November
1990 [again, see Note 2, page 133], the brittlem@esRussian relationship appears
to be buttressed by various secret agreementsr-amwk above the secret accord
signed by President Gorbachev and Chancellor Koléeneva, which was leaked'
in Prague after the carve-up of Czechoslovakixasined on pages 200-205.

According to Igor Maksimychev, a 'doctor of [Lesthipolitical science' and
head researcher at the Russian Academy of Sciémsiggte of Europe, writing in the
Russian Foreign Ministry's Journal 'Internatiorfediss' [Volume 43, Number 1,1997]:
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Today, we have the opportunity to influence...vensial European secur-
ity directly through our bilateral relations withefnany, which are of a special
nature' - special being, as noted earlier, thelatdriK GB euphemism for 'secret'

And writing in Volume 41, Number 10 [1995], of tkame journal, two Russian
Foreign Ministry officials, Vladimir Grinin and IgoBratchikov, said that Russia and
Germany ‘coordinate long-term goals... on theriatienal sceng:

On 17th September 1996, Dr Professor Roman Hdimdirst elected President
of the united German Federal Republic, who tookeoih 1994, delivered a notorious
Pan-Germanist-federalist speech before the 4lste@tion of German Historians in
Munich, in which he denigrated the nation stateenehough he was President of one
of the most powerful nations in the world. Predidéerzog, who seemed to take much
pleasure in confirming an identity of geopoliticalentation with that of the former'
Soviet Union, trotted out the usual (Leninist) -aation state cliches, but went further
than any other senior German official had previoggne in publicly identifying
contemporary Germany with Lenin's 'ultimate objectf destroying the state'.

For the President of a nation such as Germanylltefiegtively for its abolition,
did not apparently strike the members of Dr Romarzddl's audience as odd, let alone
treasonable - because the Pan-Germans' covertionfem conformity with Nazi
Intemational thinking, has always been that dionmastates are to disappear with the
exception of Greater Germany. This is indeed teenes of the Pan-German strategic
deception: while promoting the abolition of othetions, these people fully intend that
Germany itself will flourish, disguised for the énbeing behind the 'mask of federation".
so they appear, on the face of it, to concur witkhil Gorbachev's pronouncement in
the course of his Nobel Peace Prize lecture in iBsloine 1992 that ‘self-determination
of sovereign nations will be realised in a comiglatiéferent manner'. For both Germany
and the ‘former' Soviet Union intend that captiagions will ‘determine’ of their own
accord that their residual interests can only bebyesubmission to the ‘imperative' to
federate - an 'imperative’ which the Pan-Germaesupre will never apply to them
since Germany will predominate in the intended Bema 'single space’; and to which
the continuing (Soviet) Leninists are indifferesihce their interest is the realisation of
their objective of Leninist World Government, prgsosing the prior abolition of all
nation states with no exceptions. The latent diveng between continuing secret Soviet
Leninist World Government strategy and continuiegret Pan-German hegemony
strategy is therefore profound - but masked fraew\as each of these two evil powers
seeks to advance its separate strategy in purgocedination with the other.

Among his observations, Dr Herzog proclaimed to @eman historians -
perhaps in the expectation of encouraging thenevioite history and thus to treat the
emergence of nations as ‘a passing phase' - thatréMacing a new era. The principle
of erecting boundaries from which the nation staesse in the 19th century'
(indicating that the German President's knowledgBritish and French history was
minimal) ‘is as of litle further use as is the amgion with which the nation state
was also associated'.And the German Presidenyncetbdogmatically:

At the end of this century, we are at the poinbatigrowing the form of the
nation state which has drawn the Continent intaltlges with its ideological excesses'.

..The nation state with the concepts of sovdkeigmt go with it has out-
lived itself. No state today can any longer proiectpopulation or its territory by
itself, whether militarily or environmentally'.
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‘Neither can it [the nation state] any longer pirgsun autonomous economic
policy. Thus the "nation state" in the style of thst century has ceased to exist as an
impermeable structure, and to be quite plain,marld it exist any longer'.

'Moreover the nation state is too small for theomgyoblems of life and too
big for the minor ones. Indeed, we see that evagy thany problems, often ones
of vital significance, have for a long time not memlvable at national level. The way
for us in the future can only be: Eurdpe'

Lenin would have been delighted to hear the GerRmasident borrowing his
own special phrases, like the Soviet word ‘forearn_Trotsky, too, would have been
proud of Dr Roman Herzog. Writing in The Bullebhthe Opposition' [see page XI],
Trotsky had proclaimed in 1930 that the SoviettddhiStates of Europe is the only
correct slogan pointing the way out from Europe@undy, a disunity which threat-
ens not only Germany but the whole of Europe wiimplete structural and cultural
decline'. Ironically, though, Dr Herzog also corimg@d that 'there are accordingly two
dangers for the Europe of the future: if the Eumopenion is not structured to reflect
the interests of its citizens, it will play intoetthands of those who wish to return [sic]
to the nation state. And a lack of unity within thision will be equally of benefit to the
advocates of the nation state'.

Clearly, these ‘'advocates’ were inferior beingdersuf from fanatical hang-ups,
or 'bees in their bonnets' - retarded individuaisg deep in the past, who have never
understood that ‘the world has moved on'. The diffigulty here was that Dr Herzog
was himself compelled to admit - in that very pgssand elsewhere in his speech -
that 'Europe isn't working'. It was not structutedreflect the interests of its citizens'.
But the nation state was just no use at all - benegsmall for the major problems of
life and too big for the minor ones' - from whiclg doubt, the bewildered historians
were required to concur that Singapore, Switzeriamdl Japan were not viable nations.
Of course, the familiar mantra that nation states‘tao small' to be in a position
to handle the (unspecified) 'problems facing matikim the inverse of the Leninist-
globalists' 'line' on 'global issues'. These ave large' to be addressed, let alone
resolved, by the nation state: so their resoluirordingly presupposes the nation state's
redundancy. The 'General Staff of the Revolutidhie- Soviet strategists, intelligence
operatives, covert Party members and Komsomol €atbgether with the army of
internationally dispersed ‘former' KGB/GRU officeralling themselves academics
at Western, especially American, universities -ehbeen scouring the universe for
‘global issues', headed by Leninist environmentalishich can be milked to foster
the Revolution's cherished '‘common mind' and tondohestrate’ that the nation
state has outlived its usefulness. Such reasogjngf icourse, fraudulent - not least
given the crude fallacy encased within its presiomphat since the nation state 'is
too small to solve global issues which are toofdnigf, it serves no other recognisably
useful purpose. Another absurdity here is the abtenproposition that collectivised
arrangements, somehow 'superior' to the natioe, stall be any better placed to
address the 'intractable problems facing humattiyy nation states themselves.

The left-wing German coalition of Social Democraisd Greens, led by
Gerhard Schroder - which followed the fall of Cledloc Helmut Kohl in 1999 amid
a classically Leninist revolutionary 'exposure’ rafien (similar to the orchestrated
exposures of the sins of British Conservative Miting the 'life after death’ Govern-
ment of John Major, both operations being desigmdidcredit and decimate so-called
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‘conservative' political forces) - continued seasflewith the same integrationist and
Lenin-style collectivist propaganda as had beeoussgl by its predecessor. On 10th
February 2000, the Russian First Vice-Prime Minisied Finance Minister, Mikhall
Kasyanov, who was visiting Berlin, handed Chancelichroder a message from the
then-Acting Russian President and Prime MinisteGBKGRU Colonel Viadimir
Putin, which the official Russian 'news' agency RFPASS said ‘focuses on strategic
partnership between Russia and Germany'. Kasyamdedathat ‘there has always
been an active and constant dialogue between Mosmmlv Berlin.... It is a
natural process, as Russia and Germany are tatiitithe major partners'.

Before a follow-up meeting between Chancellor Swaand President Pultin,
also in Berlin, the German Chancellor said that agreed that we both have interests
in a strategic relationship. Greeting the RusBlesident with full military honours at
the Chancellery, Schroder added: 'We want a newrtieg in bilateral relations'. The
alleged need for a 'new starf had arisen becausertain ephemeral problems - in the
category of the Soviets' concept of 'Life: anngytifficulties which had temporarily
compromised the implementation of joint strategyt, Wwhich both sides agreed could
be resolved without adverse consequences - proldedisas Moscow's default on its
foreign debt in 1998, Russia's demand that Gerrslaoyld forgive some DM38 billion
(US$18.7 billion) of bilateral debt, and unresohambnomic issues. No mention was
made on that occasion of bilateral problems betwieeriwo powers which were far
from ephemeral - such as the growing Pan-Germeh fait the re-establishment of its
hegemony in the Russian enclave of Kaliningradte¢hsion over which may hold the
key to the future of humanity [see pages 233-238].

A month earlier, on 12th May 2000, the German Fdeice-Chancellor,
Foreign Affairs, Joschka Fischer, whose far-leftotism and political pedigree is
reviewed on pages 157 and 249-251, had stressegatefor finality' in the process of
European collectivisation-integration. In orderbi able to ‘'meet this historic chal-
lenge' (of eastwards-expansion, in line with Sogieategy) 'and to integrate the
new member states without substantially dentingBhepean Union's capacity for
action, we must put into place the last brick ia thilding of European integration,
namely political integration'.

Acknowledging that the Maastricht Treaty had dautithe constituent EU
nation states of key elements of their sovereigatgevelopment that he welcomed,
Herr Fischer elaborated that 'in Maastricht oneghef three essential sovereign rights
of the modern nation state - currency, internalisggcand external security - was
for the first time transferred to the sole respullityi of a European institution. The
introduction of the Euro was not only the crownjant of integration, it was also a
profoundly political acf. Note that there appea®de no question in Herr Fischer's
mind that the introduction of the collective cumgnvas 'a good thing', notwith-
standing that its value had slumped ever sincdirtieday of its introduction. What
was important, clearly, was not the mundane questiovhether the collectivisation
of national currencies could be justified on radioand pragmatic grounds in any
respect at all, or whether a collectivised curreooyld ever be expected to cease
being depreciated, but rather that it represettiedctowning point of political integ-
ration' and was 'a profoundly political actNever mind that the savings of millions
of ‘captive’ Europeans has been decimated in tefriee US dollar and their external
purchasing power since the doomed currency cefleation project was initiated.
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Early in 2001, a German press report revealed Risaher had not merely been
a radical Left-wing activist in the 1970s, but that was engaged in violence against
the police and may have been a terrorist: a phapbgevas published of Fischer
bringing his fist down on what appeared to be agad injured policeman during
a demonstration in the 1970s. The publication & ttompromising photograph
coincided with the news that Germany's Foreign $ttnihad been ordered to give
evidence in the Frankfurt trial of a left-wing réstmnary terrorist, Hans-Joachim
Klein, accused of three murders during an attackhenVienna OPEC meeting in
1975. Herr Fischer had been accused of suppohingde of petrol bombs during the
demonstration. Fischer was arrested following tisturtbances in Frankfurt on 10th
May 1976, although he claims not to have been presben a petrol bomb was
thrown at the car of a police officer, Jurgen Webewerely burning him. Klein, an
alleged accomplice of the notorious Soviet-supgolitgich Ramirez Sanchez (‘Car-
los the Jackal’), told the Frankfurt court thathiael regarded Herr Fischer as a leader
and an 'example among the clique' of activistsanlurt at the tinfe.

It also transpired that moves to discredit this n@er Foreign Minister with
a violent Left-wing past were being mastermindedBeitina Roehl, the daughter of
the notorious terrorist, Ulrike Meinhof, who hadnuuitted suicide the day before
the Frankfurt riot. The Sunday Telegraph reportedl4th January 2001 that ‘the 38-
year-old journalist, deserted by her terrorist mptat the age of seven, was now
planning to publish a book' which was intendedaawithering indictment of Herr
Fischer and Germany's former radical Left. A life-branch of the Soviet-spon-
sored terrorist clique concerned, known as thenBpmovement of revolutionary
Marxist-Leninist students and squatters, had beenessfully radicalised by agents
of the Leninist World Revolution. Their clique bewa the political hotbed which
contributed to the birth of Germany's environmésitabreen Party in the 1980s.
Through the radicalisation of a whole generation stfdents in the 1960s and
1970s, the Soviet strategists' 'agents of chamgeeeded in creating revolutionary
cadres in sufficient quantity to be sure that, ue dourse, some of these politically
motivated radicals would rise to senior policymgkievels in Western structures.
Thus the leader of the German Greens, JoschkaeFiseho had belonged with
Klein to the 'Spontis', was ultimately elevatedtite position of Foreign Minister.
Other well-known cases include, of course, formessiBent Bill Clinton, the anti-
Vietnam War activist; Jack Straw (British Home $tmy), a former' Communist
and radical agitator; Lionel Jospin (the Frenctm®riMinister), a ‘former' Trotskyite
activist; and Romano Prodi (President of the Ea@op8ommission), a compromised
Left-wing Iltalian politician who, in 2000, was @l to be under investigation by the
Italian authorities for corruption, and whose 'NEmymunist Manifesto’ distributed
in February 2000 [see page 10] is the European @&sians current strategy blueprint.
And since ‘the Berlin Wall fell into the Wesf in (when the Western powers
were caught off-guard by ‘collapsible Communismthsa, far from ‘winning the Cold
War', the West Tost the intelligence war' and hasa consequence, been swamped
by agents of the 'General Staff of the World Rei@i), Germany's political and
government stuctures, in particular, have beenuited. Indeed/normalisation’ in
Germany has gone so far that the defeated ChriSimocrats thought it perfectly
logical to choose a former' apparatchik from tlaest Eserman Academy of [Leninist]
Sciences, Angela Merkel, to be Chancellor Helmit'&successor as party leader.
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Hence, whether one studies the pronouncements rafia@eand Soviet-Russian
officials, examines German-Soviet bilateral accordgiews the Pan-German historical
record and the political provenance of postwar @erfeaders, contemplates the scope
for blackmail surrounding the disgraced ex-Chaacdlelmut Kohl's alleged links
with tainted sources of funding, or recalls the that Herr Hans-Dietrich Genscher.
originally from Halle in Eastern Germany, was adlletd for years by the chief Soviet
controller of agents of influence, Aleksandr BesBiykh [see page 91], it would appear
to be the case that Germany and Russia are wankiEdly and secretly together ir
geostrategic harmony. Nor would this be anything:ran Stalin's birthday, according
to Carl von Wiegand, Chief Correspondent for tharktenewspapers in the 1950s,
leading industrialists in West Germany, with theyjes focused on Soviet raw mat-
erials, were in the habit of sending carloadsft$ & ‘the Red Czar in Moscow'.

Playing to the Pan-German lust for access to Ruggianomic resources, with
which the Russians are historically familiar, Iddaksimychev underlined Moscow's
‘community of interest' with Germany in his citéaternational Affairs' article, by
pointing out that Europe's economic survival magethel upon access to Russian
raw materials. (Mr Maksimychev's importance as mroentator who reflects the
preoccupations of the Leninist strategy collectivdvioscow is confirmed not only by
his revelation of the 'special' [= secret] naturdRassian-German relations, but also
because this 'International Affairs' article is #wrce of our knowledge that Jacques
Chirac was Chairman of a 'Russian-German-Frenchn@ssion... before he was
elected President). 'Western Europe', Maksimychgigested on behalf of the Lenin-
ist strategy collective, 'may survive as an infiowatentre (a centre of power) on a
global scale only if it is capable of supplyingelfswith the necessary depth in
trading areas plus a practically inexhaustible supinatural resources'.

But having played to the Pan-German gallery, Maksimav then wrote that
'Russia must take upon itself, at least declatgtitlee initiating role in the process
of setting universal European integration into oti- which, being interpreted
from the Aesopian text, means that the model aivéumsal European integration'
(a.k.a. 'Europe from the Atlantic to Viadivostokilhich Moscow apparently needs to
initiate’, diverges front the geographically méireited Pan-German model (‘Europe
from the Atlantic to the Urals’), which is not whHdbscow has in mind. If this were
not the case, and the models were the same, Ruagid not need, would it, to take
any 'initiating role' upon itself, since Germanys lizeen spearheading the ‘building
of Europe' with every success. In other words, iRumsd Germany, while appearing
to be sharing the same geopolitical objectivesndaet pursuing divergent strategies.

The implication of Igor Maksimychev's published eeks is that Russia is
opposed to the realisation of 'Europe from thenéitiao the Urals', which would leave
European hegemony in Germany's hands - and wishesstre that the momentum
for ‘integration’ follows the Leninists' presciptj with the objective being the 'single
political space’ stretching ‘from the Atlantic tdaivostok'. In revealing that Russia
needs to 'initiate’ the 'process of setting ur@leEsiropean integration into motion',
this senior Leninist apparatchik made it clear Mascow thinks that Germany's model
was making faster progress than its own, that Germannot be trusted to further
Moscow's 'universal European integration' strategyg that Moscow must make sure
that the Pan-German strategy is reliably channeligdwhatever means, so that it
promotes the Soviet Leninists' objectives at tiperse of the Pan-German model.
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THE NAZI PLAN FOR 'UNITED EUROPE'
'Europaische Wirtschaftsgemeinschaft'

The European Union Collective conforms largelyhte tlesign of the plan for a
European Economic Community (‘Europaische Wirtdéspameinschatft’) which
was developed by leading National Socialists urttéer chairmanship of the
Reich's Economics Minister and President of theiank, Dr Funi.

The Nazi plan for European union was consolidate@ book published in
Berlin, also entitled 'Europaische Wirtschaftsgesehaft, consisting of essays
by leading Third Reich industrialists under Dr Fsnk directiof’,
The facsimile reproduced on page 161 is taken fri@ front page of
this Nazi compendium, published in 1942: the comsvocated at the Berlin
Staatsbibliothek, but the author has separatelytogbpied the complete text
of the single copy held by the British Library, whiwas published in 1943.
The further facsimile on page 163 shows the bofilss Contents Page. Issued
in Berlin by the Association of Berlin Business plecand Industrialists [Industrie und
Handelskammer zu Berlin] in academic associatidn iwe Berlin School of Economics
[Wirtschafts-Hochschule Berlin], the publicationnsists of a compendium of papers by
prominent bankers, industrialists and economistthersubject of the project in hand
- the establishment of a German-controlled ‘Europ&xonomic Community'.
The Table of Contents and Chapters of this volumdirm that the Nazis were
indeed planning the establishment of a Europeamdago Community (collective) -
complete with a common agricultural policy, a comnaxchange rate system and
monetary policy, common industrial and trade pedicia common transport policy,
and a powerful European Central Bank (Europa Baldthinated by Germany.
In 1941, an American visitor to Britain, Allan Nesj working at Oxford
Universify, described precisely what the Nazis wpreparing. As early as 1941,
he had deduced that Hitler was organising his oestglinto a United States of
Europe. The predominantly industrial Reich had beefarged by the annexation
of the Netherlands, Luxembourg, parts of Belgiunsaée Lorraine, Northern France
as far as the Somme, and Western Poland. All Eamojpelustrial production was to
be regulated in minute detail from Berlin, from weh&oviet-style central planning was
to be directed, and all trade was to be contrddgdneans of a regional multilateral
clearing system which Germany had already establisiCooperation’ was to be
formalised by means of complex, oppressive, coliectegalistic agreements -
the coercive model employed by the European mlitilective today/.

At the Congress of Europe held in Rome between aath 20th November
1932, the Pan-German Alfred Rosenberg had outipregosals for the economic
restructuring of Europe. These ideas were heaviynmpted under the Nazis by
the newspaper Die Deutsche Volkswirtschaft' [German People’'s Economy’], which
campaigned for what the Editor of the 1942 compendiProfessor Dr Heinrich
Hunke, a leading Nazi industrialist, called ‘thena@pt of the German economy
becoming self-sufficient in a new political senggother influential advocate of a
'‘New Europe' reorganised economically and polijiced meet the ‘requirements’
of the German Reich was a certain German Ambass&duitz, whose selected
works were published in 1938 under the title 'Dnlgmd und die Europ'dische
Grossraumwirtschaft. At a Munich seminar held anudry 1939, the farming leader,
R. Walther Darre, advocated a rigged, collectiviesatket in agricultural produce.



160 THE EUROPEAN UNION COLLECTIVE

A NAZI EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COMMUNITY

At the conclusion of the volume 'Europaische Widfisgemeinschaft, Dr Professor
Hunke drew together the themes set out in the Ibgyokhe following contributors:
* Reichswirtschaftsminister und President der Di@is Reichsbank, Dr
Walther Funk, who expostulated on The economiacte of the New Europe’;

* Dr Horst Jecht, from the Berlin School of Economia$io anticipated the
development of the intended 'European Economic Gonityh

* Dr Emil Woermann, a Professor from the University Halle, who
described the 'New European Agricultural Order' ctvhivould rig farm prices
[the forerunner of the EU's disastrous Marxist Camgricultural Policy];

* Dr Anton Reithinger, from I. G. Farben, Berlinhet manufacturers of
Zyklon-B extermination gas, who invoked the 'Newdgean Industrial Economy’

* Dr Philipp Beisiegel, Director of the Reich Mitrig of Labour, who gave
details of the 'New Labour Order', with emphasisttmn rigging of labour markets
the movement of workers in accordance with intesagreements, and the de facto
direction of labour (which the EU has so far noeddo emulate);

* Gustav Koenigs, a State Secretary, whose papeussist 'European
Traffic Questions' - the forerunner of today's nBr&uropean Networks';

* Dr Bernhard Benning, Director of the Reichs-Krésiisellschaft A. G.,
Berlin, who elaborated upon ‘European Currency #@ue$ including in partic-
ular: The harmonisation of European rates of exgdla The future form of the
European Currency System' [Die Zukunft des ewsdpes Wahrungssystems], and
"The European Currency Bloc';

* Dr Carl Clodius, the Manager of the Foreign Tra&lentre in Berlin, who
described 'European Trading and Economic Agreeindotghing inter alia upon
'Principles of European cooperation’, The Europeegional principle' [which
was the precursor of the Maastricht Treaty's ComrRegional Policy], 'Internal
requirements of the European Economic Communitg] &nally 'Methods of
European cooperation' [the original thinking behitie oppressive system of
extreme collectivist legalism and Treaty-based dewity].

With the possible partial exception of the chamiar the common labour
policy, given its emphasis on the direction of labdhe main subjects aired at the
Berlin brainstorming sessions in 1941 presided @yeDr Funk, have formed the
framework for the EU Collective's Maastricht Treaiyd its derivatives. Particularly
striking are the Nazis' published blueprints forEaropean Economic Community
the harmonisation of European rates of exchangd;umpean Currency System
the reinvention of coercive legalism as the primbagis for 'methods of European
cooperation’, and such collectivist concepts amn&European networks' and
the Common agricultural policy. The primacy of tgeropean Union's Common
Agricultural Policy today can be traced not to pues from the French farming
lobby, as is usually supposed, but to the propgsalsforward by the leader of
the powerful German agricultural community, R. \NMadt Darre, whose seminar
in January 1939 was entitled: 'Market organisatitbnNational Socialist agricultural
policy as a pacemaker for a new foreign trade asgdion'.

On 3rd April 1992, in an address to a meeting ef dlobalist Bertelsmann
Forum, Dr Helmut Kohl omitted to credit the Nazis finking Germany's destiny
with European unification - claiming the authorsbiighis scheme for himself.
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THE NAZI BLUEPRINT FOR UNITED EUROPE

Earopiiische Wirtschaftsgemeinschaft

Yon

Reichswirtschafltaminister u. Prisident der Deutachen Reichsbank Funk;
Professor Dr. Jeeht, DBerling Professor Dr. Woermann, Halle;
Dr. Reithinger, Berling Ministerialdirektor Dr. Beisiegel, Derling

Stantssekretir i.'W. Koenigs, Berlin; Direktor Dr. Beaning, Berliay

Gesandter Dr. Clodius, Berlin, und Gauwirtschaftisberater Professor
Dr. Hunke, Berlin

mil einer Einfiihrong von

Gauwirtschafisberater Professor Dr. Heinrich Hunke

Prisident des Yercins Berliner Kaufleuvte und Industricller

Herausgegeben von dem

Yerein Berliner Kaufleute und der Wirtschafts-Hochschule

tind Industrieller Berlin

Haude & Spenersche Verlagsbuchhandlung Max Paschke

Facsimile of the main title page of the National Socialist compendium 'Europaische Wirtschaftsgemeinschaft'
[European Economic Community'] published under the direction of the Reich Minister of Economy and President
of the Reichsbank, Dr Walther Funk, in 1942 (reprinted in 1943), containing papers presented at seminars con-
ducted in Berlin in 1942 on the establishment of a German-controlled European Economic Community. The docu-
ment, one copy of which is available in the British Library, and another in the Staatsbibliothek in Berlin, contains
the blueprint for the European collective currency and monetary policy, a collective Central Bank (‘Europa Bank'’),
a collective agricultural policy, a trans-European transport policy, a common industrial (‘'market’) policy, and other
collectivist schemes which the European Union Collective has since implemented. All British Governments since
1970 have known that this project is revolutionary, but have enthusiastically supported it nonetheless.
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He explained: There is no alternative to a pohlglfich aims at combination,
unless we wish to challenge fate and follow the Wwagk to the system of small
countries and the rivalries of yesterday.... It bagn my policy from the outset
to combine indivisibly German unity and the pdiitiaonification of Europe.
For myself, these are two sides of the same cdiMe. shall only be able to create
this greater Europe provided we irrevocably advémed&uropean core'.

Chapter and Section headings of 'Europaische Wirtschaftsgemeinschaft
The main Contents Pages of 'Europaische Wirtsgbaéiischaft, published in 1942
by Haude & Spenersche Verlagsbuchhandlung Max RKasoh instructions of
the Association of Berlin Business People and Indiists and the Berlin School
of Economics, containing the previous year's Bepdapers on proposals for a
new European Economic Community, were as folloars@s of speakers shown first]:

* Professor Dr Heinrich Hunke, President of theoéistion of Berlin Business People
and Industrialists and of the Institute of the GannEconomy:

Introduction
O Economic practice
O Problems facing the Continental European EconGomigmunity.

* Walther Funk, Reich Economy Minister and Presidesf the Reichsbank
[Reichswirtschaftsminister und President der Deats&eichsbank]:

The Economic Character of the New Europe

O False and genuine economic freedom ['genuirmettrolied from Berlin]

O Continental European cooperation [mask for pressoercion etc.]

O European capacity and how to supplement it

O State direction of the economy and Communitykvis@tween 'Member States'
O Payment transactions between 'Member StatetheBmiropean currency

O Securing Europe's living space and economic rmarke

O The will to work for the European Community.

* Dr Horst Jecht, a Professor and leading Nazbeaistirom the Berlin School of Economics
The Development of the European Economic Community

O The European Economic Community

and the formation of the larger area

O Problems of the European economic

market in the late classical period and the Middjes

O Recent changes in the issue of the single 'Eamcgace’

O Creation of states and independent state ecosomie

O Expansion overseas and the impact of it on Europe

O The separation of England from the Continent

and the creation of the ‘free world economy’

O The economic reformation of Europe: a task wimcist be addressed now
O The collapse of the former world economy

O Objectives and methodology of the European EcanGommunity.
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[European Economic Community], published in Berlin, by order of the Reich Minister of Economy and the
President of the Reichsbank, Dr Funk, in 1942. The subjects discussed at the forum of seminars organised
in 1941 to establish the framework for the intended European Economic Community to be controlled by the
Pan-Germans in their National Socialist guise, are essentially those addressed by the European Union's collec-
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from this Nazi Pan-German collectivist blueprint. In fact, the ideas contained in this document originated
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devised by General Haushofer in the 1920s, and later under Hitler, for '‘Greater Germany', as well as the post-
war blueprint for a resurrected Reich, all included the economic integration of Europe with a 'Great Germany'.
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* Dr Eml Woemann, a Professor from the Universinof  Halle,
and leading Nazi agricultural expert:

The European Agricultural Economic Order
[= The Common Agricultural Policy]

O The development of farming business methods and
the fabric of European foodstuffs economies

O The growth of the global economic division ofdab

in the agricultural sector

O Rising agricultural output in Germany and Italy

O The supply situation under the influence of eotino
strangulation and transformation

O Consequences in terms of production policy

O Prospects for increasing European productiooanfdtuffs.

* Dr Anton Reitrunger, from |. G. Farben, Berlin:

The European Industrial Economy

[= A Common Industrial Policy]

O The development of industry in the 19th century

O Stages in developing a technological economy

O Effects on social policy

O Europe's loss of industrial domination duringRst World War

O The transition to state direction and planning

O The New Europe and its common aspects

O Differences in regional areas

O Review of the relative industrial strengths efwarring power groups.

* Dr Bernhard Benning, Director of the Reichs-Kr€sisellschaft A. G., Berlin:

European currency issues

[= The Common Monetary Policy and the European Monetary
System, which has been developed into the European Union's
Economic and Monetary Union - the collective currency regime
of the Euro. The central bank originally proposed was ‘'Europa Bank/,
which has materialised as the European Central Bank. It seems incredible
that the Nazis were dreaming up these schemes when their economy
was liable to face wartime currency degradation and hyperinflation].

O The two aspects of currency

O Domestic economic problems of European currencies

O Foreign currency management and reciprocaldpillin

O Extension of multilateral billing

O The problem of the clearing balances

O Harmonisation of European rates of exchange

O The future form of the European Currency System

O Europe's future currency relations with the dkegrareas of the world
O What about gold?

O The European Currency Bloc.
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* Dr Philipp Beisiegel, Director of the Reich Mimg of Labour and author
of works on the direction of labour:

Employment in Europe
[= The Common Labour Policy,
aka The Social Chapter]

O Density of population and the numbers and strecilipeople in employment
O People - Europe's wealth

O Exchange of workers on the basis of agreemetwtedie Member States

O Principles of worker exchange

O Harmonisation of organisation of employment

O Use of contractors and shifting of orders.

* Gustav Koenigs, a State Secretary:
European Traffic Questions [= Trans-European Networks]

O The Magna Carta of European internal marinedraff

O Motorways and the European traffic community.
O European Community work in the shipping sector
O European Community work in the air transportatiextor*

*In the European Union context, this 'line' has developed into the 'Common European Sky',
under_which_ all national_Air Traffic Control will be subject to_centralised European direction,
including military flights. By this. means, the political collective will be able to ban military flights,
thereby neutrallsmg% US and British miiitary air operations in and around the European theatre,
and across Europe to the Middle East and beyond.

* Dr Carl Clodius, Manager of the Foreign Tradetf@gn Berlin:

European trading and economic agreements
[= The Single European Market]

O The old trading policy

O German economic and trade policy since 1933

O Changes in trading policy brought about by the Wa

O The transformation of the law of supply and desijsit!]

O The question of European employment

O The traffic problem

O Effects of the English blockade on Europe

O Principles of European cooperation [= extrereatist legalism]

O The European Regional Principle [origin of tHaversive European Regional
Poalicy and the Committee of the Regions - a scitehbreak down the constituent
nation states from within and to foster links betwtbe regions and the Euro-centre in
order to render the national centres redundastisfthily among the most insidious
features of the creeping revolution or ‘coup digtaistallments’ afflicting EU countries]
O The economic independence of Europe

O Europe and the world economy

O Internal requirements for the European Econominr@unity

O Methods of European cooperation [= applicatiarolictivist legalism].
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* Professor Dr Heinrich Hunke, President of the o&#stion of Berlin Business People
and Industrialists and of the Institute of the GamrBconomy, who added a conclusion:

The basic question: Europe -
a geographical term or a political reality?

O Transformation of doctrine and thinking

[= Developing collectivist mind control: ‘New Thiimig', 'The Common Mind']
O The starting point for setting tasks for Europe

O The character of the world economy

O The political weakness of the European Continent

as a prerequisite for British world domination

O The concept of the modern national economy

as monopolised by British opinion

O Setting up the European Economic Community.

A BRUSSELS VIEW OF THE E.U.'S NAZ| ORIGINS

'Europaische Wirtschaftsgemeinschaft' and 'The Rotten Heart of Europe'

In 1995, Bernard Connally, a former senior officigith the European Commission [EC],
published a famous book, The Rotten Heart of Eurdpe Dirty War for Europe's Mon%}/'

in which he laid bare the doubletalk surrounding #ttivities of politicians, bankers and
bureaucrats engaged in forcing Europe into a dnigpinonetary straitjacket. The book's
publishers, Faber and Faber [London and Bostoejy dittention to Connally's revelations
in the following terms: 'Hidden agendas are laidebakulduggery exposed and economic
fallacies are skewered in a devastating accouttieotonfidence trick played on Europe by
the "would-be" monetary masters of the world. Twok caused a sensation in Europe-
watching circles, since Bernard Connally could kalthve been better placed to write the
inside story of 'the dirty war for Europe's mondylis was because he had served for many
years as the head of the European Commission'segpibnsible for monitoring and servicing
the Exchange Rate Mechanism [ERM] - the exchangerigging arrangements that preceded
Economic and Monetary Union (EMU), which came fiftice with effect from January 1999 -
and procured for the Germans the devaluation dof twen currency which, for historical
reasons, they could not countenance while theieoay was the deutschemark.

The publicity material for the book stressed tfidte' Rotten Heart of Europe' told
'a dark story leavened with humour and informech yaiission - a passion to tell the true
story of a mechanism as politically damaging as économically perverse, and of the march
to Monetary Union that, the author argues, "is raathnot only to our prosperity but also to
our liberties and, ultimately, to our peace". Ne-amho wants to understand how Britain has
been taken for a ride by the proponents of fedemaland why Europe is economically under-
performing and politically imploding, can affordrtass this enthralling and disturbing book'.

Mr Connally referred to the Nazi compendium 'Eusmbee Wirtschaftsgemeinschaft,
and noted in particular the following remarks obff@ssor Dr Hunke: "The only possible aim
of economic cooperation must be the establishmertheo European Economic Community
The decisive conclusion in terms of economic polgyhat Europe is not to be what one
would call a major area or market in terms of aiced world economy, in which, moreover,
the old structural laws of the Anglo-Saxon worldoreamy apply; rather, the European
Economic Community must be shaped in accordanch wiw political criteria and
will consequently appear different from the ecormstiuctures of the past'.

In a Note appended to this quotation, Connally cdtat 'similar sentiments were
expressed almost word for word by [Jacques] Ditmesormer President of the European
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Commission] in an interview in Der Spiegel on the ef the Maastricht Summit'. Elsewhere,

Mr Connally observed that the Nazi Professor useduage redolent of the views, with their

racist overtones, of European '‘idealists' such eler®; and certainly, reading the text of

'Europaische Wirtschaftsgemeinschaft' is indeedrgateasant experience - with hatred of 'the
Anglo-Saxons' falling from every page. Curiouslye tdescendant of this openly-expressed
hatred is to be found today only in France, whiseerew European military arrangements are
acknowledged to be intended primarily as a meartkivihg the United States out of Europe.

Mr Connally also drew attention to the paper inrdpaische Wirtschaftsgemeinschaft'

on the future 'European Currency System'. Notiray this paper - 'an extension of a July
1940 analysis by the Reich Economics Ministry' svmesented by Dr Bernhard Benning,
Director of the Reichs-Kredit-Gesellschaft, Connalided that Benning spent five years as
a captive of the Soviets, including a prolongedl sjiethe Buchenwald concentration camp
near Weimar in East Germany. After being freed9601land managing to cross over to the
West, he continued his banking career - his vievideatly unchanged by his experiences.
In his paper published in 'Europaische Wirtschaftegnschaft, Benning had written: There
is no argument about the position of the ReichsnaarkEurope's leading currency. Berlin

will take over a similar position - albeit signdiatly stronger - to that formerly occupied

by London within the sterling area’

Mr Connally was indeed familiar with this character

'‘Benning had already become notable as the majpopeot of the system of ger-
auschlose Finanzierung (noiseless financing) of Geeman war effort, which involved tap-
ping the banking system's short-term liquidity. irodttely, it had horrendously inflationary
consequences. After the war - and after spendiegykars in a Russian concentration camp -
Benning became a member of the Directorate of t#hek Rleutscher Lander, the new central
bank which in 1958 was transmogrified into the Bastink. He remained a member
of the Bundesbank Directorate until he retiredl 972",

Another Reichsbank official who slipped seamlessip the Bundesbank's struc-
tures after the war was Alfons Diehl, a key menafbéne Reichsbank's all-important

Economics and Statistics Department. He took upniisregional Bundesbank position in
the 1960s. To mark the eighth anniversary of Hitlaccession to (seizure of) power, Diehl
had issued a rallying call to the Reichsbank's eyepk in language which, as David Marsh
wrote in The Bundesbank' [Heinemann, London, 1993k litte resemblance to the studied
moderation of central bankers' utterances: 'Aftefickory march without parallel, the bear-
ers of German arms are ready to do battle agaimstitmate enemy.... When the weapons
are stilled and a Greater Germany is secure forethteof time, none of us should be allowed
to say to himself that, at this decisive time, terdailed®.

David Marsh's account of the Nazi plan for Econoand Monetary Union noted that
in the summer of 1940, as the Wehrmacht rampagedsaEurope, the success of the Blitzkrieg
convinced the Reichsbank - like many others - tiatfighting would soon be over. [So] the
central bank and the Reich Economics Ministry aftiMaid plans for postwar monetary
union across a large part of Europe, with the Raietik [as] the dominant currency'.

In June 1940, the Reichsbank's Economics andtitaiDepartment prepared a detailed
analysis for Funk and the rest of the Directoratiihg ahead to "problems for external monet-
ary policy after the end of the war". The docuneamicluded that the Reichsmark would be the
leading currency in a German economic area' ardobrthe world's two 'standard currencies'
(along with the US dollar). Additionally, ‘withirné German currency bloc, fixed exchange rates
would be introduced 1o ease the way later toramcy and customs union'.

‘By July 1940, the Reich Economics Ministry hackadly drawn up detailed plans for
a "Bank for European Settlements", also to be ccdiuropa Bank" ("Bank of Europe"), as
the pivot of the planned postwar monetary systehe Bank, to be based in Vienna, would
be owned by individual governments and central §amkich would pay in share capital in
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proportion to their existing pre-war financial glfions. All payments between member
countries would be made through Europa Bank, wiiohld also have the ability to grant
Reichsmark credits to members to back export gctivhe bank would have the power to
levy minimum reserves from central banks "to cdnerpansion of credit by member
states™. This, of course, was an early blueprinthe collective monetary and currency
arrangements which have been installed and operaince 1998-99, with spectacular
consequences in that, from the first day followitsy launch, the EU's collective currency
proceeded to depreciate and to remain profoundikagainst the US dollar.

Ironically, the grandiose collective monetary admins of the Reichsbank were
crushed not only by the outcome of the war, bu big the inflationary consequences of the
system of 'noiseless financing' - which had ledh teteadily growing accumulation of short-
term Government debt to the commercial banks. AssiMa&xplained: 'In a repetition of
developments towards the end of the First World ,Waost of the debt was accumulated
after 1943 in the form of Treasury bills lodgededily with the Reichsbank', rather than la-
in the United States today, for instance), with ¢benmercial banks. 'As the money supply
soared towards the end of the war, the Reichsmaske@duced to near worthlessness'.

The European currency collective (or 'Eurozone’ichvimaterialised in 1999 did not
correspond geographically with the Reich Econorivesistry / Benning proposals, as Connally
explained in subsequent paragraphs; but the pimcrihas remained 100% intact, right the
way through from the Nazi era - illuminating thgrsficance of the unbroken continuity
represented by the presence of the Nazi, Dr BainBanning, at the Bundesbank until his
retirement in the early 1970s. Nor is the Bunddstmashful about openly acknowledging the
seamless continuity between the National Soclaiggchsbank and the Bundesbank. In the
Deutsche Bundesbank Annual Report 2000, a panghimgpuhe deaths during 2000 of 22 staff
members concluded with the following additionatesteent: V£ ALSO KEEP IN REMEMBRANCE
THE RETRED STAFF MEMBERS OF THE BANK AND OF THE RBIER DEUTSCHE REICHSBANK WHO DIED IN
2000. WE WILL HONOUR THEIR MEMORY. DEUTSCHEBUNDESBANK'.

By 1970, the Nazi blueprint for economic and mawetaiion had been firmly incor-
porated into the hidden plans of the Brussels Cssioni of the European Economic Com-
munity - as was made clear when secret Cabinerpapecaled under Britain's 30-year rule
were released into the public domain on 1st Jar2@®¢. These showed [see also page 32] that
the 'Conservative' Government led by Edward Heagipressed evidence that British mem-
bership of the ‘Common Market' could lead to malitand monetary union. A British Foreign
Office document dated 9th November 1970 exposedi¢hate at the Cabinet in Number 10,
Downing Street: The plan for economic and monetamon has revolutionary long-term
political implications, both economic and politicd# could imply the creation of a European
federal state, with a Single Currency.... It wilbase strong feelings about sovereignty’. In
assessments of these revelations, commentatorsumarémous that the Heath Government
had deliberately misled the British people, and théhey had known the truth, they would
never have voted BS at the fateful British referendum on EU membershid 975. Baroness
Castle of Blackburn, the formidable Cabinet Mimidte the Labour Government of Harold
Wilson, exploded: 'We always knew that Heath haeh bdishonest He kept patronising us by
teling us our fears were misplaced. But now tgh tis out. If the British people had known
this, they would never have voted Yes'. Brian Whalde former Labour MP and subsequently
a prolific broadcaster, wrote in The Times of Lamam 1st January 2001, commenting on the
Cabinet documents released under the 30-year 'IMeument after document in 1970
contains the same message. Europe was headinglydinto territory that we now know
to be extremely sensitive. The Government knewadt knew the difficulties, but wanted to join
anyway. There is undeniable evidence that govermntaetics were to play down in public the
wider consequences of joining and in particulargrespect of economic and monetary union'.
All British Governments since 1970 have thus kndver the project is 'revolutionary'.
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The relentless and ruthless attack on nationalreigmty which the European Union
exists to prosecute, has been accurately desaibéal coup detat by installments’. This phrase
was first coined by Konrad Heiden, the German auth@ book entitlied 'Der Fuehrer' [Boston,
1944, page 579] Heiden showed that the precedent for this moti¢he gradualist-oppor-
tunistic grab for power is Hitler's own seizurepafwer in 1933. Less than two months after
he had been appointed Germany's Chancellor byldegyePresident Hindenburg on 30th
January 1933, Hitler banned the Communist depfrties the Reichstag and, by resorting to
intimidation and mendacity, secured, on 23rd Md®B3 - given the absence from the vote,
of the Communists - the required two-thirds mayaritthe Reichstag for an enabling act

which transferred legislative authority from thgidtature to his Cabinet, handing his Cabinet
general powers, ostensibly for an initial periodoof years. He did this under cover of a

sweeping emergency decree granted to him by tisgl@mnefollowing a mysterious fire which
had gutted the Reichstag building - now knownpafse, to have been a Nazi provocation

As discussed earlier, each member of the EuropeaionUhas delegated general
powers to the European Commission - a disastrousse&af action which means that the
European Commission acquired the power to proposeirdtiate policy, thus forcing all
so-called Member States onto the defensive andpietpetual combat with the Commission
to alleviate any perceived adverse measures whah fear could operate to their detriment.
But while, in this (or any) political collectivesave have seen, the interests of all are supposed
to be served, in reality the interests of none pxtieose of the centre are enhanced. And in
order to ensure that none of the augmented povesiged from its sole exercise of general
powers are ever forfeited, the political collectvas invented the self-serving doctrine of the
‘acquis communautaire', under which powers oncegaleld to (‘acquired by) the European
Union cannot be ‘repatriated’, contrary to the iopirof certain British 'Eurosceptics' who, as
noted, insist that British membership of the Eusopé&nion can be ‘renegotiated’. However,
as discussed earlier, a tenant who is dissatigfitd his lease cannot renegotiate the lease on
more favourable terms with a landlord who is urimglito grant a new lease. This is the sit-
uation in which the misguided and misled EuropeaintMember States' find themselves.

Once the Reichstag had transferred general legislgiowers to Hitler's Cabinet,
'a wave of Nazi purges followed, as one institutidier another was subjugated. Arbitrary rule
replaced government by law in 'a coup d'etat btaliments. By summer, all parties except
the Nazis had been dissolved.... Well before the ader assumed the powers of the Pres-
idency upon the death of Hindenburg in August 1884ad become dictator of Germahy’

Concerning the monetary and currency collectiagagproposals advanced in 1941
by Dr Bernhard Benning, which had been preceded Ipje-Anschluss attempt by Germany
to impose a common currency on Austria, and whiehevelaborated from ideas developed
in the Reich Economics Ministry, Bernard Connallded: The key features of the Reich
Economics Ministry / Benning blueprint were that Reichsmark would be the leading currency
in a German "economic area" and, with the dollag of the world's two reserve currencies'
[see page 167]. Within the German currency blaedfiexchange rates would be introduced to
ease the way later for a currency and customs 'ufibe Exchange Rate Mechanism intro-
duced in the 1970s fulfilled this intention of lagsthe way' towards the currency union which
was put in place in 1998-99. There would be a 'Bdrkurope’ [Europa Bank] but ‘for political
reasons it could be undesirable to damage theestetfm of member states by eliminating
their currencies. Thus, initially, at least, indiwal countries would maintain their own cur-
rencies, but would agree to permanently fixed exghaates against the Reichsmark’. Under
the provisions of the Maastricht Treaty leadindg=tmnomic and Monetary Union, the exchange
rates of the ‘candidate’ currencies were to bevdoably' fixed for the whole of eternity
(i.e., to the end of the solar system), a stemtai¢he European Central Bank in May 1998.

Significantly, the notion that the constituent BWeimber States' have 'pooled sover-
eignty’ - a line' routinely reiterated by Britistinisters and officials when they are not hid-
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ing from the electorate - is or has been disputedepresentatives of one EU Member 'State'
only: Germany. The former State Secretary at them@e Finance Ministry Horst Kohler,
who was appointed to be Managing Director of therhational Monetary Fund in 2000,
said in April 1992 that via the intended Economzl aonetary Union, 'a good piece of
German identity’ was, far from being abandonedprtagh to other countries. 'We should not
fear that others are taking away the D-mark andstability’, he insisted. These remarks
reconfirm that the Pan-German interpretation ofopean integration is alive and well in
contemporary Germany, testifying to an unbrokenticoity of thinking in elite German
circles traceable to the days of the Kaiser, wh&eaman plan for European Union - 'the sort
of Europe that the Germans wished to see' - waslatied for official comment in Berlin.
Mr Connally's more general observations about thei ldlan for united Europe concluded
as follows: 'Not surprisingly, the developmentsequired a shelving of the plans for a
German-dominated European Economic Community thdt feen detailed during 1941 in
a compendium of papers presented by the Presidehe dReichsbank (predecessor of the
Bundesbank) and a number of leading bankers, madists and economists. The blueprint
bore a quite startling resemblance to the EEC efTiteaty of Rome, as modified by the
Single European Act and the Treaty of Maastriatteshadowing the agricultural, industrial
and regional policies and trans-European netwodk®caated by the more fervent Euro-
crats'. Apart from Mr Connally's mention, scanemtibn has been paid to the continuum
linking the European Union Collective to the Nabkidprint, despite this Author's paper on
the subject (published in 1993) which drew attanto 'Europaische Wirtschaftsgemeinschaft -
with one exception. In 2000, the Author was apveddoy an insistent journalist for The Daily
Telegraph, who requested a copy of the Author'empaulding that Conrad Black- the news-
paper's proprietor, owner of The Jerusalem Postfanterly of The National Post, Toronto -
had become aware of the Nazi document and thathbedurnalist) had been delegated to
research into the matter. The Author duly sentphiger to The Daily Telegraph; and that was
the last he heard of the matter.

As for Bernard Connally, he was dismissed frompast with the European Commis-
sion, on the ground that he was not entitled ttevifhe Rotten Heart of Europe’ while he was
still employed by the Commission (he was on ledvabsence at the time). Mr Connally took
the Commission to court, alleging unfair dismissaigd the case reached the European Court
of ‘Justice’ (which exists not to dispense justmd, to further the interests of the European
Union). The Court asserted the European Commssmafect right to dismiss Mr Connally
and to override his right to free speech. Furtheemthe Advocate-General of the Court
ruled, in an opinion, that criticism of the Europdanion and its institutions was tantamount
to blasphemy: see page 97. The matter remainedtediyounresolved at this book's press
date: but what had been made abundantly clear hedsctitics of the European political
collective - which is to say, those who refuse éfedto ‘the common mind' - will be increas-
ingly oppressed, and ultimately silenced. Mr Cdgisatase was 'used' to establish this 'line".

Thus the approach of the European Union Collectivdree speech is indis-
tinguishable from that laid down in 'FundamentafsMarxism-Leninism' [see pages
28 and 96], the compendium of the Soviet long-rasgategy, which provides that
‘under Communism, public opinion will become a nwyghforce, capable
of bringing to reason those individuals who mightot nwant to follow
Communist customs and rules of behaviour in theraanity®.

From the perspective of informed Britons, it is Xphcable that succes-
sive UK Governments since 1970 have not only cathivat such erosions
of freedoms acquired over a millennium, but havesoalalways supported
Britain's membership of the EU Collective. Only omenclusion is possible: all
of them have tacitly or overtly concurred with t88's Leninist objectives.
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ORIGINS OF GERMANY'S SECRET ORIENTATION TOWARDS RUSSIA

The Kaiser's European Union

The British historian Niall Ferguson has pointedt dhat the United Kingdom's
ostensible reasons for entering the First World Warhich it need not have done
given that there was merely a tenuous legal comemitmo Belgium and barely a
'moral' commitment to France - were that entry ithe war was, for the political
leaders of the those days, a 'matter of honougvékheless, desire not to be cast
as "Perfidious Albion" was only the veneer behindhicli strategic calculations
lay'. The fundamental argument was that Britainedaot risk a German victory,
because any such victory would have made Germampréme over all the
Continent and Asia Minor". But was that really terman objective®:

Ferguson quotes the late Professor Fritz Fischee [sage 210] and his pupils,
who, he says, 'were every bit as radical as théisBriGermanophobes feared. The
war was an attempt "to realise Germany's politieahbitions, which may be
summed up as German hegemony over Europe” throunglexations of French,
Belgian and possibly Russian territory, the fougdof a Central European customs
union and the creation of new Polish and Balticdestadirectly or indirectly under
German control.... There was also to be a conceeféatt to break up the British
and Russian empires through fomenting revolutioddthough Niall Ferguson is
sceptical about Fischer's reasoning - asserting ithavas flawed by the assump-
tion that Germany's aims after the war had beguerewthe same as German
aims beforehand - this authority nevertheless amdshe wealth of evidence that
the Russian Revolution was assisted by the Gernfanstheir own geopolitical
purposes, as well as to neutralise the threat fheneast.

As for Imperial Germany's plans for 'a Kaiser's dpgan Union', Fischer,
in a 1961 book entitled '‘Germany's Aims in the tFiféorld War', described them as
follows: '[We need] a commercial treaty which makesance economically depen-
dent on Germany [and] secures the French marketofor exports.... This treaty
must secure for us financial and industrial freedoimmovement in France so that
German enterprises can no longer receive diffdreatment from French'.

'We must create a central European economic as&wociathrough com-
mon customs treaties, to include France, Belgiumglladd, Denmark, Austria-
Hungary, Poland, and perhaps lItaly, Sweden and &\nirhis association will
not have any common constitutional supreme authoehd all its members
will be formally equal, but in practice [they] wilbe under German leadership
and must stabilise Germany's economic dominanceMitteleuropa...".

'Holland: It will have to be considered by what mgaand methods Holland
can be brought into closer relationship with therrfs@n Empire. In view of the
Dutch character, this closer relationship must éethem free of any feeling of com-
pulsion, must alter nothing in the Dutch way okJifand must also subject them to
no new military obligations. Holland, then, must bt independent in externals,
but be made internally dependent on us. Possibly might consider an offensive
and defensive alliance, to cover the coloniesninaase, a close customs association'.

But after the war, Germany's official ambitions argkrceptions were
coloured by sullen resentment at the 'victorioudlie® reparations demands
at Versailles, even though Ferguson argues pex&igsthat the overall burden
imposed by Germany on Russia under the Treaty @fstBritovsk in March 1918
and a later accord, was perhaps heavier thanrtfiated on Germany:

‘A supplementary financial agreement signed on 2Athgust 1918 had
imposed on Russia an indemnity of 6 billion marligspite the declaration in the
original Treaty of Brest-Litovsk of March 1918 tlthere would be no reparations.
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This was in addition to huge cessations of tewyitoFinland and the Ukraine
became independent, while Poland and the BaltideStaf Lithuania, Estonia,
Courland and Livonia became German satellites.tlfg surreal atmosphere of 1918.
German princes bickered over who should rule thdma: Duke of Urach wanted to
be king of Lithuania; the Austrian Archduke Eugeenthnded the Ukraine; the
Kaiser's brother-in-law, Friedrich Karl of Hessedhhis eye on Finland; while the
Kaiser himself coveted Courland). The territory question represented around
90 percent of the Russian empire's coal capaciys@rpercent of its industry'.

Ferguson then compares these losses imposed bya®eron Russia after
the collapse of the Russian military in the aftetmaf 1917, with those imposed
on Germany by the Allies after Germany's defeat:

'‘By comparison with this, the territorial terms tife Versailles Treaty were
relatively lenient. Besides her colonies, Germargst | around nine peripheral
chunks of territory from the Reich itself; but tkeamounted to just 30 percent of
its pre-war area, and 46 percent of the populatibrihese areas was non-German.
The Germans lamented the loss of 80 percent of them ore, 44 percent of their
pig iron capacity, 38 percent of their steel catya@nd 30 percent of their coal
capacity; but the Russians had lost more in 1918ilewthe Austrians, Hungarians
and Turks all fared worse in terms of territorye(tHungarians lost 70 percent of
their pre-war area) and perhaps also economic ressuunder their respective
peace treaties. The loss of Germany's colonies avatow to prestige: but although
extensive (just under 3 million sg. km) and popslo{i2.3 million people), they
were of little economic worth'.

Although he said one thing to his British acquaicts such as Keynes,
and something entirely different for internal comgion, Carl Melchior, 'Max
Warburg's right-hand man at the Hamburg bank of NM. Warburg & Co. [and]
a Jewish lawyer with a distinguished war recordhbon the battlefield and in
economic policymaking', argued in the course of tnge with German Minis-
ters in Berlin in April 1918 that "leanings towardRussia" must be contem-
plated as a future diplomatic strateggé{for Germaayyiew which was endorsed
by the Reich President Friedrich Eb&ft'whose name was subsequently to be
adopted as the title of the Foundation of that namtéch has ever since func-
tioned as a key centre in Germany focused on themgtion of Germany's
‘eastwards orientation' and links with the USSR#&RusANnd Ferguson adds:

‘The Red Army's successes in late 1919 and earB0,1&nd continuing
social unrest in Germany' (Melchior's home town, mbarg, was under the
control of a Soviet-style Workers' and Soldiers'u@al, Niall Ferguson recalls),
‘prompted renewed prophecies from Melchior of "adkiof League of the Van-
quished. .. between Russia and Germany". Whilegdsam notes that 'Melchior
did not mean a word of this; he and Warburg werdaitt appalled when [Walther]
Rathenau did a deal with the Russians over repasgtiduring the 1922 Genoa
Conference (the Treaty of Rapallo)', the signifmnof Melchior's utterances was
that they revealed that influential Germans wereeaaly actively considering the
'‘Drang nach Osten' (drive to the East) option, leey tbecame increasingly embittered
following their defeat and their 'humiliation' aeksailles.

The Rapallo Treaty, which formalised the tacit cexgpion between the
Reichswehr and the Red Army, was buttressed in 1926the Berlin Treaty for
Russo-German Friendship - the direct predecessahefHitler-Stalin Pact of 23rd
August 1939, and of the Gorbachev-Kohl treaties1®90. The idea of approaching
Soviet Russia for help had emerged immediatelyr aiermany's defeat in the First
World War, originating not least in the minds oé fieading Prussian militarists -
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although the tradition had originated at least atuy earlier. A clandestine
agreement for the production of armaments had beencluded between the
Weimar Republic and Soviet Russia in 1921, eveoreeRapallo.

Melchior was inclined to make known to his Britisthcquaintances the fact
that the eastwards-orientation option was beingvelgt considered - as a means of
seeking to soften the Allies' demands. For Frangha&fft, another of Max Warburg's
friends, is quoted as having observed, 'shortlerafigreeing to join the German
delegation to Versailles, that... "Bread and peace the preconditions for order
and work; otherwise we are headed for Bolshevisnd that will be the end of
Germany. Yet | detect in this very danger of Boldbem a certain safety valve with
regard to the efforts of the Entente to checkmateabsolutely. If this (revolution-
ary) malaise spreads from Hungary' (exported by therderous, but mercifully
short-lived, Communist regime of Bela Kun) 'over r@any, neither France nor
England will be immune; and that means the endlidgurope’.

In other words, ahead of the Versailles conferenn8uential Germans were
experimenting with various prospective psychololiearfare options or 'lines’

to influence the demands of the Allies. It is nodible, though, that Melchior 'did
not mean a word' of what he had suggested - thatm&we should be seriously
considering much closer links with the Soviet Uniddn the contrary, he was in
fact giving voice to a traditional Pan-German sdhob thought, motivated by lust
for raw materials and lebensraum, which was fasbéocome a rich seam ripe for
Lenin's mining skills.

These skills have since been honed by the Leninistssuch effect that the
Soviet strategists have succeeded comprehensivelitching their own Leninist
revolutionary hegemony 'imperative' to Germany'giaeal ambitions, inherited from
the plans for 'the Kaiser's European Union' andiezarThis is a risky endeavour,
because fundamentally these two powers are at ilbggds. The continuing
Soviet ‘imperative’ is driven by the logic of LesinWorld Revolution, which pre-
supposes that there will, in the end, be no roomearth for any system other than
their 'universal collectivism' prescription (th@sis 'peaceful coexistence' being its
expendable dialectical antithesis. By contrast, Ban-German obsession is for the
merging of regional nation states (in accordanodgeéd, with Lenin's formula) into
an entity which, though called by another name tloe time being, will become
recognisable as 'Greater Germany'; and in the pspcthe one nation state which
- to survive this process in reality will of course Germany. Acutely aware that
their apparent community of interests and objestivgith the Germans masks a
fundamental underlying divergence of view, Sovidaligymakers write constantly
about 'Great Europe', in order to make it cleartte Germans that Moscow will
not permit the Pan-German settlement.

To safeguard its World Revolution's interests, Mwegchas gone further -
converting - through wholesale penetration, bladknend the hyperactivity of
innumerable 'sleepers’ and agents of influence fm@ey's Nazi-era blueprint,
'Europaische Wirtschaftsgemeinschaft', into a prymastrument for the consolid-
ation of the Comintern's Seventh Thesis of 28thy 820: 'Federation is a trans-
itional form towards the complete union... of alktions'. For, as Sig. Prodi's
'Neo-Communist Manifesto' of February 2000 confirmthe European Union
Collective shares in almost all respects the thamle objectives of the Moscow
strategists. The conversion by the Soviets throtgkir agents of the European
Union Collective, which is supposed to serve Gerniaterests beneath the 'mask
of federalism', into a pro-active instrument of tiMorld Revolution, is the perverse
consequence of Germany's refusal to renouncealtatigt of regional control.
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LENIN CLEVERER AND NASTIER THAN THE GERMANS

Lenin had an organic relationship with the Germaové&nment during

the First World War. Since he operated exclusivieyy means of deception,
the practical application of which he elevated im0 upgraded satanic art-
form, he was more than a match for the more prpgaiagmatic German
‘way of thinking'. Even Lenin's seizure of powerdhaeen exploited to
yield a deception masking a reality that Lenin heakded to disguise from
the West. As Aleksandr Kerensky, briefly Russiamm@r Minister in 1917,

put the matter: The myth that the Communists d&wew Tsarism has
been purposely spread to conceal their crime ofingastrangled the first
Russian democracy.... It was not until after histariy that Lenin admitted
that his freedom-loving slogans had been a delibedception’. Cynicism
towards his own people on a scale without histbmracedent was matched
by equally absolute cynicism in his relations wikeigners.

For the leader of the Bolsheviks was much cleveéhat the German
General Staff, who, as indicated, supported Lerdgnabse they expected him
to destabilise Russia and induce the collapse efetstern front Thus began
Germany's Faustian relationship with  Communist Russ a relationship
which bedevils Europe to this day. As Joel Carmétharobably the most
perceptive of all students of the Leninist Revanti has explained: 'Since
he [Lenin] was the only Russian revolutionary dediag an end to the war
- which to the German General Staff meant the imhsation of the eastern
front - it was natural for the German Governmentstgport him. Beginning
no later than the spring of 1917, the German Goawernt had been putting
huge sums of money at the disposal of the Bolskévik

‘At a minimum estimate, these sums amounted to rtteae 60 million
gold marks, or, in today's currency, about $1,000lian. This huge sum,
staggering by any reckoning, though of course aatedlg for a regime [that
was] sustaining millions of soldiers on two fronenabled the Bolsheviks
to maintain a vast press (41 periodicals) that harath away at public
opinion with the simplest of slogans, and thus malde Bolsheviks both
respectable and popular. This ramified press wadoubtedly a factor in
the Bolshevik triumph. The German financial subsidgs to be maintained
until long after the Bolshevik putsch - until theeeof the German collapse on
the Western front in the autumn of 1918".

LENIN EXPLOITS THE GERMANS' FRUSTRATION AND HATRED

Thus the first and most fundamental point to beewstdod about Germany's
relationship with Russia, is that the Germans wmagerially responsible for

the success of the Bolshevik Revolution by fadilig Lenin's putsch and its

evil consequencds Moreover the method used by Lenin to soften up th
minds of the Russian populations in preparation tfeg intended seizure of

power was precisely the same as is being used bgtag@f the Revolution

throughout the West today, thanks to the wholegaleetration of the media

that has taken place, in accordance with Leninigiral focus on targeting

the press for penetration, which has facilitatecklentless campaign of leftist
‘political correctness' - crafting the ‘common miexvisaged and intended
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by the revolutionaries from the outset. Meanwhiks Joel Carmichael
added: 'lIt can hardly be doubted that if the Gesnaad won the First
World War, the Bolsheviks would have been done Adrthat time, no Russian
army could have withstood a German advance; a rat@emonarchist
regime, possibly a moderate socialist regime, woslgely have been set
up. Thus the Germans, unable to foresee their osbadale, went on propping
up the Bolshevik Party until it could fight for &$'.

Outside Russia, though, the Jews were held redpensor the Bolshev-
ik putsch. Partly because of this interpretatiothe basis of which has been
well documented, but pursuit of which takes us nelythe framework of this
book - the critical role of the German General fStafd the Kaiser's Foreign
Office in sustaining the Bolsheviks was never aekedged. One of the prime
movers in this secret partnership, General Erich kadendorff, later became
a follower of Hitler. The Nazis knew little of, archred less about, what had
happened to the Jews under the late Tsars: faaat bne of the reasons for the
high quotient of Jews among the Bolsheviks (allpgithaps not the primary
one) was the vivid collective memory of the accuated traumas inflicted by
never-ending Tsarist pogroms against the Jews infiance, the massacres of
Jews in Kiev in 1880,1881 and 1882, in Karkhov 882, in Warsaw in 1881,
in Novgorod in 1884, and in Kishinev and Gomel #03. In Kiev, for instance,
children were torn from their mothers' breasts aaghed to pieces before
their eyes. Four hundred Jews were slaughterethanspace of two days. At
Kishinev, Jewish girls were violated in front ofeth parents. In the aftermath
of this particular violence, the Tsarist regime rstdged a mock trial, at the
end of which two prisoners were given light senésnavhile all the resulting
civil actions were dismissed out of hand. Theseedrpces had radicalised
intellectual Jews throughout the Russian Enipire
Following the Versailles Treaty, the reviving, etihdried Germans of
the Weimar Republic signed the Treaty of Rapalloléth April 1922, in the
course of an international conference at Genoafefsor Richard Pipes'
account of developments leading up to the TreatyRapallo is as follows:
‘The decisive steps leading to Soviet-German mylitacollaboration
were taken in the spring of 1921, following Leniigroduction of the New
Economic Policy and the signing of the Treaty ofjaRterminating the war with
Poland. Surprised and worried by the dismal showihghe Red Army against
the Poles, Lenin requested Germany's help with a@hay's modernisation'.
For Lenin, with typical Bolshevik cynicism knew thahe Germans,
burning with resentment and a desire for early mgeefor their defeat and
humiliation, had learned nothing from their prevdowlisastrous collabor-
ation with his clique, which had resulted in Lesiggizure of power.

The fatal decision, with its long-term consequenceanifested in
Europe's plight today, was taken by Germany, irt, dfar short-term reasons.
'In this realm, the interests of the two countideincided, for Germany was no
less eager to enter into military collaborationtote Professor Pipes. Thus the
lure of the two disturbed countries' common intergwevailed. For... 'By the
terms of the Versailles Treaty, she [Germany] wabiflden to manufacture
weapons essential to modern warfare. Soviet Russiber part, also wanted



176 THE EUROPEAN UNION COLLECTIVE

these weapons. On the basis of this common inieaesieal was eventually
struck by virtue of which Soviet Russia providec tserman army with a
sanctuary in which to build and test advanced wespm exchange for
some of this equipment and the training of the Redy in their usé®.

In April 1922, the Soviets and the Germans signest@et Protocol under
cover of the Treaty of Rapallo, a resort locatednifes from Genoa, where the
victors and vanquished, brought together by thendtre Prime Minister,
Aristide Briand, were supposed to be meeting tagetifhe formal Treaty
provided that Moscow and Berlin would renounce #hHancial claims
between them. The French author Paul-Marie Coutdwasx written that the
much more important secret Protocol 'authorised @eman armed forces
(which had begun training with cardboard tanks B19) to test in Russia
arms forbidden under the Versailles Treaty. FronR41®Dnwards, several
German plants were built in Russia; tank regimdrained at Kama; gases
were tested at Sarkov. The Luftwaffe trained itkotpi at Lipietzk, not far
from Moscow, under the direction of the Zentrale 9dmu, supervised and
encouraged by the German Minister of Foreign A$faithe ever-so-pacific
Stresemann. Briand thought he was forming the amreEuropean collec-
tive security with a ‘partner’ who, in reality, wasaring up, one by one,
the clauses of the Versailles Treaty, to preparegieenge”’

Although this collaboration was discontinued in 39%ine months
after Hitler came to power, it was resumed 12 yeatser, after Russia's
takeover of East Germany - and it has been pengetuainder the terms
of Germany's two treaties with the USSR signed iovéxnber 1990, and
the secret side-agreements to those treaties, io ddy. Even during the
mid-thirties, when Germany's 'repatriated’ rearm@merogramme was
overt, the Nazis and the Soviets, thought by thestWe be deadly enemies,
signed a bilateral treaty dealing largely with emmic affairs (23rd April
1936). This followed an earlier German-Soviet ecoio accord and, in
1926, the Soviet-German Treaty of Friendship sigigdthe Pan-German
Foreign Minister, Dr Gustaf Stresemann.

In the 1920s and early 1930s, both powers beneétearmously from
these arrangements. In terminating the military pepation dimension on
Stalin's instructions, the Deputy Soviet Commistar War, the subsequently
executed Marshal Tuchatchevskiy, told the Germarar@h d'Affaires in
Moscow that 'in spite of the regrettable developimejitler's coming to
power in Germany], it would never be forgotten ttit Reichswehr had decisively
aided the Red Army in its organisation'. In May 3,93 uchatchevskiy had made
his famous remark to a German delegation:

'‘Always bear in mind that you and we, Germany ahd tJSSR,
can dictate our terms to the whole world if we dttogether'.

In his toast to the Russian Marshal, General voonBlerg said that
'we Germans will never forget what the Soviet Arrhgs accomplished
for Germany during the past ten years. | hope tinatspite of all the
present existing difficulties, our thanks will bexpeessed indeed. |
drink a toast to the well-being and the future bt tgreat and glorious
Soviet Army and loyal comradeship in arms for todag in the future'.
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LENIN'S DUAL TACTICS AT GENOA

Lenin ruthlessly exploited the rejection by theiddl of Germany's request for large
revisions of the reparations payments; while thenservative and nationalistic
elements in Germany were full of enthusiasm for fhrened-up eastwards-orien-
tation of German policy, which they justified ineth minds not only on the basis of
the common interest, but also as a practical medngunishing the Western pow-
ers for the humiliation visited upon Germany. Lémithand was strengthened by
the Allies' initial unwillingness to trade with Sev Russia, which they fundamen-

tally wished to do after accepting Lenin's deceptNew Economic Policy at face
value; but, as Professor Pipes has pointed ouy, Where unwilling to provide the
USSR with  credits until certain debt issues had nbeeresolved.
Having decided to reach an agreement with Germamgher than with the
Allies, Lenin resorted to his normal practice - omnded deception. Stalin used
the same Leninist ploy again in 1939, with even emastounding success. In the
assessment of Professor Pipes, 'pretending to agedement with the Allies, Lenin
pressed the Germans into signing a separate accmis tactic helped overcome
the opposition of pro-Western elements in goverrtmand business in Germany,
which feared antagonising France.
In January 1922, the Soviets fed Berlin with a rumothat Moscow was
about to conclude an accord with France which woliddve provided for de jure
recognition of Soviet Russia, together with comr@rcredits, in return for assur-
ances (only) that Moscow would help enforce the sdifles Treaty. This rumour
was carefully calculated to alarm the Germans te thaximum extent, since the
German Foreign Office wanted, at the time, at akts to avoid any revival of the
pre-1914 Franco-Russian Alliance. From Russia'sspestive, any geopolitical
alliance would have needed to be tripartite, as $sssequently proved to be the
case: see for instance, page 32. Once the Germames hwoked, the Soviets let Berlin
know that the Red Army was preparing to attack Roblan the spring, and desper-
ately needed aircraft.

Pipes has explained that 'the gullible Germansebetl these fabrications
and hastened in April 1922 to open a Junker aiilifacat Fili, near Moscow. They
also commenced staff discussion with the Red Armytloe matter of the imagin-
ary invasion of Poland. The Soviets strung the Gessnalong without Berlin real-
izing what was happening'.

At the Genoa Conference on 10th April 1922, the i&owelegation - led
by Chicherin, rather than Lenin, who had been a&dliby Viktor Krasin to stay at
home because of the danger of assassination - esgagdual tactics. On the one
hand, they undertook discussions and negotiatioith the Allies, in response to
an Allied proposal for the Soviet Government to ramkledge Russia's foreign
debts and to compensate foreigners for the loskey had suffered - to which
Chicherin responded that this might be possiblevides the USSR received
diplomatic recognition as well as reconstructiomns. But at the same time, while
going through the motions of these woolly negatiasi, the Soviet delegation was
simultaneously framing their separate treaty withe tGermans. Lloyd George
exacerbated matters by holding lunches in Genoa wWlie various delegations,
including Chicherin's delegation. Typically the i Prime Minister saw himself
as more equal than the others. But his private ingetwith the Russians con-
firmed, in the minds of the Germans, that Soviernivays of an impending Allied-
Russian accord were accurate. Pipes' descriptiorhat the Russians foisted a
Soviet-drafted treaty on the Germans - the practised by Gorbachev and Yeltsin
in pursuit of their seamless bilateral treaty offea in 1989-93 (see Note 2, Part One,
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pages 133-134) - shows that Soviet practice remainkanged to this day:

‘Convinced by advisors that something untoward vedmut to happen,
Rathenau (the German representative) overcame hHigiwngs and on 16th
April, at the Hotel St. Margherita in nearby Rapallplaced his signature to a
Soviet-German accord, essentially as drafted inddas As established on page 59,
the texts of the Gorbachev-Yeltsin bilateral trestiwith targeted EU countries
were drafted in Moscow by Soviet Military Intelligee in collaboration with
the Soviet Foreign Ministry.

Faced with immediately having to justify their belwur to the Allies, the
Germans sought to counter anticipated charges pficity by pointing out that the
Allies too, had been working on a treaty with MoscdUnder the Rapallo Treaty,
Germany and the Soviet Union granted each othetordgtic recognition and
most-favoured-nation status, renouncing mutual nidaiarising from the war, and
pledging friendly economic relations. By signingetiiRapallo Treaty, Germany had,
for the third time since the Armistice, acted inelegently of the Allies, and contrary
to their wishes; and in each instance, the Gernwidsso in Russia's favour. First,
the Germans had refused to join the blockade in91%hd secondly, in 1920, the
Germans had denied France permission to ship weariglaacross Germany.

The military cooperation between Germany and Rusgiech had already
begun as early as 1919, was now intensified. Om 28y 1922, a member of the
Soviet Military-Revolutionary Council, A. P. Rozesits, concluded an accord with
representatives of General Seeckt - the upshot €hvwas that, as indicated, the
Soviets agreed to allow Germany to produce weapatich were prohibited
under the Versailles Treaty - on Russian territoapd in facilities financed and
managed by Germany. In addition, the Russians otedeto allow German
military personnel to train on Russian soil. In uret the Germans contracted
to instruct the Soviet military in the use of thewty constructed weaponry.

Two years later, as Couteaux has reiterated [pa@, B number of German
arms manufacturers were operating with concessionshe Soviet Union. In the
account by Pipes, 'three German facilities in SoRessia have been identified: the
one in Fili to manufacture Junker airplanes; anotiheSamara Province to produce
mustard gas and phosgene; and a third in Kazanuild banks. German officers,
disguised as civilians, travelled to Russia for bampractice. From early 1924 on,
German pilots received training at Lipetzk, flyinp Fokker fighters secretly
purchased in Holland. Ultimately, 120 pilots andO48ight personnel underwent
instruction there. They constituted the core ofdii Air Force'.

According to General Helm Speidel a member of 'sogdippe R', the train-
ing at Lipetsk laid the 'spiritual foundation of fature Luftwaffe'. The experience
gained in Russia is said to have given the GermanFArce a ten-year advantage
over the Allies. Russian pilots and ground pershntwo, received training at the
Lipetzk base. While German officers practised tamd chemical warfare at Kazan
and Samara, a large number of weapons producedowetSRussia were shipped
back to Germany secretly. Technical cooperationwbeh the two countries per-
sisted without interruption for many years, everoutjh information about the
two countries' military collaboration leaked out Bermany, while Polish and
French intelligence had become aware of these dprnwnts. However the West
took no steps to curb such activities - enabling Boviets to lay the foundations
of a revived German army, which Hitler was to usehis own purposes.

This background serves to demonstrate that, frorh9l1@nwards, there was
never anything new about Germany's propensity ¢an'ltowards the east. The
Pan-German elite were always clear that Germantgsasts lay in that direction.
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SOVIET DECEPTION AND THE NAZI-SOVIET PACT

Acknowledging the unchanged motivation of the Germpalitical and military

elite, Professor Pipes concluded that 'the Gerneaemls who engaged in
collaboration with the Soviet Union were preparioga World War Il that would
aggregate the Versailles Treaty and win for Gerntla@gontinental hegemony that had
eluded her in World War I. Obviously, they would have initiated the Russians

into to their military secrets unless they had exge them to be on their side in future
hostilities. Thus the outline of the Nazi-SovietPaf 1939, which unleashed World
War Il, and in which Germany, with Moscow's benevalneutrality, conquered

most of Europe, took shape in the early 1920s, videsmin was alive and in charge'.

In his book Double Lives (1994), the American asalStephen Koch shed
further light on the routine duplicity of the Sowikeninists in their dealings with
Germany after Lenin's death. Maximum use was mafleLemin's teaching that
'‘a Communist must be prepared... to resort to @ltssof schemes and stratagems,
employ illegitimate methods, conceal the truth'd die as necessary for the Revol-
ution. The senior Bolshevik, Karl Radek, knew frahe beginning 'that Stalin's dual
policy towards Hitler consisted of overt anti-fasni plus secret appeasement'. In fact,
Radek may have been the only figure who was fulhare of the double game -
although British press representatives speculateenlg after Germany's blitzkrieg
had resulted in the Nazi seizure of Paris, thateFst next move might be to 'invade
Russia'. In the company of the GRU defector Wakeivitsky, Radek described
Soviet ‘anti-fascism' as 'strategic eyewash folsfoo

As for Hitler's attack on German Communism, onldiois’ could imagine
that 'Soviet Russia should turn against Germanyaume of Nazi persecution of
Communists and Socialists'. The Soviet anti-fascminpaign, in short, was noth-
ing more than a manoeuvre based upon Leninist diied strategic deception,
According to Kirivitsky, 'Stalin had not the sligkteintention of breaking with
Germany'. Indeed, the Soviet defector claimed thmt1933-34, no-one in the
upper reaches of the Kremlin apparatus, includitngsé... who were closely
associated with the anti-fascist campaign, evesrdeal of a genuine break

with Germany. Certainly, the anti-fascist campaipad strategic purposes for
the Soviets - galvanizing the left, inducing themderacies to re-arm, and form-
ing an emotional basis for renewed loyalty to thevi& regime, by maximising
the image of the enemy. But what Stalin really $mugkoch cites Krivitsky as
having explained, ‘almost from the beginning, wiarece with Hitler'.

When the defecting GRU officer (Krivitsky) told ¢hito Western intelligence
services, Koch added, 'he was brushed aside ass@lmad. When Krivitsky was
rebuffed by governments, he went public with higoimation. His articles were
greeted with unrelenting vilification from the lefand gasps of disbelief from every-
one else. Alliance with Hitler? [But] when, a fewonths after Krivitsky published
these claims, the Nazi-Soviet Pact was signed irsddw, exactly when he predicted
it would be signed, absurdity had become propheapatoliy Golitsyn has faced
something similar. Officially, Western intelligencservices refused to accept his
analysis that Leninist strategic deception deteesirsoviet behaviour at all times.
Now that the predictions contained in both his siasbooks, 'New Lies for Old'
and 'The Perestroika Deception', have turned dog tibue, the silence is deafening.

According to the Soviet 'GRU defector’, Victor Stwo®, Stalin's real aim
was to facilitate such a conflagration in Europerolming Germany, France and
Britain, that not only would the European empires thecapitated, but the Soviet
Revolution would be free to seize total hegemonyoughout Europe by filling
the resulting power vacuum. That analysis conttiaging of truth.
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Just as the Soviets had played a double game wémé&hy in 1921-22,
deceiving Rathenau into signing a Soviet-draftedatyy at Rapallo, and cursing
him in the process (he paid with his life for th@pRllo Treaty two months later,
being murdered by nationalist assassins, who hadisad him of being a 'pro-
Communist Jew'), so did the Soviets employ dualidacto force their ‘'line' on the
Germans in 1939, by steadily raising their demaadsthe British and the French.
Indeed the Soviets used negotiations with the Westgowers to ensure that
Germany would pay a high price for Soviet cooperati- re-established under
the terms of the secret agreements between Gernaady the Soviet Union of
23rd August 1939, which partitioned Eastern Eurogsveen them.

The Soviets then worked out a batch of new econommgeements in
subsequent detailed negotiations, under which @ar pbilateral Economic Treaty,
signed on 19th August 1939, would be implementedupported by special oil
delivery and railway transit agreements arising mfrodiscussions concerning
German access to the Borislav-Drogobic oil fieldsauth-central Europe.

A revised version of the new Economic Treaty betwdke Soviet Union
and Germany was not signed until 11th February 19dlowing many weeks of
problematical negotiations, mainly conducted in bws with Stalin's repeated
personal involvement. It provided for a colossal visbGerman exchange
of raw materials for German manufactured productschnical designs and
equipment, together with other specialised itemdisTaccord provided the
economic basis upon which Germany thought it cordty to support its attack
in the West, since there would be adequate oil ifertanks, enough manganese
for the German steel industry, and plenty of grdor German soldiers and
workers. As for goods which the Soviet Union couldt supply from its own
resources, Moscow would assist Berlin by purchadingm on Germany's behalf
elsewhere in the world, or transporting them acr8swiet territory to Germany,
provided the Germans had placed the necessaryiogyarrchase orders.

In addition, the Soviets greatly assisted the Gesmavith their naval
warfare operations, providing a special naval batea bay near the Soviet port
of Murmansk, together with the use of other Sowpetts, and ultimately making
possible the movement of a German auxiliary cruiseound Siberia into the
Northern Pacific to prey on allied shipping. In baoge for all this, the Soviets
demanded, and the Germans to some extent agreebsist in, the build-up of
Soviet naval power on which Stalin insisted. Haviaggely failed so far to engage
the United States in the construction of his inezhchaval power - he had tried
unsuccessfully to have a battleship built in Ameri@and had made other attempts
at receiving US assistance for a modernised andrgad fleet - Stalin had turned to
Germany, which found it expedient to use naval gepaint, naval plans and even
an uncompleted cruiser as part payment for raw niat¢gedelivered by the USSR.

But while the Soviet Leninists were simultaneouslyeceiving both
the West and the Germans, the Germans thought these deceiving Stalin.
Gerhard Weinberg, an astute observer, summarigeglaition succinctly:

‘The Soviet leader was willing to help Germany figts current war with
the Western powers while looking long-term to aldwip of Soviet power - in
this instance, in the naval field, in a world tooy war only among the capitalist
powers. Hitler, on the other hand, wanted whateagsistance he could get to win
the war with the West, which he had always considethe great and difficult pre-
requisite for unlimited territorial expansion eastds. He was confident that any
improvements that the Russians could make in thewy in the interim, would
make no difference to the outcome of Germany'siimge east, when it came'.
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THE SECOND PAN-GERMAN REFUSAL TO ACCEPT DEFEAT

After the Second World War, whereas the West asduthat German power had
been decisively defeated in 1945, leading Germaad other ideas. Just as their
predecessors had refused to accept defeat in 1®il8&yere senior German policy-
makers working overtime, from as early as 1941, design the 'New Europe'-
'Europaische Wirtschaftsgemeinschaft' - which woddd the instrument for the
consolidation of their objectives, despite the sw tatastrophic consequences of
Hitler's stewardship. For, as the war progressedi &ermany's plans for achiev-
ing hegemony in Europe began to disintegrate, puolakers in Berlin turned their
attention yet again to the familiar alternative leser relations with Soviet Russia.
A directive dated 15th March 1944, later found Ibg tAllies, from the Intelligence
Department of the German High Command, and signgd Admiral Canaris,
Hitler's intelligence mastermind, contained decisioby the German Foreign
Office, the Security Division (SD) and the Deparitieof Defence (Abwehr),
emphasising Germany's 'goal... to crush the enemjém whose object it is
to destroy for ever the German Reich militarilypeemically and culturall§?.

This document asserted that 'in the event of a tretgd peace, or should
we be defeated, Germany would have everything tm gain the long run - by
joining the East. The memorandum summarised varioneans of conveying,
to President Roosevélt by special channels, the suggestion that the &msm
are inclined to re-establish intimate relationshwite Soviets:

'We must point to the danger that Germany may becetb to cooperate
with Russia'. This was an exact replay of the Pamtn attempts to influence
Western responses ahead of the Versailles Treaty.

A few weeks before Germany's surrender, a furthecuthent, dated 3rd
April 1945, found after the war, was initialled bige Chief of the High Command
of Hitler's Wehrmacht, Field Marshal Keitel, and Brand Admiral Doenitz, who
became Hitler's immediate successor. Entitled "Theercoming of the Catastrophe’,
the paper stressed that 'Germany's final comeback anly be achieved in close
cooperation with the Soviet Union'. It was this doent which contained the
observations cited on page 150:

‘A colossal bloc of world-dominating greatness, remaic power, energy
and numbers of population would be created fromancéo ocean. Not only
would the danger of future wars for generations dheninated from Europe, but
also from the double continent of Eurasia. The tameat peoples, the Russians
and the Germans, have extraordinary possibilitiex fevelopment without
collision of their interests [implying that theimterests diverge - Ed.]... Thus
would be formed an alliance between the young $etidorces against the old
rotten entrenched powers of the West'.

In short, just because Germany was on the brinkotd#l defeat, this did not
mean that that there had been, or would ever bg, discontinuity of underlying
German strategy -just as there was never any tiseomtinuity of Soviet strategy
in 1989-91. In every compromising document of therr@an High Command
drawn up in the closing years of the Second Worldr\&nd captured by the Allies,
it was clear that, from 1943 onwards, German paligkers were stressing the view
that any fresh military defeat of Germany neededy o be regarded as an
unhappy episode in the far greater struggle foldwsupremacy.

And in 1944, the French weekly paper 'Combat' hadliphed a 60-page
memorandum, prepared by General von Stuepnagelmiexs the causes of
German military setbacks to date in the Second &vavlar, and at the same time
analysing conditions for victory in a future ware Had written:
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'What does a temporary defeat matter if, through distruction of people and
material wealth in enemy countries, we are ableségure a margin of economic
and demographic superiority even greater than befl839? If we can succeed in
doing this, this war will have been useful, sintewill enable us, within the next
25 years, to wage another war under better conditio

'Our enemies will grow weary before we do. We shalve to organise a
campaign of pity designed to induce them to senchesded supplies at the earliest
possible moment. Above all, we must hold on to #ssets we have deposited in
neutral countries. The present war will thus haweerb victorious, in spite of our
temporary military defeat, because it will have rbea march forward towards
our supremacy'.

The heirs of the Nazis have indeed proved themseloebe experts at hold-
ing onto their assets. Slush funds that financetleHappear to have been used for
similar purposes in our era: for instance, the leeyretrochemical works which
produced gasoline from coal, located in easternnfamy, and constructed by
I. G. Farben at the beginning of the Second Worldr\Wvas sold, under President
Mitterrand, to the allegedly corrupt French oil nfir EIf-Aquitaine, with some of
the proceeds being allegedly channelled to finahtmmut Kohl and his CDU.
I. G. Farben, now Hoechst, is notorious for itsataus determination to hold
on to its former assets. True to form, it foughtpmtracted lawsuit in the United
States to retrieve its US assets, which were oniglly released (by Robert Kennedy)
through Interhandel, a Zurich front company, inpa@se to pressure by Prince
Radziwill, who happened to be married to Lee Kepned

It would be interesting to know whether the saletbé Leuna petrochem-
ical works to EIf-Aquitaine represented another esbvmanoeuvre by Hoechst to
facilitate the retrieval of the Leuna plant.

THE 'MADRID CIRCULAR' OF THE GERMAN GEOPOLITICAL CENTRE

The same Pan-German confidence was evident in aetsememorandum dated
September 1950, issued by the German Geopoliticahtr€ in Madrid, which

seemed to represent a blueprint for the foreignicpobf the Bonn Government-
Later known as the 'Madrid Circufdly' this document, a copy of which was inter-
cepted by Western intelligence in the mail, coradithe following passages:

'Future historians will reveal the great vision twitvhich responsible leaders
of the Third Reich created with confident deterrtiora those measures which sub-
sequently smashed the united front of the enemy raade Germany again a much
desired partner in a new political-strategic altienAnd all this was accomplished at
the time when German leaders had to go throughséiwere crisis of the on-coming
defeat. By no means did the political and militdeadership of the Third Reich
skid into the catastrophe in an irrational mannas, so many blockheads and
ignoramuses often tell us. The various phases ambecuences of the 'collapse’
(‘Zusammenbruch’) were thoroughly studied and mdnrby the most capable
experts (‘faehigste Koepfen'). Nothing occurred divance; everything was carefully
planned. The result of this careful planning waat,thalready a few months after
Potsdam, the coalition of the victors went on ieks'.

"The decision for a western or eastern orientatieess influenced by fac-
tors of Realpolitik. In the light of conditions maling in 1945, we could expect
only from the West - or rather from the United 8#at- moderate conditions for
an armistice, measures of relief, and a sympathetiderstanding. The machin-
ery which we had prepared so carefully in advan@a tconsciously brought
about conditions and situations which after thdagpsle confronted America's
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political leaders with the choice of accepting chaand Bolshevism throughout
Germany, or adopting a constructive programmewloatid save Germany and the whole
of Europe'. Once again, German strategic analystl pdanners were using the same
meansof indirect coercion and intimidation on the WesteAllies that they had

employed during the run-up to Versailles and Genrodhe threat of universal

Bolshevisation, if Germany was not comprehensivebhabilitated. And yet,

all the while, the strategists were insistent, bdkhe-scenes, that Germany's
true interests resided towards the east - Bolshews no Bolshevism. In other

words, these National Socialists insisted that theglly had far more in common
with the international socialists (Communists) thanth the West, which had

severely humiliated them twice; and in performingese constant intellectual
contortions, they chose, for strategic purposes,digregard the fact that Soviet
Russia had contributed to Germany's latest hunaitiat

The 'Madrid Circular' continued:

'Such a plan and such a bold programme could ordy shccessfully carried
out by a political schooling now proved to have rbeaf paramount importance.
When we take into consideration under what tremasddifficulties and dangers
the organisation' [i.e., the Nazi Internationalhdhto work in an underground man-
ner and directed from abroad without any protectwnbacking by any state, care-
fully watched and persecuted by agents of a reveahgmemy, then the successful
outcome seems like a miracle. In order to bring #reericans back to reason and
away from Potsdam, we organised chaotic conditiong thorough and systematic
manner (‘haben wir mit gruendlicher Systematiklaasos organisiert’)".

The Nazi authors, therefore, claimed credit for cexhating the apparently
unorganised economic and social shambles, and Her universal sullenness, that
pervaded Germany following the collapse of 1945:

'‘Even after the collapse, the National SocialistrtyPacontinued to work in
a camouflaged way (‘getarnt’)’ [i.e., went undemgch as the CPSU did in 1991,
invoking its long experience of underground workioprto the 1917 Revolution
and during the German occupation in the Second d&V@vhar] 'in many dozens of
seemingly innocuous societies and groups, in otdekeep alive and undiluted the
national outlook of the German people. In the samay as many small brooks go
towards making a mighty stream, the various natisti@ and radical groups in
the Zonen-Reich carried out, almost without exaepti worthwhile and powerful
propaganda. Each of these groups had its speahklaad had to adjust its work in
line with certain situations and circumstances. Eweav, it was of chief importance
to direct the underlying trend of patriotic propada towards the same goal. The
more diverse and unconnected these groups appearetie surface, the less they
were apt to arouse suspicion (of the occupying aiitbs) that they were directed
and influenced by a central organization.... We ehaplaced our confidential
agents, observers and representatives for speesisignenents in all groups and
parties - even among Communist organisations amdr tflonts. The greater the
number of organisations controlled and influencgdus, the more effective will be
the results of our work'.

According to the 'Madrid Circular', it was also mo small part due to the
covert operations of Nazi representatives, agemifiltrators, propagandists and
saboteurs, that the peasants delivered almost nd fo the cities; no coal was
brought up from the pits; the wheels of industryrevenot turning; and the people
were almost starving. The monetary system was tdgiating, too: so, the Nazi
Madrid Circular' claimed, 'there remained nothingthe Yankees to do but to
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give in and scrap the Potsdam programme. Soonwatds, the Western Zone
received food supplies, local self-government, ®esitee economic health, credits
for currency reform, and finally broad political Ifsdetermination. Today we are
on the last stage towards complete sovereignty'.

The 'Madrid Circular' went even further - claiminbat Germany's recovery
by 1950 had been entirely a consequence of Gertazrbhlliance:

"The revival of Germany was not a gift of the Aneans, but was exclusively
the result of our own far-sighted planning. Wereated total confusion in Washing-
ton. By keeping Germany industrially strong and daining the support of influential
Senators and Representatives in the American Cssidiee our propaganda against
the dismantling of large industrial enterprises, ¥imally succeeded in preserving
Germany as the leading industrial power in the thearEurope. Thus the plans of
Potsdam and Yalta came to naught and the periotheofCold War began - develop-
ing into a struggle between the East and the Waestthe decisive question as to
who should exploit German industry and within whosbit Germany's industrial
potential should be incorporated. In this way, Gamn gained valuable time for
further manoeuvring'.

The document from the Nazi International reiteratiét ‘for us the war
has never stopped and, as is well known, in warryevese is permissible’. It
concluded with a flourish that 'in 1945, orientatitowards the East would have
been totally wrong. It could only have stirred upe tWest against us and, in view
of the deep-rooted hatred of the Russians at fina¢ tgainst everything German,
it would have brought common action of our enemégminst us and would have
spelled *finis' to all our aspirations. Thanks, leer, to our correct decisions, the
situation has changed entirely today. We are noeeosgain in a position to influ-
ence the turn of events. Today we are again makistpry'. And the authors added
dismissively that the Americans 'are now seekirgy dtvice of our generals whom they
formerly called criminals; they come pleading far belp against Russia'.

In the early years of the Nazi movement, Dr Goeblteld written to a young
German Communist that 'the day will come when Nazigand Communism
will fight side by side the decadent powers of West'. The Nazi Party's manual
of 1933 openly advocated that Germany 'by a cliseip with Russia will free her-
self in the quickest way from her present untenaditategic position'. If you are
a devil, you do not need a long spoon to sup witk of your kind. And in 1934,
Hitler, anticipating his notorious pact with Stalfive years later, told Hermann
Rauschning: 'Why should | not conclude a pact wRbhssia, when, by doing so,
| can improve our position? An alliance with Russidll be the last trump card
in my hand. Maybe this will become the most dagagnble of my life".

Some years later, the 'Madrid Circular' clarifiechatv Hitler had implied -
that Germany's Ostpolitik, driven by German inttsesnd geopolitical ambition
as discussed, was equally dictated by pragmatisiderations:

'In view of the present political situation (‘realiische Lage’), the policy
of orientation towards the West has lost all megnior sense. A conscious
policy of neutrality, going hand-in-hand with closeconomic cooperation with
the East, would come from a long-range point ofwyido supersede a merely
pro-Soviet orientation'.

‘We must not forget that Germany has always consileorientation
towards the West as a policy of expedience, or tmebe pursued only under
pressure of circumstances, such as was the caddapoleon's time, after 1918,
and also after 1945. All of our great national kxa&dhave constantly counselled
the long-range policy of close cooperation withtEdsis Frederick the Great,



Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals 185

Count von Stein, Bismarck, von Seeckt, BrockdodfiBau and' [omitting any
reference, of course, to Hitler] 'in the past 3Grge all our leading geopoliticians'.
By the end of 1940, Hitler's policy had run intobénd alley (‘Zwangslage’) and
the hard decision had to be made to ensure by mehitke sword access to the
gigantic sources of raw materials in the East, whReissia would never have delivered
voluntarily, and without which we could never reaably expect to
force a showdown against the Anglo-American bloc'.
In other words, the German Geopolitical Centre alatempted to justify
Hitler's breach of the Rippentrop-Molotov Pact ormagmatic grounds. Even so,
the Fuhrer's mistakes were reluctantly acknowledg&lr present policy’', the
'‘Madrid Circular' added, 'must be to overcome thresequences of our previous mistakes.
An emasculated Germany should never allow itself b® used as a
spearhead in an attack against the Russian colo3$is would be an insane act,
and would spell our final doom, whereas Germanyttes exponent of European
neutrality could gain far-reaching concessions fthenSoviets'.

'We must not let ourselves become befogged by Wigsti's stupid and
meaningless slogans about the "struggle of demgcraersus Communism".
The so-called American democracy does not deselee sacrifice of the bones
of even a single German soldier. In the present @fgeegimented and militarised
economics, the babbling about democracy and seeaftee ‘enterprise’ is such
nonsense that we need not squander a single momengfuting this American
propaganda swindle'.

After this outburst, the 'Madrid Circular' elab@et with a summary of
Germany's ‘vision' for Europe that was identical th@ vision later enunciated by
ideologues such as Joschka Fiscffer'What Germany needs in the future is not
democracy but a system of statecraft similar tot tbh the Soviet dictatorship
which would enable the political and military eliten Germany to organise’
[cf. the Maastricht Treaty] 'the industrial capgcibf Europe and the military
qualities of the German people for the revival bk tGerman race and the re-
establishment of Europe as the power centre inwibdd'. Therefore, the German
strategists believe Europe to be just an exterdi@ermany (‘Lebensraum’).

Finally, the Russian issue was again addressedcovect evaluation of the
Russian problem is important for Germany's futuree Second World War clearly
proved that Germany was not in a position to meeilthe necessary manpower
and... economic reserves.... Our surprising suesesa the Polish and Western
campaigns lured our political and military leademo the belief that they could
overrun the Russian armies. And it was demonstratedw how foolish it was
to disregard the wise admonition of Bismarck whbrouighout his life, warned
us against making Russia our enemy'.

At the beginning of 2000, the German General Stedf 're-formed'. General
Staffs exist in order to make and perfect militalsecurity’ and intelligence plans.
The German General Staff can now do so with confide given fulfilment of the
conditions implicit in the German military dictumhat 'he who would conquer
Europe must first isolate and neutralise the Brjtiparticularly the English. Only
then may we expand to the East'.

Judging by the brazenly insensitive approach of thevernment led by
Chancellor Gerhard Schroder in raising the issueKafiningrad, which had been
assumed internationally to be a taboo subject, Gaman General Staff believes
that the British have indeed been neutralised. tBayy may not understand that the
purpose of Kaliningrad is as displayed in the mappage 237. Alternatively, they
may simply be mesmerised by the Leninists' sucaksetak look' deception.
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CONTINUING INFLUENCE OF THE NAZI INTERNATIONAL'S PRESCRIPTIONS

The blueprint prepared and circulated by the Na@&rman Geopolitical Centre
in Madrid shaped the basic direction of long-rangfeategic deception planning
underlying Germany's foreign policy from Dr. KonrAdenauer onwards.

Towards the end of the Second World War, a bookeamgul in the United
States which instantly became a best-seller ambegGerman-American districts of
New York, Chicago, Cleveland and St. Paul. Entittdthe German Talks Baék' and
published by Henry Holt, this book, written by ar@an newspaperman, Heinrich
Hauser, insisted that the Germans had been 'dedjusith Western civilization,
the culmination of which was and is the United &atFull of 'apocalyptic hatreds
against the world of Western civilization... diredt pre-eminently against the
United States', Hauser wrote that the Germansheir ffinal despair, would turn to
the East, and that Germany would soon become 'tieemgon the giant chessbhoard
of power politics'. Hauser even went to far as tlvomate that Germany should
accept Communism, as a means of consolidating tha-G&rman prescription
and Lebensraum. 'If the Germans accept CommunismtHeir new dream and
ideology, and do it quickly, they will be lifted rabst overnight from the status of
outcast lepers to the status of allies of the gdend power on earth. If one has
to embrace Communism in order to get Lebensraurat ohit?’

Other ostensibly anti-Nazi Germans were of a similaind - including
Friedrich Stampfer, a former member of the Germanigment, who published an
article in 'Neue Volkszeitung', New Ydfk As a leading Social Democratic leader
during the period of the Weimar Republic, Stampfaxd warned the West that,
unless leniency was shown, the Germans would torthé East. Then, in 1944, he
wrote: There is a way out for Germany from totafeit and - we have to say it
openly - the Western powers are pushing Germanyemgically towards that
way. Germany can change the situation of defeatisidety and at once by
lining up with the only real power on the Eurastamtinent, with Russia'.

'‘Germany, even in defeat, can give many things tssR: the open way,
Hamburg and the Rhine, trained General Staff officgechnicians, skilled work-
ers, soldiers, warships, tanks, bombers and thet mmslern weapons of destruc-
tion. Germany can bring about the final destructioh the French-British barrier
(to the fulfilment of our ambitions), the liquidati of the British Empire and
the end of West European colonial rule'. Since Bngish and French had destroyed
the German Empire, it was high time that Germargktsteps to repay Britain and
France in kind; and this could only be done by @wapng closely with the Soviets,
whose Comintern, at its Second and Sixth Congre¢dely 1920 and September
1928) had given high priority to decolonisation Wgmenting discontent and
nationalism in the European colonies and in India fact over which MVD-KGB
General Eduard Shevardnadze was to gloat at the A®4Jnion CPSU Conference
on Foreign Policy and Diplomacy (also referred $otlae Scientific and Practical Con-
ference of the USSR Ministry of Foreign Affairsjdver Moscow on 25th July 1988:

'‘Let us recall the role played by Soviet diplomats posing the question
of eliminating the colonial system and in resolvthg problem’.

The German Geopolitical Centre, although it senasl the headquarters
of the Nazi International ('Die Spinne'), was irctfaust one of a number of carefully
camouflaged external postwar entities, masqueradiagcommercial enterprises or
else as German relief organisations. Another ma#zi Nnternational establishment
was based in Rome. Following the defeat in 194%, Madrid HQ and the other
German geopolitical centres were financed by resmmubrought to safety, partly via
Switzerland, prior to the collapse. On 25th Juné51®Villiam L. Clayton, a former
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assistant Secretary of State, testified to a subrtittee of the American Senate's
Committee on Military Affairs: 'l should like to stiuss... the current and urgent
problems of frustrating German attempts to hideatha stake for another

gamble at world domination'.

The Department of State has abundant evidence that Nazis, in anticip-
ation of military defeat, made careful plans torgaon in foreign countries a wide
range of activities necessary to support an evénesurgence of German power.
For this purpose, plans were made, and carriediroygart, to transfer abroad suff-
icient funds and specially trained personnel torycam Pan-German activities, even
while the allied armies were in occupation of Gempna. They have made stren-
nous efforts to move abroad assets of all kindsichwitan be converted into funds
for the financing of hostile activities'.

'Our safehaven program is a combined effort of thepartment of State,
the Treasury Department, and the Foreign EconométmiAistration to deny to
Germany, in the interests of justice and futureusgg the economic power aris-
ing from (@) the organized looting of occupied doies, (b) the flight of German
capital in anticipation of defeat, and (c) the Gammcapital investment already
located abroad when the war began'.

'Our investigations have vyielded a considerable wmo of information
which indicates the schemes and devices which tleemé&ns planned to use in
order to safeguard their foreign holdings and fiemsadditional property abroad.
In many cases, they have concealed their intergstéoreign properties through
holding companies as cloaks. In other cases theye hebandoned formal voting
control but retained a firm grip on manufacturingncerns through domination
of technical processes. They have transformed theidings into bearer shares
in order to take advantage of the fact that thke tib such shares can be traced
only with extreme difficulty. Moreover, the Germarsave also taken advantage
in some countries of administrative inefficiencyamorruption'.

‘The Germans systematically looted all manner ofualde property, not
only to satisfy the aesthetic sensibilities of sumdlebrated collectors as Goering,
but to acquire wealth cheaply for concealment adrobooting reached its all-
time low when gold was picked from the teeth of-gaamber victims. A more

subtle form of looting was outright ‘purchase' wittcupation currency from
fearful sellers'.

In addition to 'Die Spinne', related Nazi Internafll organisations were
known by codenames such as ‘Edelweiss', 'KonsBtharnhorst', 'Sechsgestirn’,
‘Leibwache’, and 'Odessa’ (the organisation of Nbaei elite guard). There was even
much talk in Nazi circles, as late as in 1951, ofibrant Fascist Internatioral
These organisations were devoted to perpetuatieg NBzi concept of Germany's
mission to control the world, or the Nazi Weltarsebng (‘world outlook’). This
ideology was summarised by the '‘Madrid Circulathia following terms:

The training which the German nation received dyrithe twelve years
of the National Socialist leadership has createdirm basis on which German
world politics will be able to carry on again inethuture. No German is willing to
fight and die for democracy. The German people,|l weined and steeled under
National Socialist leadership, are dominated by tsamvereign ideas: the concept
of a German Reich, and Germany's mission of leagersn the world (‘Deutsche
Fuhrermission in der Welt). These two ideas haweerg our people a powerful
driving force for the dynamic execution of the wbmnission. The mystical element'
a coded reference to Nazi satanism which has beeread by one analyst as a
reference to 'the thousand-year history of the HRdynan Empire' - 'and the
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religious tradition embodied in the concept of tiReich, sparks our political
mission and is especially attractive within theh@dit world'.

‘A nation which has lost two world wars in the gshgpan of thirty years
but is already again conscious of its future tastam never be defeated. National
training and political school has conditioned ther@an people as a first-class
instrument for the execution of world politics ongaand scale. No other people
on earth has such political maturity, fanaticalttfa[sic!], iron-clad willpower and
flexibility in tactics - not merely only to overcandefeat, but also to start again
from scratch. German tradition and belief in a worhission uplifts the whole
German nation. Everyone feels within his deepestsciousness that the great
national task - the struggle for world dominationwill ultimately be crowned
with victory.... The present power position of tigtavic world is a geopolitical
reality which we must accept, at least for the tirbeing. Germany's future
policy should be the quiet penetration of Europe...

NAZI PENETRATION OF GERMANY'S POSTWAR STRUCTURES

As soon as the Western powers had conceded thapdliey of allowing Germany
to putrify, favoured initially by the Allies, wa® tbe abandoned [see below], the Nazi
geopoliticians based in Madrid flooded back to Gamyn and quickly succeeded in
establishing the closest possible links with thfeirmer friends in the Berlin official
structures, with leading journalists and officiaho had served in Dr Goebbels'
propaganda organisation, and with diplomats fronmbbRntrop's Foreign Office
who were collectively to shape Bonn's foreign polinder Dr Adenauer.

It was during a debate in the Bonn Parliament oth 1®ctober 1951, that
Dr Adenauer admitted that 134 former Nazis who hate served in Ribben-
trop's Foreign Office, where already occupying higbsitions within the Bonn
Government's Foreign Service. Other well-known Naznd geopolitical plan-
ners acquired senior positions on leading Germarspapers and magazines.

A steady stream of information and propaganda unttns flowed
between the Madrid Geopolitical Centre and its atmdrators in West Germany,
and vice versa. These instructions were summarisedeneral terms and in just
a few sentences by the 'Madrid Circular', as fodow

It must be our supreme duty to place ourselvesth@ vanguard of the
struggle to keep Europe out of any future war. § succeed in this, we will surely
gain the trust of the people and undisputed lehderin Europe, not excluding
Britain. In such a roundabout way we would be aoleestablish the foundation for
future world leadership'. There was, in truth, rerably little material difference
between the way Nazi strategists thought and opdraand the modus operandi
of their original mentors, the Leninist strategstel the Comintern.

Arguing that, by these subtle means, German forgigticy could trans-
form Europe, so that the Europeans would finally Wwiling to accept German
leadership, the Nazi planners insisted, from thenfoat of their Madrid HQ, that
Germany would ultimately be in a position to fulfihe objectives reviewed by
Hitler's experts in 1941 and summarised in the Nalzieprint for the European
Economic Community, 'Europaische Wirtschaftsgenutiaf'.

Details of that blueprint had been published by Hew York Herald Tribune
as early as 31st May 1940 in the article cited agep147 by Dorothy Thompson,
entitted 'The World Germanica', wherein she haditemi that 'the Germans have a
clear plan of what they intend to do in case otariz... Germany's plan is to make a
customs union of Europe, with complete financiald aeconomic control centred
in Berlin. This will create at once the larges&fteade area and the largest planned
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economy in the world. That writer had further watiirther elaboration]:

"The Germans count upon political power followingoromic power, and
not vice versa. Territorial changes do not conctdram, because there will be no
'France' or 'England’, except as language groufifle limmediate concern is felt
regarding political organisations. No nation willave the control of its own
financial or economic system, or of its customse THazification of all countries
will be accomplished by economic pressure. In alrdries, contacts have been
established long ago with sympathetic businessmewn andustrialists’. This
explains the perverse collectivist support of dert&d)K industrialists for Britain
joining the Euro, and for abandoning sovereignty.

Dorothy Thompson went on to describe a terrifyingwN German World
Order, 'with only the master race, the Germanwatl to bear arms. If, how-
ever, the United States wants to concur, all arnmasnean be radically reduced'.

Now compare this picture of a German-controlled dper with the descrip-
tion by John Foster Dulles, one of the architedtshe United States' postwar for-
eign policy, as explained in his book 'War or Pepdacmillan, New York, 1950]:

‘The countries participating in the Marshall Plaavé a total population
of more then two hundred million and there is ahhikpvel of education and
culture. That population is greater than the enpopulation of the Soviet Union
or of the United States'.

‘These two hundred million and more people haveEurope and in their
African colonial possessions, a great part of tlwldis natural resources. Coal, iron,
copper, potash, phosphate, uranium, are only a déwhe many mineral resources
found in greatest richness within in this Westeontoolled area, a natural wealth
that cannot be matched either in the Soviet Uniain the United States'.

This book does not seek to unravel the mysterieAmerican policymaking
confusion, or to measure its currents and counterots in the immediate postwar
years. If a fear of such a united European bloc badn real, American interests
would have been best served by fostering the naamie of the historic national
divisions in Europe, rather than by encouraging] aeeking to accelerate, through
such means as covert CIA funding of the Europearvevient (established as an
instrument of the Revolution developed mainly aseault of manoeuvring by the
late Dr Joseph Retinger, an itinerant Pole basedoimdon, who was an agent of the
Comintern®- the process of European unification, which Amemic observers
are only now starting to recognise as a prospetitiesat.

The fashion for regionalism at the State Departmemd in the mainstream
US media following the Second World War was fed &yJS fear of nationalism -
which, for American policymakers, meant Nazism. §hin a report, the United
States High Commissioner in Germany wrote in De@mhb951 concerning the
‘re'-emergence of German nationalism: 'Unhappilygstmof the established polit-
ical parties have been stoking the merchandise atiomalism. Even some Federal
Ministers have not been above such actions'. Whetiee US official had put two
and two together, to conclude that it was the cmitig Nazis who were fostering
this tendency, was not made clear. On 1st Noveri®ér, a pro-Adenauer weekly,
'‘Christ und Welt', by this time the leading geoficdl mouthpiece in Western
Germany, expounded the thesis that Dr Adenauerlcyp@imed at the creation
of a strong Germany as the main 'pifiaih a United Europe. A few weeks later -
on 27th December 1951, 'Christ und Welt' picturedtmng West Germany which
could make, in the name of a United Europe, anrdffethe Kremlin. For ‘without
the consent of the Russians', asserted FrankfMigemeine Zeitung on 6th Novem-
ber 1951, 'the reunification of Germany is impokesiliHence, the postwar division
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of Germany proved to be the ultimate Leninist dii@l ploy which the Soviets
would exploit to try to ensure that Germany's ldegn geopolitical alignment
would have to be fundamentally centred on Moscow.

The editorial stressed that Germans and Russiansldwbave to live
peacefully together, and suggested that the Russian order to be reassured,
should 'have the right of regular inspection of tteength of the German armed
forces'. And on 18th January 1952, 'Der Forts¢hbtised in Essen, declared that the
strategy of Germany's foreign policy should be: véte burn bridges towards the
East; gain time and keep on with diplomatic nedjimties'.

Certainly, under the Adenauer Government, there wxéensive agree-
ment among German policymakers that, some day, Geemans would sit down
in the Kremlin and come to an agreement on theeissti German reunification.
As T. H. Tetens wrote in 'Germany plots with theeiitin' [Henry Schuman, New
York, 1953], 'such negotiations would be the beigignof a general discussion of
Europe's position as a whole towards the SovietokinWhen that moment arrives,
the Germans will sit again in the driver's seats-tlae strongest nation economically,
politically and militarily on the European Continennourished with billions of
dollars from the United States'. This is what thaziNInternational's analysts meant
when they wrote in their 'Madrid Circular' of 1950:he Americans have lost the
Cold War and the entire future, but they are notyat aware of it'. Forty years
later, the Americans thought they had ‘'won the C@ldr' - the Germans having
'sat down in the Kremlin', as predicted.

As for the growing ranks of disgruntled former Garmsoldiers and officers,
the view had taken root by the early 1950s thatntaey would be far better off
siding with the East against the West. A partidylatwisted popular argument
among German veterans ran as follows: 'If we figbt the Americans, Stalin
will ship us by the millions as prisoners to SilkerThat means misery, slave labour
and death. But if we fight with the Russians, ahd fmericans win, we will go
as prisoners to the United States which means good, good treatment and
nothing to fear. Thus it is better we go with thesBians'.

OSTPOLITIK: DIALECTICAL GERMAN ORIENTATION TO THE EAST

As discussed in Part One, Germany and the 'for@eviet Union are today bound
together today by bilateral treaties and secreeeaygents concluded in 1990. But
those accords simply consolidated and formalisecatwhad long been planned
and mutually understood. As the informed observesteils reported in 1953,
'the Russians know they have nothing to fear frorasiéfn Germany. They have
secret and open assurances from the industriatidtsthe Ruhr of Germany's
desire for close cooperation with the Est’

Evidence such as this appears to have been ignbyed/NVestern policy
planners, and especially in the US State Departnagwt at the Pentagon. There,
the complacent view had finally prevailed after thar that the Germans would
remain filled with hatred towards the Russians,egivthe rough treatment they
had received at their hands, and could be reliednu remain permanently in
the Western camp, if the United States providedqaa necessary assistance
to enable them to overcome their defeat. The misthkre lay with the Western
assumption that the suffering of the German peaglethe hands of the Soviets
had in any way moderated the mentality of the Germraustrialists. This cen-
tral error of analysis could have been identifiesl early 1948, when a so-called
'great debate' erupted openly among the rapidlyovering Germans, centred
around the issue: West or East orientation? Thetiurewas first discussed that
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year in the Buenos Aires-based geopolitical monttiBer Weg' - the Argentine
capital being a key locus of German Nazi Intermal@eopolitical operatiofis

This article owed its inspiration to the shapers pofstwar Nazi International
policy based at the Madrid HQ. There, the notionswaeavily promoted that
Russo-German collaboration was desirable, in viewthe fact that Hitler had
made a serious mistake in attacking Russia. In'@twist und Welt' article already
cited (1st November 1951), the writer described West German Republic as 'a
sail boat cruising towards two islands far on tlerizon and, in order to withstand
strong-blowing winds, it sets it course alternatédythe left and to the right. Will
the day then not arrive when we must make a dectisie which island to land?
Maybe, but it is not certain. Perhaps one of thends will be washed away by the
waves before we reach it...". Note the familiaroech dialectics here: Thesis, German
attachment to the Western camp; Antithesis, Germagprochement with the East;
Interim Synthesis: German overt attachment to thestéfn camp, accompanied by
contemporaneous German covert rapprochement vétBalriet Bloc.

No articles seemed to have been published in Gemeavspapers discussing
the possibility that the Soviet Union might be tlsand which would be ‘washed
away by the waves' - this idea being alien to thes#ional Socialists, who shared
the Leninists' manic conviction and certainty oé timevitability of the global victory
of socialism. On the contrary, German expectationthat respect centred around the
United States - with 'Der Weg' in Buenos Aires, pgiresying the ‘coming doom' of
the United States as early as 1949. In the 'Ma@iidular' letter, it was declared to
be Germany's solemn task to ‘'take the leadershifturope’'s struggle against the
United States', to grab a few more billions frone tifankees' huge dollar chest,
‘and then kick them out or simply hand them oveh&oRussians'.

DR ADENAUER AND HIS PAN-GERMAN NAZI BAGGAGE

Dr Adenauer represented the tradition of old ImgerGermany, defeated once,
which had tried a second time at world dominatidifter the second attempt had
ended in failure, the Germans could not have foandnore astute leader for the
difficult task of restoring Germany's power than Bdenauer. He was a master of
political strategy, who derived his rich experientem Germany's past under the
Kaiser, from the years of skillful manoeuvring cheteristic of the Weimar Repub-
lic, and from the political trickery of the Third eiRh. Hence, like Shevardnadze
after him, the German Chancellor was frequentlgmrefd to as the old 'fox'.

Born in Cologne in 1876, he became interested imiaipal politics and after
serving as deputy to the Lord Mayor of Cologneyvedras Lord Mayor of that city
himself from 1917 to 1933. During that long periddr, Adenauer wielded influence
on all issues of domestic and foreign policy in ieimar Republic - as Chairman
of the Conference of German Cities, serving as itkeas of the Prussian State
Council from 1920 to 1933, and belonging to the dttiwe Committee of the
Catholic Centre Party. He was a friend of prominbankers - notably Dr Robert
Pferdmenges and Dr Hermann Abs, both of his hontg, ¢ologne, who were
influential supporters of Hitler's regime and wetider's ‘favourite bankers'.

Yet when the Allied armies occupied Cologne in 19¢% Americans rashly
reinstalled Dr Adenauer in his former job as Lordaydr. The British were less
stupid: after the Reich was divided into zones, #rel British took over in Cologne,
Dr Adenauer was temporarily dismissed from his caffiand his political activities
were banned - for reasons which have never beesaley. It is tantalising to think
that during that period, the British may have ustwyd what Dr Adenauer stood
for, and had the good sense to cut him down to Biethe respite was temporary.
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In the post-war years, Dr Konrad Adenauer caused ttiiee Western High
Commissioners all kinds of problems - framing hishéwviour on the basis of the
old Pan-German concept of 'Deutschland Uber Allesdér Welt'. This behaviour
prompted The New York Times' correspondent, Drewdd¥éton - who had rushed
to report Lenin's decision to 'discard Communismhen the Soviet leader had
introduced his New Economic Policy [NEP] deceptiom 1921 - to comment
upon Dr Adenauer's 'fondness for large, even goeedli political conceptions and
theories'. Diplomats found it 'difficult to recofeithese flights of thoughts with the
urgency of Germany's needs at the morfenThe Pan-German verbal tradition of
grandiose conceptions and theories was subsequetghorated to the status of a
fine art by Dr Adenauer's successor, ChancellormdéelKohl, to whom it fell to
preside over the final stages of the realisatioB@fmany's unification ambitions.

On 14th August 1949, The New York Times quoted tbowing remarks
from Dr Adenauer's election rhetoric. Having expesb his hatred for Great Britain,
and having declared that the British 'are our tememies and they intend to block
the resurrection of Western Germany', Dr Adenaukmnbtless smarting from the
unexpectedly harsh treatment he had received whenBtitish took over his Zone,
exclaimed: A nation like Germany, with one of thestf seats in mankind's history,
has a claim to feel along nationalistic lines. Tioeeigners have got to understand
that the period of collapse and unrestricted dotiinaby the Allies is finished'.

Dr Adenauer even claimed, in 1945, long before bw#og Chancellor, in
the course of a speech delivered in Berne, Swimdrl that the German people had
never surrendered to the Allies. This was becatiseGerman military leaders who
did so in May 1945 had 'no mandate from the Germpanple to submit to the
terms of unconditional surrender'. And Adenauer cpenled to characterise the
Allies' confiscation of German patents as 'outrighibbery’. In the course of a mass
meeting held in Berlin in 1950, Dr Adenauer caud$edher embarrassment to the
occupying authorities when, at his request andhie presence of Allied represen-
tatives, he provocatively led a huge crowd in siggDeutschland Uber Alles'.

Even so, from the first day of his Chancellorshipy Adenauer's immediate
aim, hardly assisted by such provocative behaviwas to lull the suspicions which
remained alive among the Allies towards Germanys Kcarcely-veiled objectives
were to free Germany from the consequences of eisastating defeat, to gain full
sovereignty, and to make a resurrected Reich #itea@gain as a partner in a new
alliance which would facilitate continued Germanlking of the Western Allies,
especially the Americans - while covertly fosteriagrapprochement with the Soviets.
Arid in pursuit of these objectives, he took cae dxploit the tensions which
had escalated between the East and the Westernrgpolde Adenauer modelled his
diplomatic methods on those applied before the kwarDr Gustaf Stresemann, who
had handled the post-war political situation follogv Germany's defeat in the First
World War. The Western Allies had regarded Dr %mesnn, when he was serving
as German Foreign Minister, as a 'good European'.

Dr Stresemann had perfected the art of diplomatianipulation. Like
Drs Adenauer and Kohl after him, he was full ofalgtiose ideas and schemes'.
The Western powers chose to overlook, or forgog fact that Stresemann had
also been among the most fanatical Pan-Germansrebedod during the First
World War, and that, accordingly, the political garhe played was full of booby
traps. Both Stresemann and Adenauer were mastersdialéctical diplomatic
double-talk. Both these politicians used Sovietestploys. For example, in 1925,
Dr Stresemann had commented that 'our policy oérof§ the Entente powers a
security pact was undoubtedly correct... it brogghe Entente'.
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This, of course, is exactly the strategy Moscow ingplementing today in
pursuit of its long-standing objective of procurirsg system of collective security
- which would leave the whole of Europe at the meof overt and covert Soviet
military power. Certainly, the Western countriesarteed nothing of lasting value
from their experiences in dealing with the Germathgring the 1920s, which
were followed subsequently by crude blackmail dipdey under Adolf Hitler.
Dr Adenauer used similar tactics.

In particular, Adenauer was adept at never platieg whole menu of German
demands on the table. He moved carefully, step tbp, sso that whenever Western
negotiators thought they had overcome substanttztasles, they were at once
confronted with new demands. These, Adenauer iablyriclaimed, had been pressed
upon him by agitation on the part of domestic offims forces - orchestrated,
it turned out, by Adenauer and his Nazi Internatlomr domestic covert Nazi
colleagues. Before the war, Britain's Foreign Mimis Austen Chamberlain, had
once remarked to Stresemann: 'Whenever we makenaession to you, instead
of acknowledging it, you ask for more'. Chamberlanidently did not under-
stand that the Germans, like the Soviets, alwayartihe despised weak opponents
who made concessions.

This Lenin-like German policy of bold demands, evdmugh Germany
was a defeated power, was typified by Frankfurtigeineine Zeitung, on 17th July
1951, in an editorial which pronounced that 'allnoessions in the direction of
German equality were won only after Germany hadratsed relentless pressure. As
Andre Francois-Poncet, the French High Commissjorguipped, ‘well-behaved
children do not cry - but well-behaved children Iwitever get anything'. By
means of this strategy of always asking for moreleauer succeeded in revers-
ing the Allies' policy of dismantling Germany's glus industry for reparations:
General Clay terminated this policy in 1946. Acdogdto a report in The Herald
Tribune, New York, the reversal of policy had beanplemented because the
General 'seeks German goodwill for political pugs Thus the Americans
recklessly traded the tangible assets which theersgv weakened Allies so des-
perately required, for an intangible asset whichd ithey read the devious Pan-
German mind of Dr Adenauer correctly, and undew$tdbe significance of his
background as well as the power of the Nazi Intiwnal establishment, they
would have known would never be delivered.

In 1949, Mr John L. McCloy, the newly appointed Wgh Commissioner,
accelerated the pace of the United States' capinlao the wily Dr Adenauer's
insistent and provocative demands. According tothemoreport in The Herald Tribune
(19th February 1950), 'in six months here, Mr MgClmave in tremendously to Chan-
cellor Adenauer and the West German Governmentve ga at what many felt was
an alarming rate, in the hope that demands wouldesebut only to be confronted with
other demands from other quarters'. Appeasemenbwes again, the order of the day.

Having thus boldly seized the psychological initiat from the US High
Commissioner, Dr Adenauer succeeded, as the sameeridem newspaper's
Bonn correspondent, Ernest Leiser, reported on Rthuary 1950, in 'putting the
Commission on the defensive and reducing its roleatlargely negative one.... By
this tactic, Dr Adenauer has increased his prestigé authority in the whole field
of politics and has whittled away, simultaneousét, Allied prestige and author-
ity'. This was a perceptive and accurate summingefipthe situation. But most
Western observers stayed clueless about the motigatunderlying Adenauer's
behaviour - attributing it to his 'native cunningind failing to evaluate it in the
broader context of the lack of any discontinuityuoflerlying German strategy.



194 THE EUROPEAN UNION COLLECTIVE

ADENAUER'S DEVIOUS RUSE: 'THE MIRAGE OF A PAN-EUROPE'

We now come to the central purpose of Dr Adenaugo'st-war strategy. In 1946,
Dr Adenauer had visited the United States to dischis political views and to
propagate, as the New York-based 'Staats Zeituragyl kxplained, his ideas
about the need for a United Europe. Meanwhile, ésponse to subtle German
agitation, diplomacy and propaganda in the UnitedteS, an influential section of
the American press was by now arguing loudly foe theed' to rebuild a strong
Germany; while the Pentagon toyed with allowing i@a&my to acquire an army
of up to fifty divisions, given the growing menaftem Stalin's Soviet Union.

From the outset of his supremacy, Dr Adenauer srbesthat Germany's
requirements could only be realised within the famrk of a 'United Europe'.
Europe, and especially Germany, must regain itsn@wic strength, the policy of
‘punishmenf had to be abandoned, and Germany neidtelated as an equal part-
ner in order to gain the cooperation of the Germpaaple for alliance with the West.
Since certain American business interests wereemdly interested in the revival of
a powerful Germany, and Adenauer's agents hadnr&drhim closely of this fact,
the Chancellor's bargaining position was exceptipnatrong, enabling him to
keep raising his price.

The plan for a 'United Europe' that Dr Adenauerubhd to Washington in
1946 represented, of course, a rehash of the 7Gey@aPan-German aspiration of
bringing Europe under the domination of Germany.the final years of the war,
fearing and knowing that the name of Germany wostidk worldwide, the Nazis
had resolved to launch, following the end of hdst#, a clever worldwide cam-
paign for the creation of a United Europe, in whitte defeated Germans would
in practise give up nothing, while actually gainireyerything they had always
coveted. If anything, their geopolitical power idisy waxed stronger as their
hopes rose and Western weakness, vacillation aifdrefato read their motives
accurately, became ever more apparent.

The covert continuing Nazis elaborated with greanning that since the
Germans had lost their sovereignty, it would makase to talk the other European
nations into a scheme in which they would also giye their sovereignty, and in
which the Germans, as participants, would autoraliyicgain equality when that
happened - so that the stigma would be removed ftben Fatherland. Those
fronting this carefully-gauged German propagandanpzagn were nothing less
than demobbed members of Hitler's Waffen SS.

As mentioned, Dr Adenauer's rehashed plan was base@arlier outbursts
of Pan-Germanism. One of Dr Konrad Adenauer's pfuveindustrial associates,
Dr Duisberg, of the gas-makers |. G. Farben, haittemr in 1931, in a geopolitical
book by the Pan-German General Haushofer, thaty 'am integrated trading
bloc, stretching out from Bordeaux to Sofia, woulthable Europe to gain that
innermost economic strength which is necessary pbold her leading position
in the world.... The longing for a thousand-yearicRecries for a new approach.
For such a purpose, we can use the mirage of &Bape’.

Back in 1932, as noted on page 152, Count CoudenKalergi had sug-
gested, in a 'top secret’ memorandum to the Ger@avernment and its General
Staff, the unification of Europe, beginning withettcreation of a German-French
combine in economics, armaments and foreign policthe key prescription that
was finally launched via the text of the Francoi@amn Treaty of 22nd January
1963 signed by Dr Adenauer and General Charles dell&s This 'Treaty of the
Elysee' document forms the basis of Franco-Gerelatians [see page 241 et seq.].

Dr Adenauer was not going to be satisfied withnadfasures. Boldly and
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provocatively - just like a Bolshevik who was ursadr of his opposite numbers - he
angled for the United States to place Germany §irml Europe's driving seat; and in
any case, he looked to the United States, withinexhaustible supply of dollars,
to rearm Germany and Europe against the growingieBomenace. Clearly, Dr
Adenauer implemented the Nazi blueprint, 'The Comiag of the Catastrophe'.

And in pursuit of this policy, Dr Adenauer was a#sil by diplomats who
had, as noted, once served Hitler and Ribbentrojs. phth was smoothed by
geopoliticians from other countries as well - imthg powerful and influential,
but misguided, internationalist Americans.

One of the old Ribbentrop-era diplomats, Heinz Tasehler von Falkenstein,
who was appointed by Hitler on 5th April 1943 asrgtary of the Nazis' top-secret
'Europe Committee', which emerged as a result ef Blerlin Conference discussing
'Europaische Wirtschaftsgemeinschaft' in 1942, wlssen again in 1949 for a similar
job by Dr Adenauer. This 'Europe Committee', esshbd to organise a 'New
Europe' under the leadership of a 'Greater Germavgs not immediately able, due
to the German collapse, to implement the plans hiiad emerged from the Berlin
Conference. But it survived the war, which is whe tstructure of the Maastricht Treaty
resembles that of the list of subjects addressé&tlinopaische Wirtschaftsgemeinschatft'.

Moreover Germany's political press, together withe tgeopolitical and
economic research institutes and organisations hwtiad been established under
Nazism, were soon back in existence, functioningiragas under Hitler's regime.
Leading National Socialist journalists, who had rbggominent under Dr Goebbels,
and had been interpreters of Hitler's foreign polifound themselves sitting, as
noted, in the editorial offices of the reputablel anfluential pro-Adenauer press.

For example, Dr Rudolph Kircher, who had been thditde-in-Chief of
Frankfurter Zeitung under Dr Goebbels, served asoredf Deutsche Zeitung in
Stuttgart under Dr Adenauer. Dr Gieselher Wirsingho had been Editor-in-
Chief of the Nazi paper 'Munchener Neueste Nacteith and who had been the
paymaster of a US Nazi agent, became the editola déading political weekly
after the war. This publication camouflaged its Naeopolitical activities under
the innocent-sounding and thoroughly deceptive (twtsay, blasphemous) name,
already mentioned, of 'Christ und Welt'".

According to ‘Frankfurter Rundschau' and other mapsrs, many Nazi
diplomats managed to escape investigation and Iponeist by going under-
ground in 1945, or by posing as members of thestaste against Hitler. These
people founded the 'Evangelisches Hilfswerk' (Eedingl Relief Committee) at the
time of the Nazi collapse; and once they had séett hothing had happened to
them, they went much further, organising in Stuttgan entity with the inno-
cent-sounding title of 'Bureau for Peace ProbleifBuro fur Friedensfrager)
When Dr Adenauer organised his Foreign Ministryis tkey Ribbentrop group was
transferred directly from Stuttgart to Bonn. 'Chri;md Welt' was founded in 1947
by the same group of Ribbentrop diplomats who hakkrt cover under the mask
of the 'Evangelical Relief Committee'. Other proemth Nazis with Pan-German,
‘'united Europe' views who moved seamlessly from Mezi era to the Adenauer
period included Dr Karl Silex, a former Nazi joulish who surfaced publishing
the pro-Adenauer weekly 'Deutsche Kommentare'. [l PRohrbach, who had
helped to interpret Germany's 'Drang nach Ostefitypainder the Kaiser, and had
later propagated Nazi foreign policy under Dr Gadbband Ribbentrop, became
one of Dr Adenauer's most prominent public exposeot world political events.
Other leading German periodicals which maintaine@ziN ideologies included
‘Zeitschrift fur Geopolitik', '‘Der Standpunkt', fiten Europa’, 'Aussenpolitik’, 'Ost-Europa’,
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and 'Uebersee Rundschau'. The Nazi German Foreigtitute in Stuttgart, which
had served as the propaganda centre for thirtyiomill'volksgruppen' Germans
of the diaspora, was re-established under Adenaserthe 'Institute for Foreign
Relations'. Its first director was an old Nazi oifil, Dr Franz Thierfelder.

Whereas the overt Nazis had 'bequeathed' one hiigiséitution for foreign
policy - the Hochschule Fur Politik in Berlin - wrdDr Adenauer, three such organ-
isations sprang up - in Berlin, Munich and Dussdldo as the Nazis modelled
their influence-building methods after those pdddc along Leninist influence-
building lines in Soviet Russia. These key agitpropsearch’ institutes were
supported by the Institute for the History of Natb Socialism, The German
Society for East European Problems, The German rtdloSociety, The Ibero-
American Institute and many others - all of whicher&v modelled along lines
developed by the Soviets and elaborated after tlae ky the Soviet Academy
of [Leninist] Sciences, which spawned institute&elia pig giving birtff. The
Carl Schutz Society, which had played a decisivet pa propagating National
Socialist propaganda in the United States under I¢aelership of the director of
I. G. Farben, Max ligner, also sprang back to li& much for the conviction of
Western Governments that the ‘'de-Nazification @ogne' had been a success.
There was some open criticism following the Souiehinist 'changes' of 1989-91
to the effect that no 'de-Communisation programmat taken place, after the
model assumed to have been implemented by the sAliter the Second World
War in Germany. That argument was based upon thlacyathat a 'successful’
de-Nazification programme was conducted after 1948¢h was never the case.

By the early 1950s, Dr Adenauer felt powerful ertoup insist that there
was no alternative to his concept of a united Eerepexactly the same dogmatic
stance as that adopted by his successor, Dr Katd, ly the 'ex'-terrorist German
Foreign Minister, Joschka Fischer. 'lIt is a greastake', Dr Adenauer said in an
interview, 'to think that the German military cahtrtion is the main problem.
The main issue is Europe herself. A united Europauldv be a pressing need
even if a Soviet danger did not exist'.

In the same interview, Dr Adenauer openly spoutedihist policy - echoed
many years later in almost precisely the same wdngdghe President of Germany,
Dr Professor Roman Herzog, and by other top Germassessing that the age of
national and sovereign states had '‘come to an amdl, that the future belonged
to the great regional power blocs. Nor was this ihish notion anything new to
Pan-German thinking in itself; it had, for instan@s we have already noted, been
advocated by the Pan-Germans 60 years earlier, lwaml later been revisited
throughout the Nazi period by the Pan-German aliger Hitler.

Thus there has been unbroken continuity in Germsaraiti-nation state,
and therefore essentially Leninist, agitation forUaited Europe, for nine decades
- and, in practice, for significantly longer thahat. As Dr Adenauer saw the
future, Germany was bent on the reconsolidationitsf economic, political and
military hegemony over all Europe; and in a speathluly 1951, the Chancellor
added: 'The creation of a Europe which is politicahnd economically strong.
is the only path leading to recovery of Germanyastern territories, which
remains one of the essential goals of our actwiti®#hus the unification of Europe
is not being prosecuted by Germany for the bemdfihe rest of Europe, but in pursuit
of its own regional geopolitical objectives. Thilkminates the dangers that are inher-
ent in the looming crisis over Kaliningrad, disces®n pages 233 et seq.

Having sold the gullible and confused Americans pign for a 'United
Europe’, Dr Adenauer presided over increasing @igp as the German econ-



Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals 197

omy - fuelled by Western funding and massive redtwent in productive
equipment and infrastructure - embarked upon a -Bgged economic recovery.
Inspired by Dr Adenauer's example, other promin&drmans rushed to clarify
Germany's strategy. Thus, on 15th September 195Habs Christian Seebohm,

Minister of Commerce in the Adenauer Cabinet, asitkd a mass meeting of
Sudeten Germans at Stuttgart, alluding to the mouast crime that the victors
had committed against Germany, Europe and the whotkl:

'‘Does free Europe want to join Germany? Germanythes heart of Europe,
and the limbs must adjust themselves to the hearthe heart to the limbs'.

Leading German industrialists had, according to tl®wiss newspaper
'Wochen Zeitung', of 6th March 1952, 'underestimaRussia's strength when they
looked at the East through the ideological glaseésNazism'. Now, the paper
explained, German industrialists of the Rhine ahd Ruhr will follow their real
interests, which they saw best fostered by colimm with the East. Indeed one
of the leading Ruhr magnates told/ochen Zeitung' that 'Germany's prospects in
the East are far more attractive than those whieh aifered us in the West. The
Swiss paper added that 'seven years after unconditi surrender, Germany
holds most of the trump cards for the internatiqgpier game in her hands'.

On 3rd April 1952, amid the first wave of the Germdebate about a Soviet
Note on German reunification which was used as pghetext for the execution of
its progenitor, Lavrentii Beria, the mouthpiece tbe big Ruhr interests and of the
Bonn Foreign Office, Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeiturgroclaimed, on its front page:
‘The Chancellor follows a tremendous bold plan.stFirrearmament, followed
later on by talks with the Russians in order tospade them to move their
armies behind the Bug River. For this goal, the r@eHor has been working
tenaciously for some time'.

In fact in early 1949, secret meetings had been Ibeltween German diplo-
mats and industrialists, which had been addressedhb former (Nazi) German
Ambassador to Moscow, Rudolf von Naddfywho, after living in the Soviet
Zone, had been used by the Soviet military admatistn as a transmission belt
for making compromise offers to the West. Among tipgrants at these secret
meetings had been various close friends and calesagof Dr Adenauer and
his Christian Democratic Union, including Dr Adeeds successor, Professor
Ludwig Erhard. It was because certain reports alitbese secret negotiations had
shocked US officials that Dr Adenauer took carestate, in an interview before
his confirmation as Chancellor of the new Federapublic, that 'we must move
very cautiously. We ought not to give the impressi@ither in Germany or in
the United States, that we shall collaborate inwway with the Russians'.

The pertinent phrase here, of course, was 'notite the impression’. On the
contrary, Dr Adenauer and his colleagues set aloontocting elaborate deceptions
to convince the West in general, and the Americangarticular, that the Germans
hated the Russians - from which the Pan-Germansv khat the West would jump
to the incorrect conclusion that they (the Germawsye trustworthy allies of the
West. Yet at the same time, West German industegresentatives were holding
their secret talks in Moscow, clandestine diplomatontact having been established
between the Adenauer Government and the Kremlirat This was so became clear
at the beginning of 1951, when rumours began dtimg in Bonn that Moscow
would welcome a secret understanding with West @aym Beria's offer, when it
came, in fact represented one of a series of sudfdrsp which had begun when
Stalin offered the German people reunification irmayM1945. Similar ‘'trial balloon’
offers followed in later years, as the Soviete'ftaned' their strategy.
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At the peak of the Germans' euphoria over earlynifisation, which was
shortly to be replaced by disappointment when thevie8s reversed themselves
and executed Beria, the political weekly, 'Der Bantitt’, which represented the
industrial interests of the Ruhr, published an cétientitted 'Courage towards a
Rapallo’. The issue, dated 16th May 1952, assettedt '‘Never before has the
world political situation been so favourable for rBany as it is today.... It is not
for nothing that both power blocs concentrate theffiorts on Germany, in order
to dominate politically and economically. Thereiesl our chance and our oblig-
ation. Our economy has to be kept independent fomthh sides.... This is the way
that leads towards sovereignty and equality, whictally will eliminate all those
clauses which were imposed upon us as a resulhefldst war.... While integra-
tion with the West restricts our industry to maskethere we are subjected to a
cut-throat competition, the Eastern Bloc offers mmarkets where countless mil-
lions are hungry for our industrial goods. Here tire East) is Germany's market.
Here we have to sell our merchandise. Thirty yesge, on 16th April 1922, there
were courageous men who, at Rapallo, through diRa$so-German negotiations,
brought a great turning point in Germany's postvplicy.... The situation in
present-day Germany should exhort our leading st®a to show courage -
courage towards a [new] Rapallo poliéy’

Nevertheless, Germany's elaborate and devious pimpended, essentially,
upon American support - that is to say, upon theeAocans not seeing through
German deviousness and Dr Adenauer's two-faced vioeina Dr Adenauer's
psychological offensives towards this end were tiyeassisted by the young
US State department official, George F. Kennan, ,whaving spent many years in
prewar Germany where he had absorbed the technigondsconcepts of German
geopolitics, exerted what US News and World Repdre5th July 1947 described as
‘a profound influence' upon decisions taken in Vifagbn which led to far-reach-
ing changes of policy. These have infected intéwnat developments ever since.

‘Under the new [US] policies, the German peoplel wiét a chance to
recover and to rebuild their industries, subjectstgpervision', the US publication
proclaimed. The US authorities simply abandoned phevious policy of dismant-
ling German productive capacity and shipping it ttee exhausted and under-
invested wartime allies, and instead adopted Kegmnaormula of rebuilding
Germany as a 'bulwark against the East' - exadlyha post-war Nazi International
planners had envisaged.

This development represented a further example af lhe devious mind
can easily hoodwink the pragmatic mentality. ThevndS policy was based upon
the fallacy that Germany's geopolitical orientatioould always be relied upon, and
ignored the German capacity for intrigue and duglicThe attitude appears to
have been: 'We'll take them at their word, andhé#yt deceive us, we'll review the
matter' - exactly the same approach as NATO wasrteg in the autumn of 2001
to have adopted towards President Putin's Russ&a Rart One]. This approach
perhaps makes sense in ordinary life, but is hazmrdvhen one is dealing with
an embittered, devious, idolatrous and unreperfamer' enemy.

As noted earlier, Kennan had himself picked up e¢h&keas during his years
of study at Heidelberg and at the Nazi HochschuleHolitik in Berlin. It was there
that he was taught (by Pan-Germans) to accept thepdltical interpretation
that Germany represented a 'bulwark against tha',Easd that without a strong
Germany, the world would fall into chaos. But thigs nothing more than clever
psychological brainwashing, amounting to a packlieé given the Pan-Germans
policy of 'leaning towards the east'. On 11th Ddoeni949, The New York Times



Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals 199

reported that Kennan 'did postgraduate studies hat Wniversity of Heidelberg,
the University of Berlin, the Oriental Seminary atlte Hochschule fur Politik in
Berlin' - all of which institutions were well knowifor teaching Pan-German and
Nazi International geopolitical doctrines [see pad8].

Thus it came about that, very soon after the endthef Second World
War, American policymakers were quickly infected danoverwhelmed by
German pan-Europeanism - a fact which was well yaed by Professor John
L. Brown of the Catholic University, Washington D.dn an article published in
The Journal of Legal and Political Sociology, inieth he traced the new hegemony
of Pan-German ideology in the United States to gmgwGerman influence in
US cultural and educational circles.

There is no doubt at all that George Kennan's views Germany were
coloured by the distorted historical ideas propathcht the Nazi 'Hochschule fur
Politik'. As the American analyst T. H. Tetens abed, Kennan's book, 'American
Diplomacy', revealed an unduly accommodating altitu towards Germany,
'the same Germany whose demoniacal spirit and flustpower brought the free
world to the brink of disaster twice within a geaon'. Absolving Germany
from all blame for launching the First World Watet brainwashed US official
declared: 'You could not say that anyone had delibly started the war or
schemed it' - a view which historians today rejeatcording to Kennan, that
unparalleled tragedy 'just happened'. On 4th Octd852, The New York Times
asserted that Kennan's position as Director of $itete Department Planning Staff
made him 'more than any other single person tHetaot of our foreign policy”.

THE 'GENERALPLAN 1945'

Fragments of captured Nazi documents

As mentioned earlier, several revealing Nazi doausjiedrawn up in the closing
days of the Third Reich, were captured by the Allia June 1945, along with with
the files of the short-lived post-Hitler Doenitz @onment based in Flensburg.
The documents in question were jointly initialle¢ kBrand Admiral Doenitz and
Field Marshal Keitel. One paper, entitted 'The GammFreedom Movement', gave
details of the establishment amid Germany's ruihsao'new' political movement
designed to preserve German racial principles. Berotdocument, also referred to
earlier, was entitled "The Overcoming of the Catgdte’, in which the German High
Command emphasised the ‘self-evident/ advantagesa oRusso-German alliance
against the West. A third document sketched outotéd tNew European Order
('Europaische Friedensordnung’), which showed at mesarkable resemblance to
Dr Adenauer's proposals for a united Europe, ad waelto the structure of the
Maastricht Treaty. This superfluous Nazi documewhich was grandly entitled

'The European Peace-Order', summarised Germarjgstivbs as follows:
Liberation of the German people from suppression and occupation.
Repatriation of the expellees.

An integrated German racial community.

Elimination of all arbitrary acts by the enemy.

European union on a federalistic basis.

The right to racial autonomy.

European Common-weal (‘Gemeinnutz').

A European court of arbitration.

A community of related peoples with the aim of creating a Germanic Reich.
A commonwealth linking Germany and Bohemia and Moravia.

Guaranteed protection of racial groups (' Volksgruppenrecht').

Economic integration of Europe.

The National Socialist policymakers' objective [foiFive] of establishing
a new 'European Union on a federalistic basis' edhioe previously cited remit
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laid down by the Comintern on 28th July 1920, at $econd World Congress, in
the document entitled 'Theses on the National awmibrtal Questions' (Protokoll,
2, page 224), which had codified Lenin's thesist tli@deration is a transitional
form towards the complete union... of all nation¥hus the German General
Staff, following Hitler's 'line' laid out in 'MeinKampf, shared the anti-state
vision of Lenin's Comintern. It is a perverse 'linthat has been transported
down the decades so that it pervades the enablgisldtion of the European
Union and provides the supreme rationalisatiortHercollective's existence.

Point Eight, the 'European court of arbitration'has of course materialised
in the format of the European Court of 'Justicavhich exists, as previously noted,
not to dispense justice, but to further the interexf the European Union Collective.
It is busily destabilising the British legal systeby developing the EU-approved
concept of 'Corpus Juris', which is alien to ErgliSommon Law, Britain's greatest
gift to the world. The European Legal Area Projestanaged by the European
Commission, is the most lethal of all threats tatddm's most ancient and hallowed
liberties, which the British have fought for mamgngrations to maintain.

Point nine, 'a community of related peoples witle final aim of creating a
Germanic Reich' should not be dismissed today asrgover from the Third Reich.
Germany could, for instance, unilaterally annourtbat she was abandoning the
Euro and simultaneously replacing it with the delsnark - in which case the
rest of the European Union Collective, having beatiiced and entrapped within
the collective currency ruse, would arguably haitdel choice but to adopt the
deutschemark as well. Under cover of the immediataid relentlessly depreciating
Euro, the Germans succeeded in devaluing theirsdeetark, in an attempt (which
has failed) to overcome the impact of structumgibities in their economic system.

At all events, it is well understood by the othdd BMember States' that the
Germans can essentially 'do what they like' - @ @@mission by the others that the
European Union is, in fact, an area that is econaltyi and politically dependent
upon Germany. Even disregarding the possibilitysa€h a bold initiative to assert
their hegemony as the replacement of a degraded Bwyra new deutschemark, the
location of the European Central Bank at Frankfsrtamong many symbols and
indicators of continuing Pan-German aspirationsiatehtions.

Point twelve specified in the German General Stadfbcument, calling for the
'Economic integration of Europe', has of courseettgyed into the Single Market
and the prospectively catastrophic fiasco of Ecanoand Monetary Union [EMU]
through which the Third Reich's ambition to impoae Single Currency on the
whole of Europe, is being realised. The Euro-idgoks' incessant calls for 'more
and more integration' are self-evidently entirelgnsistent with Point twelve. What
has so far been lacking is the necessary ripoatattbse people support the Nazi programme.

PRE-AGREED GERMAN-SOVIET PARTITION OF CENTRAL EUROPE

But it is item number ten of 'The European Peaade©rwhich commands special
immediate attention. This anticipated a Commonwealbetween Germany,
Bohemia and Moravia. Here we find truly dramaticidemce of the unbroken
continuity of German strategy. For, under secretreaments reached follow-
ing extensive discussions in Geneva between expéots President Mikhall
Gorbachev and Chancellor Helmut Kohl in September @ctober of 1990,
the Soviets undertook to accommodate Germany's -dtamgling wish to
assert hegemony over, and to amalgamate with, Bi@heand Moravia -
first, through the partition of Czechoslovakia, autbsequently, via the
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intended further breakup of the Czech Republicilsedollowing information.

Details of this secret agreement were later pugadti in the journal
Tydenik Politika', which appeared on Prague neavelt during November
1991 [see facsimile, page 205]. The Soviets undlerio the course of these
secret negotiations not to hamper the division dafedboslovakia, which
later took place; to bring the Czech and Moraviagians into the sphere of
German economic interests; and to facilitate thgiorés further political
incorporation into Germany within 12-15 years. Aettime, few in Europe
had heard of any question of Czechoslovakia beinglet. In the event, of
course, the first partition took place thirteen thaerlater, at the end of 1992.

Under the secret Geneva accord, the Soviets fudbeerted that they
would not object to the division of Yugoslavia, wibuagree to Croatia and
Slovenia entering the German sphere of economitueinfe and interests,
and would agree that Ciscarpathian Ukraine wouddn 'jHungary in the
event of destructive activities by Ukrainian Natbists'. Germany was
to 'refrain from activity in respect of issues ceming Ukraine, Lithuania,
Latvia and Estonia’, and would not consider thenmbgowithin its sphere of
fundamental economic interests. Significantly, theue of Kaliningrad was
omitted from this menu, although it may have beeweced by the reference
to Lithuania [details, pages 202-205]. The levelcghicism entailed is all the
more striking when it is recalled that both sigm&® purport to be ardent
federalists, seeking together to erase nationsstaien the map.

An 'open’ report about this 'secret' Soviet-Gernaaoord to carve-up
Czechoslovakia surfaced in the Kiev-based newspdpada' on Christmas
Day 1992, immediately ahead of the country's disbesment at the turn of
that year. Speculating on why the German ChangdlorKohl, had 'spent too
much time holding private conversations' with Rifest Yeltsin during his
visit to Moscow which had begun on 14th Decembe®2]19Mr Oleksandr
Dubyna referred to an article in the 14th Novemb@®l issue of the Czecho-
slovakian newspaper 'Politika’, dealing with So@efrman negotiations on
regional geopolitical issues, held in Geneva in doeumn of 1990. The 'Rada
summary of those talks indicated indeed that theie®®» had agreed not to
hamper the division of Czechoslovakia, to permi¢ tGzech and Moravian
regions to be brought into the German economic rephend to facilitate the
region's further political incorporation into Gemya within 12-15 years.
Since the secret agreement was reached in the mauwéirh990, it is clear that
the Czech Republic was scheduled to be incorporiied Germany at some
stage between 2002 and 2065

In return, the Germans would compensate the SoWaton ‘for
future economic damages inflicted upon it by thgm®cesses'. Further-
more, the two sides pledged not to object to 'thstoration of Hungary
within the borders that existed prior to the Triandreaty' of 1920, under
which Transylvania was incorporated into Romaniahilev Ciscarpathian
Ukraine and the Danube-adjoining lands went to Gaslovakia.

Germany would increase its economic assistance ungéaty, in order
to ensure that living standards there would be drigihhan in Slovakia, thus
making the notion of Slovakia joining Hungary presgively more attractive.
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Oleksandr Dubyna noted that 'the year that passede sthe publication
[of the details of this secret agreement] in 'Balit had 'convincingly proved
the accuracy of its principal provisions. If, agelaas November 1991, the split-
ting of Czechoslovakia did not seem particularikely’, it was 'an accomplish-
ed fact today'. Germany had not displayed any oveterest in the Baltic
States, as had been expected. Rather, it had dnsiéspped up penetration of
and initiatives towards Slovenia and Croatia, a®djmted in the text of the
secret accord; meanwhile Russia had ‘'disavowed' titaditional relations
with Serbia and had supported German influence he tegion (a somewhat
dubious statement, in the light of later eventshug, the 'Rada' article con-
cluded that 'we have weighty reasons to presumé tha article in ‘'Politika’
is not forged', in which case 'we can even talk uabthe next edition of the
Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact, edited by Mikhail Gorbacheand Helmut Kohl'.
The writer added that the Yeltsin Government hadbsequently 'acted in the
spirit of the 1990 Geneva agreements', noting tha Berlin-Moscow axis fits
very well within the "continental" geopolitical coept, under which Eurasia
is supposed to be a centre of world stability. Achtes of this concept view
Ukraine, Belarus and the European part of Russiaa asingle space' - ready to
complete 'Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals'hieth the Soviets are only
prepared to countenance -provided it is seen a%fmitdve stepping-tone towards
the achievement of their objective of 'Europe friwn Atlantic to Vladivostok'.

What the Soviets are not prepared to tolerate unaiey circumstances
is the de facto establishment by stealth of Gerrsangpodel of European
hegemony, centred on Berlin, and the de facto 4&mamént' of Russia to
an 'Asian no-man's-land beyond the Urals'. Thikéscentral issue.

To establish what lay behind these extraordinaryvelegions, the
Author contacted a source in Prague who was abletramk down a copy
of the issue of 'Tydenik Politika' dated 14th-20Movember 1991. This is a
translation from the Czech language of the detagjigen on the front page,
reproduced in the facsimile shown on page 205:

TYDENIK POLITIKA : PRIVATE JOURNAL FOR POLITICS AND ECONOMICS

Confidential information on discussions held in ©em October 1990, between
Soviet and German experts concerning geopoliticablpms in Central Europe.
[Note: As will have been observed, whereas the aRaditicle stated that the secret
talks had taken place in Geneva in September 1880.text of Tydenik Politika'

states October 1990]:

*The German Federal Republic demands [sic] frone HHSSR compensation

for annexed eastern Prussia and for the area £t ©der-Niesse.
[Note: In the event, Chancellor Helmut Kohl annaedhdn 1990 the final German renunciation
of any revision of the Oder-Niesse border with RdlaThis is one of the peculiar anomalies of this
document; but it does not undermine its signifieargiven that the division of Czechoslovakia and
the destabilisation and carve-up of Yugoslavia merirately anticipated therein].

*The German Federal Republic demands [sic] withdtaof Soviet influence
in the Bohemian-Moravian region. The Soviet Unisnunwilling to tolerate in the vicin-
ity of their borders a Czechoslovak Federal Repubigime which does not
accept the Soviet gesture that allowed Husak'smeegto fall in Czechoslovakia.
The Government of the Czechoslovak Socialist FeédRepublic is unceasing in
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its agitation against the USSR and is making thsitipm of the Soviet Government
and the President more and more difficult. Thisaigposition that is different from
that of the Polish and Hungarian Governments.

* The USSR will [therefore] not object to the spiitti of the Czechoslovak Social-
ist Federal Republic, due to an insufficient gutganof political equilibrium in Cen-
tral Europe and the lack of statesmanship of duéhdzech and the Slovak nations.

* The USSR supports the potential membership of tlbeBian and Moravian
regions within the sphere of economic intereststlif German Federal Republic
and the political incorporation of these regiondoinGermany within 12 to 15
years [of September-October 1990 ].

* The Federal Republic of Germany will compensate LI®SR for the economic
losses thus inflicted on the Soviet Union.

* The Federal German Republic will prepare for a iidessdecline in popularity
of the present Czechoslovak Socialist Federal Repuleadership by preparing
groups, having a positive attitude towards Germaamd which are acceptable
even to the Soviet Union, drawn as an alternatiesm érom left-wing parties [sic],
without evident interference in the process of ifechtion of political parties.
[Note: This represents confirmation that the Czerld Slovak ‘democracies’ are false,
controlled exercises in Soviet 'democratism’: see®ne for ‘'democratism' details].

* With regard to the willingness of Hungary to miaim political and economic
stability in the Danube region, the USSR and thdeFa Republic of Germany will
not object to the re-establishment of a Hungaryhiwitthe original borders, as
stipulated by the Trianon Treaty. The Federal Répulif Germany will increase its
economic aid to Hungary in order to lift the stambaf living in Hungary above
that [prevailing] in Slovakia, so that joining Huarg becomes attractive to Slovakia.

* The USSR has no objections to the establishméné @&erman university and
high schools in the regions of Bohemia and Morawdag to the financing of these
schools by Germany.

*The USSR does not object to the breaking-up ofgodlavia, and supports
the transfer of Croatia and Slovenia into the eatinsphere of Germany.

* The USSR has no objections to the deployment thé [means of procuring]
political destabilisation [as subsequently mateséal in Yugoslavia].

* The Federal Republic of Germany will not become ageg in issues con-
cerning Ukraine, Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia, awdl not consider them to be
an area of [Germany's] economic interest, abovebagdnd an acceptable level.

*The USSR will not object to the separation of Cipathian Ukraine in the
event of destabilising activity undertaken by [cotied] Ukrainian nationalists,
and its incorporation into a Hungarian Republic.

*The USSR does not object to the gradual colonisatid the Czech border
areas by Soviets and Germans [sic: probably aerferto Russian ethnic Germans].

The text is clearly labelled 'Confidential Inforrcet on the discussions held by
Soviet and German experts', supervised by GorbaehevKohl. That the report was
genuine, is confirmed by the fact that the issueTgtlenik Politika' containing the
details of the carve-up, preceded the division aedchoslovakia and the ensuing
events in Yugoslavia. Note, too, the accord's siow for fostering ‘alternative
political groups' in Czechoslovakia, indicating tthRrague was required to embark
upon an era of 'democratism' - with the Communettives, as in Moscow (and
throughout Eastern Europe) 'splintering’ and resimfy under false political labels
- which is why the Government led by Milos Zemannsisted, in 2001, of 18
‘former’ Communists out of the Cabinet of 19 mersbdis reality provides a clue
that any forays into geopolitics by Mr Milos Zemanould be 'coordinated with' the
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‘underground'’-control-apparat centred in Moscowd dighlights the significance of
the reported readoption in 1999 by the GRU, of Beaas their Central Europe HQ.

It would have been in character for the cynical i8bwoncessions in this
secret, but subsequently ‘leaked’, Central Europ&amve-up' accord, to have
been undertaken by Moscow on the basis of Lenore 'step forward, two steps
back' dictum, and that 'they were drawing backrtleo to make better preparations for
a new offensive' (especially as the Soviet conoesetlated to someone else's territory).
And indeed, it appeared that the 'planned’ cesffigrart of the Czech Republic to Germany
within 15 years - that is to say, by the autum2@@5, agreed behind the backs of the Czechs
by President Gorbachev and Chancellor Kohl in 19908ay have been a time-bomb delib-
erately left in the Central European theatre by Suwwiets to provide future opportunities
for insisting that the Soviet model of 'universategration' must take precedence over
the satisfaction of old Pan-German aspirations.yTh#l be able to do this by pointing,
for instance, at the 'geopolitical realities' digield in the map on page 237, which enable
the continuing Soviets to insist that their prgg@i for 'Great Europe’ must prevail.

At the very least, this 'booby trap' seemed abouspgawn serious instability in
Central Europe just as this book was going to pfegen there were about three and a
half years left to go, of the maximum of fifteeresffied in the secret accord). For on 26th
January 2002, The Daily Telegraph reported thaiptomatic row' had blown up after the
(covert Communist) Mr Zeman had, all of a suddeated that the mass expulsion to
Germany and Austria of three milion Sudeten Gesniom Czechoslovakia at the end
of the Second World War had been necessary bethase Germans had belonged to
‘Hitler's fifth column' and had helped to destrthe 'only island of democracy in Central
Europe'. Given the timetable of the secret Sovam@n accord, Mr Zeman's sudden
reversion to this ancient issue, at the beginnir&82, was interesting and ominous.

Mr Zeman evidently pointed out that more than 90Pghe Sudeten Germans had
voted for the pro-Nazi party in Czechoslovakigst'lfree elections' prior to the Second
World War (notwithstanding that the country waeéefr and had held free elections, after
the Second World War up until the Communists sefrader in the National Assembly and
imposed their dictatorship in 1948). Following tH&B-orchestrated ‘Velvet Revolution' in
1989, Vaclav Havel, the ‘controlled dissident' wiecame President of Czechoslovakia,
‘apologised' to Germany about the ‘transfer'.

In response to Zeman's outburst, Edmund Stoibevari2a Prime Minister since
1993 and a candidate of the 'centre-righf for Gar@ancellor in the September 2002
elections, was reported to have written to Mr Zersaying that he was wrong to ‘collec-
tively condemn' the Sudeten Germans, accusing Himewsiting 'prejudices of the past,
and demanding a retraction. Dr Stoiber's Bavariairal the former Sudeten lands and
was subsequently settled by many of the Sudetem#sr who were thrown out of post-
war Czechoslovakia after being accused of supmgpttie Nazis. In Berlin, it was being
said on 25th January 2002 that Gerhard Schrodent ro@ncel a visit to Prague in March,
but that Joschka Fischer had been ordered t@ 'tnotlify’ his Czech counterpart.

The episode implied an apparent potential for sewension which was built into
the secret Soviet-German accord of 1990 to dividmtr& Europe - as Germany seeks
fulfilment, towards the end of the 15 years prodider in the surreptitious Geneva agree-
ment, of Moscow's illegitimate 'secret' promiset thamay reabsorb the Sudetenland. The
timing of Mr Zeman's remarks at the beginning 002&uggests that they were linked to
the secret agreement. The Russians, fronted byCzeehs, will insist that their ‘universal
integration’ model must take precedence over agesll Soviet undertaking to accomm-
odate a Pan-German aspiration, of which the Patiime or its heirs will be able to claim
that they have 'no record in their files'. It wolld wrong to suppose that Mr Zeman's
burst reflected Czech alarm at the timetable.tNe@s$ undertaken in the interests of the strategy.
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THE PLAN TO PARTITION CZECHOSLOVAKIA
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Facsimile of the front page of Tydenlk Palitika’, publlshed in Prague, dated 14-20 November 1991 prowdlng
details of the secret accord reached between President Gorbachev and Chancellor Kohl in Geneva in Septem-
ber 1990, allowing inter alia for the partition of Czechoslovakia which subsequently took place at the end of
1992. The Ukrainian newspaper 'Rada’, of 25th December 1992, referred to 'an article in the 14th November 1991
issue of the Czechoslovakian newspaper 'Politika’, which dealt with Soviet-German negotiations on geopolit-
ical issues held in Geneva in 1990'. Following up this report, the Author was able, through a contact in Prague,
to obtain a copy of the relevant issue of ‘Tydenik Politika'. Because the report was published over a year prior to
the division of Czechoslovakia and predicted events in Yugoslavia, the provision for Moravia to be absorbed by
Germany 'within 12-15 years' of 1990 - that is, between 2002 and 2005 - is of serious contemporary interest.
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A GERMAN-SOVIET 'SOCIALIST UNION'

In the document prepared by the German Generaf 8tathe final days
of the Second World War, entitled The Overcominf tioe Catastrophe’,
German Nazi policymakers also floated the option Gérmany and the
Soviet Union joining together to create a 'Sodialifnion’ - 'Tying-in with
the independence of sixteen Soviet Republics in3'1%ere is the final con-
firmation that Nazi Germany's covert orientationth® East - hidden behind
the familiar stance of apparent German orientatmmards the West coupled
with Hitler's 'mask of federalism' - was [is] intilgyuishable from contem-
porary Germany's covert orientation towards thet.Eamce 'The Overcoming
of the Catastrophe' formed part of the 'Generald@45' documents captured
by the Allies in June 1945, together with the filelsthe short-lived Doenitz
Government in Flensburg, the West knew of thesgqwals shortly after the
end of the Second World War. But because, so fahedAllies were concerned,
Nazi Germany had been defeated, the blueprint aodogals contained in the
captured documents were never taken at all seyidnslWestern Governments:
after all, the Nazis had been routed, and 'thatttets

This was unfortunate, in the light of the evidenmesented in this
book to demonstrate that, just as there was nouliswity of Soviet Lenin-
ist strategy in 1989-91, there has likewise beendisgontinuity of the strat-
egy reformulated by the Nazi International's expeduring and after the
war. Therefore, the fact that these captured dontsnspecifically recom-
mended the creation of a German-Soviet 'Socialisiot, within which
each party would remain free to pursue its 'ownérigsts - proxy for the
state of affairs perhaps materialising today - ighly significant, although
the arrogance with which the defeated Nazis weretimaing to plan for
European hegemony with the Third Reich in ruinayés one speechless.

Noting that 'the Anglo-American deliveries to Rasswill probably
be stopped at the end of the war in spite of thantgd credits (lend-lease)’,
the authors of The Overcoming of the Catastragite@mmended as follows:

‘While to remain in the coalition of the enemy wibuinean for the
Soviet Union continuous friction with Great Britaiand America in the
Eastern Mediterranean and in the Near East, a tiopaliwith Germany
would free for the Soviet Union the road from therdfan Gulf to the oil-
fields of Kirkuk and to the Mediterranean' (hightjubious wishful-thinking,
of course). 'Such a separate peace' - which the plamners were hoping
against hope could somehow be reached with Stalmother piece of Nazi
wishful-thinking) ‘'is only possible by considerablautual assurances' (to
‘overcome' the bitter legacy of the war and ofeHitl breach of the Molotov-Ribben-
trop Pact), and 'it can be built up, as things rave;, only along the following
lines' [Excerpts: only the relevant points shown]:

1. Germany and the present Soviet Union join togetin creating
a "Socialist Union". Tying-in with the independencé the sixteen Soviet
Republics in 1943 [precursor, with Lenin's 'Far tBas Republic' of the 1920s,
of the provisional, controlled and transitionallerinist ‘independence’ of the
‘former' Soviet Republics in 1991 - Ed.], the Ewap peoples form nationally
defined, self-governing states, allied through feldee and economic union.
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Internal forms within the states are to be declggthe people.

2.Germany recognises the Soviet Republics of Polabthuania,
Estonia, Latvia, Finland, Bulgaria, Romania, MacealoGreece, and... Turkey.

3.The Western part of Upper Silesia and all the paftshe Warthegau
and Western Prussia, which were parts of Prussigh 1818, remain German
territory. Furthermore, Germany gets a strongetuénice in Old Bohemia
and the South-East.

4.Germany gets a free hand in Northern and Westermopeu
especially against Great Britain.

5.The whole 'Socialistic Union' supports Germany, eesly through
deliveries of raw materials.

6.Germany supports Soviet Russia in the reconstructaf the
war-devastated areas.

A further piece of evidence that the Nazis werepared, at the end
of the war, to throw in their lot with the Sovietand to adopt Commun-
ism, also came to light in 1945. As noted earligme of the 'New Forms'
developed by the continuing Nazi strategists - e ffinal weeks of the
Second World War - was the invention of a 'GermaseBom Movement'.
One of the documents within the bundle known as 'Generalplan 1945
stated that 'the German Freedom Movement... desssci itself from
falling back into the capitalistic systefn'

The main document contained within the 'Generalpl®45' bundle,
"The Overcoming of the Catastrophe', concluded Wit rousing summary of
the Nazi vision, invoking in grandiose terms 'aosshl bloc of world-dom-
inating greatness, economic power, energy and nmizé population’
which ‘'would be created from ocean to ocean'. Tas of course the Soviet
model of hegemony ‘from the Atlantic to Vladivostekin which the Nazis
would then have been only too willing to cooperaite,order to procure,
by default, the parallel realisation of their owhjaxtive of 'Europe from the
Atlantic to the Urals'. They day-dreamed that, hgvachieved this objective,
they could in practice consolidate their own hegeynto the West of the
Urals, and gradually establish freedom from Sovietolvement. 'Not only
would the danger of future wars for generations ekéminated from
Europe, but also from the double continent of Earas

A clearer confirmation of the close political affin between Nazism
and Communism - between national and internati@ugialism - could not
have been written. Both were hewn, of course, fthensame original block -
or perhaps more appropriately, both gush from #m@es mains sewer. At the
same time, these sources confirm the underlyinggrdance of geopolitical
interests between the continuing Pan-Germans, lodire National Social-
ists, and the continuing covert heirs of Lenin.

The theme of the desirability of close cooperatlmtween Germany
and the Soviet Union was further elaborated, inybars that followed, with
the same arrogant disregard for the outcome ofwthe and the same deter-
mination that nothing will be allowed to stand ihetway of Pan-German
supremacy. For example, a front-page editorial amgzk in the heavily
Nazi-oriented geopolitical weekly 'Christ und Weitf 27th December 1951
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- two months before the Soviet Note of 10th Mar@bZL offered, at Lavrentii
Beria's instigation, free elections to Germany,eanified Reich, and all the
trimmings necessary for renazification and remiki@ion. The editorial,
which mysteriously appeared to have prior knowleddeBeria's imminent
initiative, proclaimed that 'if Moscow would agrée free elections and the
restoration of an independent (united) Germanyt ¥hauld be a day of the
greatest joy ("Hoechster Freudentag'’) in Germatwposistory'.

Discussing the prospects for a deal with Moscowe, ddlitorial contin-
ued: 'Only under political pressure would Moscovwowhreadiness to return
those eastern territories which Russia has alréaclyrporated into her orbit.
It would be necessary that we first create a uniteshithy and strong West-
ern Europe in whose name the following offer to remlin could then be
made: Continental Europe would break away from #antic Pact if
the Soviets agreed to withdraw their forces behthé Pripet Marshes
and release not only the Eastern Zone of Germamy, tbe whole of
Eastern Europe into the European Union'.

‘A United Europe standing on its own feet and pesisg its own
powerful army... such a Europe... will have theemsggth of a third power".
This statement, reflecting the core of Dr Adenaudsbld plan,’ was ident-
ical with the suggestion made in the 'Madrid Ciatulletter of September
1950. It showed that 'the mirage of a Pan-Europas wndeed a mask, as
Hitler had himself proclaimed in 'Mein Kampf, toisduise the pursuit
of Germany's strategic plans - which now includée trecovery of the
eastern territories lost at the end of the Secondd/¥Var.

On 25th March 1952, Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitumgplished an edit-
orial which included the following passage:

'Secretary of State Hallstein deserves the merihadee made visible in
his famous Ural-statement [see below - Ed.] therggmh of American as well
as German foreign policy.... That such a currenstexin the Bonn Foreign
Office has been known for a long time. Occasiondlg facts have been
leaked out to the public.... According to the opmiof those who make top-
level decisions, we have only the choice betweemralty and a policy of
joining the West and re-arming. The latter policill wnable us, in the com-
ing years, to start negotiations with the Russiansthe future of the whole
of Central Europe. It is, therefore, unjustified htame the opponents of the
Russian Note that they want to prevent reunificatid the Reich [sic]. They
certainly are for reunification, but only in a fareater framework in which
Poland and Czechoslovakia are also mentioned'.

The 'famous Ural-statement' is a reference to camsnenade by the
German Secretary of State, Professor Walter Hadlste March 1952, in the
course of a press conference at Georgetown Uniyersi Washington, DC.
When asked by a newspaper correspondent whetheintigation in that
speech of ‘integration of the whole of Europe' udeld the territories 'up
to the Urals', Professor Hallstein replied: 'Ydsattis what we mean'. This
remark caused an international sensation. But Denader's official Party
press service subsequently corroborated it as a@urate interpretation of
'‘Western' policy. However, after Professor Hallstead been attacked as
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‘irresponsible’ by, curiously, the Social Democratsxd also by certain
members of Dr Adenauer's own party, Bonn officialigd that the notor-
ious incident at Georgetown University had beanigunderstanding’.

But of course it had been nothing of the sort. €8br Hallstein had
merely been parroting the usual Nazi ‘way of lyiegitomised, for instance,
by a document published by the Third Reich's Asdgmr for Economic
Planning, which had insisted that: 'A continentatdpean economy under
German leadership must... comprise all the peopleghe Continent from
Gibraltar to the Urals and from the North Cape hbe tisland of Cyprus...
(but) on foreign-political grounds it appears neseeg to designate this
not... as a German extended-area economy, but rhemdally always to
speak of a European Economic Community' [see Bdje 2

Dr Hallstein was one of the 'signatories', with Bdenauer, of the
Treaty of Rome establishing the European Commumitisigned’ on 25th
March 1957. Parentheses are used here becauserdhty Tof Rome was
never actually signed by the six founding 'Membeates' of the European
Community, and could therefore be technically imalor even invalid in
fact. This sensational state of affairs became knavhen the Italian paper,
Corriere della Sera, published an article in 20fifing a former ltalian official
as saying that a young Italian Chancery aide caiédlio Andreotti (later
Italy's Prime Minister, subsequently embroiled iocarsdal, like his fellow
former Italian Prime Minister, the President of tE®iropean Commission,
Romano Prodi) had contrived to procure the sigesatunf the Plenipoten-
tiaries on blank sheets of paper because the Germaich and Italian
translations of the French original were not yesikable, and the delegates
had to leave for their respective capftals

The official text of the Treaty of Rome states,tla¢ end: 'In witness
whereof, the undersigned Plenipotentiaries haveesigthis Treaty: Done at
Rome this twenty-fifth day of March in the year otimusand nine hundred
and fifty-seven: P.H. B\aK (the Belgian Communist - Ed.),DENAUER, PINEAU,
ANTONIO SEGNI, BECH, J. LUNS, J. GH. SNOY ET D'OPPUERS HALLSTEIN, M. FAURE,
GAETANO MARTINO, LAMBERT SCHAUS, J. LINTHORSTHOMAN'®.

Some of these signatures were not applied to tle iteelf, but to
separate pieces of paper. This is like leaving dl Wfsigned, but signing
instead a blank piece of paper, which could havwenhedded later, or forged.
When this information was ‘'surfaced' in the PalateWestminster by the
Author, with assistance from a Member of Parliametit attempts to obtain
official comments on the matter were fruitless. Tihdiative - designed to
point out that the Treaty of Rome, upon which tinéire edifice of the Euro-
pean 'Tower of Babel' is constructed, may be iadvaliwas torpedoed from
the outside by parliamentary lawyers, who pointed ihat the fact that the
Treaty document may not have been properly sigmddle 'of some con-
cern' (which was admitted), was probably of no remnificance because
the Treaty had, after all, been ratified by theidiequres of the original 'Six'
European countries concerned. After the Maastritidaty was signed, it
transpired that a number of EEC Member States wirerfact precluded by
their constitutions from applying it. But that 'neado difference’, either.
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THE 'FISCHER CONTROVERSY": A GERMAN HISTORIAN 'SEES THE LIGHT'

In perplexing contrast to the information concegnitne work and views of Professor
Fritz Fischer provided by Niall Ferguson [see pdgd], an obituary of Fischer, who
died aged 91 early in 2000, published in the LonBaily Telegraph on 16th February
2000, noted that, as a Lutheran, he was 'requimedefend his convictions from an
early age' (this characteristic being a speciatugirof Lutheran Christians). After
studying in Erlangen and Berlin, he wrote a numbérreligious-Lutheran books,
which were published shortly before the Second Wakar. These books were 'sup-
ported by the Reich Institute for History of the W&ermany. There is no evidence
that Fischer was then anti-Nazi; had he been stspec would hardly have been
appointed Assistant Professor of History in Hamborg942'.

Ferguson's quotations from Fischer's work, of omushow Fischer to have
been, at the very least, an enthusiastic Pan-Gerfidawever military service and
two spells of imprisonment by the Allies at Nurempd'he was confused with a
war criminal of the same name'), precluded him frtaking up that post for five
years. The obituary then explained Fischer's appapestwar '‘change of heart' as
having taken place as a consequence of 'the erperief war, defeat and the Nurem-
berg trials'. So the postwar Fischer 'spent the degade investigating the First World
War; and what he found in the archives confirmesl duispicion that Hitler was only
the last and most extreme case in a "continuitgradr" that had begun as far back as
under Bismarck'. The Daily Telegraph's obituarytoared:

'Perhaps the most important document Fischer urezhrivas the "Septem-
ber Programme", drafted by the Chancellor, Theohald Bethmann-Hollweg. This
set out German war aims in the first flush of wigton 1914. Fischer summarised
them thus: "After eliminating France as a Great &ovexcluding British influence
from the Continent and thrusting Russia back, Gesmproposed to establish her
own hegemony over Europe'.

'‘Looking back in a lecture [given] in 1978, Fiscteaw the Third Reich and
the Second World War that it unleashed, as a wadt the First World War, [and]
as a refusal by the ruling elite to accept its ltesuto grasp that neither Europe nor
America would yield to German domination'.

Subsequent events, and the evidence containedisnbtiok, have confirmed
that Fischer was right in accusing the German guélite of refusing to accept the out-
come of the Second World War - in fact, of couseboth world wars; but he was to
be proved wrong in his assessment that 'neitheogeunor America would yield to
German domination'. On the contrary, most of Eurdpeluding Britain, has already
done so, while the equally confused Americans h&wemost of the postwar period,
actively encouraged the 'process' of European aatifin. The obituary notice also
contained the following analysis, which ‘pre-com a seamless continuity of
German strategy from the beginning of the twentieimtury (in fact, as indicated,
much earlier) through the Second World War and aipthe present day, although
Fischer's work was confined to demonstrating thalicp continuity from Imperial
Germany to the downfall of the Nazi regime. Fothaligh he survived through the
Maastricht and Amsterdam Treaties of the Europeaiord Collective, to the thresh-
old of the Nice Treaty (December 2000), which alit kompleted Nazi Germany's
wartime economic 'Lebensraum’' objectives, Profe$3scher sensibly preferred not to
draw attention to his own Nazi past by writing abdle subsequent continuity of
Pan-German strategy up to the present day.

According to the British writer of his obituary:

'[Fischer] unleashed a revolution in the study dafri@an history by showing

that Hitler's bid to dominate Europe, far from lgean aberration, was merely the



Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals 211

execution of policy aims laid down by Imperial Gamy. Within a few years of the
appearance in 1961 of his book'Griff nach der Wadtnti [[Germany's Aims in the First
World War'], Fischer had become West Germany's noestbrated - and vilified -
postwar historian' - because he preferred the touifeutonic 'political correctness'.

He was vilified, of course, because, having ostdpsreverted to his true
Lutheran self and 'seen the light', he had accubedruling elite of (arrogantly)
refusing to accept the outcome of the wars - inddgedaccept any responsibility
for the chaos that Germany had generated, and ofoatl, for stubbornly refusing
to abandon the idolatry of power, and Germany's fas hegemony, which had
driven the country and the world into war in thesffiplace. Furthermore, the post-
war Pan-Germans (almost all of them ‘former' Namisye less than amused at being
lectured by a fellow ‘former' Nazi on the catastrioperrors of their past. Their hatred
of Fischer was all the more extreme because tHelatry had grown in intensity with
the passing of the years, and because they remameamnvinced of and beguiled by
the notion of the ‘inevitability' of the 'triumpbf Germany, as the Leninists are of the
'inevitability' of the 'global victory of Communism

The obituary notice concluded that Fischer's ‘@iesenf continuity in German
policy from the Kaiser to Hitler not only challemty¢he received wisdom [sic!] that the
Great Powers had blundered into the First World Wart discredited those "moder-
ate" German statesmen, such as Bethmann-HollwegSamsemann [sic!], in whose
tradition Konrad Adenauer and other 'conservatpaiticians of the Federal Republic
saw themselves'. If the obituary writer had undedtthat Dr Gustaf Stresemann,
Germany's Foreign Minister in the mid-1920s, waor@gnthe most virulent of all post-
First World War Pan-Germans, and a mentor of Drn&der, this remark might have
been deleted from the report. In actual fact, Adenawhile still ostensibly just a local
political boss, had been a powerful and influenfiglire in German politics for decades
before he came into the limelight in 1949. Indeld, early influence, even on foreign
policy, was so great that Stresemann even save fdonsult him (Adenauer) - writing
him a long letter dated 7th January 1925 in whittesemann asked Dr Adenauer to
approve the text of a German diplomatic Note to #tées: T hope you will be in
agreement with the terms of the German Reply Nbtecareful diplomatic form it
contains the sternest reproaches to the Allied Powe

In another book entitled 'War of lllusions' [pagé],5Fischer, who ended his
academic career as Professor Emeritus of Histor{Hanburg University, recorded
that from 1902 onwards, the German Emperor 'spdker@ating les Etats Unis de
I'Europe, naturally under German leadership'. Lodewn on the same page, Profes-
sor Fischer wrote: 'In the months before the [Rilsgmanese] war and during the war
itself, Wilhelm Il missed no opportunity of asswgitthe Tsar of Germany's friendship
so that when the moment came, he could demand ardefor his friendship and for
Germany's benevolent neutrality. In fact, the [Ingde German] Foreign Ministry
tried to interest Russia in a political alliance eesly as November 1904'. Some post-
war Germans even denounced Professor Fischer @sta {unspoken: to the contin-
uing Nazi cause). Thus the German Defence Minisfethe day, the portly Bavarian
Franz Josef Strauss, demanded that "all availal#ansi be used to silence these
"distortions". But Fischer refused to be intimidhteand when Der Spiegel printed
a number of extracts from his book, 'its scholanhyegrity was demonstrated to
a wider public'. As for the response of Strauss'these distortions', its unbroken
continuity with the familiar Nazi approach to disseneeds no further elaboration.
When, in the 1990s, the Austrians elected a goventnted by Joerg Haider per-
ceived to be 'right-wing', the socialist EU Colleet imposed sanctions on the coun-
try, claiming that a government of such orientati@al 'no place' in Babel utopia.



212 THE EUROPEAN UNION COLLECTIVE

COMMUNITY LAW REPLACES TAILED BLOOD AND IRON'

During 1993, the Luxembourg-based Office for OfflcPublications of the
European Communities published a dreary documetitieeh The ABC of
Community Law' by Dr Klaus-Dieter Borchardt, whistates on page 32:

[Community law] is what is entirely new about ti@@mmunity what
distinguishes it from earlier efforts to unite Epeo It works not by means of
force or domination but simply by means of law. Lavto do what "blood
and iron" have for centuries failed to do'.

Note that this German did not decry the attemptslena the past to
‘'unify’ Europe through 'blood and iron': their dlsoming was simply that
they had failed. The end justifies the means. Nlogeimplied lie that decisions
in the European Union context are made ‘freelyis Ththe reverse of the truth.
Decisions within the political collective are mabehind closed doors - often
by the COREPERs (two Committees of Permanent EUrdReptatives -
Ambassadors and their underlings - of the 'MembteS' chaired by the
Commission), which prepare the agenda, make up thenh rules of proce-
dure, and present the exhausted political delegaits virtual faits accompli.
The Permanent Representatives exploit the fact that political delegates
will have just flown in from all over Europe andasched an inadequate
night's sleep - and will be only too keen to leémehome as soon as possible.
Thus 'Europe’ is governed, like the USSR, by apglites, who serve an elite
of strategists. This is the 'New Form' of the EUl&xtive's modus operandi.

Furthermore, the European Parliament, which exisis the sole
purpose of giving the political collective and itBuhrer-Cornmission' a
thin veneer of 'democracy’, is so undemocratic thateches are confined
to a few minutes - with a prior requirement tha¢ tsubject-matter must be
cleared by the chair beforehand. The size of the dbktituencies carved out
of the 'Member States' so as to provide the dedsg@tlembers of the Euro-
pean Parliament, or MEPs) with the basis to sudtais illusion of 'democ-
racy' - a 'New Form' of Soviet-style 'democratisitis so vast, that contact
between the MEP and his or her constituents iscifdy non-existent. No,
there is nothing democratic about the European tu@iallective.

On the contrary, since the European Union Colleivorigins and
intentions are totalitarian, democracy in the EUntegt is just a 'mask'’
to provide a cosmetic illusion of legitimacy forethEuropean Commis-
sion's oppressive Directives, Regulations and rulesleed, EU ‘democ-
racy' is, if anything, cruder even than the fakemdcracy' invented by the
Leninists - who at least use democratic forms tgiaally’, for the purpose
of hoodwinking the West into believing that theyvba'embarked on the
road to democracy' - whereas in practice, as digclisn Part One, they are
playing a game called 'democratism' (illusory deracg). But in the Euro-
pean Parliament, political labels are meaningldsw. instance, the British
'‘Conservative' Party is affiliated with the Sowetinding 'European People's
Party'. A British MP who for two years attendedsémss of the Council of
Europe - another EU ‘'talking shop' designed toefo&temocratic' illusions -
reported that, without exception, all represengstivencountered in that
environment were from the Left and the Far-Lefthaf political spectrum.
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APPARENT CONVERGENCE OF GERMAN AND RUSSIAN STRATEGIES
Gencher's article in 'International Affairs'

The April 1993 issue of the Russian Foreign Migistrjournal 'International
Affairs’ contained an article entitled 'From Vaneeu to Vladivostok' by the
former long-serving German Foreign Minister, Haristfich Genschét.
Genscher resigned suddenly in 1992, after beingpoomised by Stasi files
which fell into the hands of the Western powersigibally from Halle, in
East Germany, Genscher had been in the habit ofirgpmis wife back home
almost monthly, for many years: she is believedhawve acted as her hus-
band's courier / controller. Genscher occupied fbsts of Foreign Minister
and Vice-Chancellor of the Federal Republic betw#8r4 and 1992. On 23rd
February 1993, the Moscow State Institute of Irattomal Relations awarded
Genscher a 'Diploma of Honorary Doctor".

A number of Western politicians have fallen intee tirap of allowing
their names to be attached to articles publishedniernational Affairs’. The
Russians appear to be unconcerned at the signhl aticles may send to
observers abroad, because they may know that thet \Mays inadequate
attention to 'International Affairs', which is vied as a tedious publication
full of dreary articles. The first revelation in @her's article concerned
the reasons behind the Soviet push to procure mgreat Helsinki in 1975.
This campaign triggered the avalanche of developsndeading towards
‘collective security', and represented a triumphSokiet strategy. According
to Anatoliy Golitsyn [Memorandum to the Central diigence Agency,
March 1990: see The Perestroika Deception', p&je'® massive operation to
establish and develop contacts with Western Europgromote the CSCE
(the Helsinki process) was launched under Brezhineduly 1971 when a
Soviet Committee for European Security was set ogeu Viktor Shytikov'.
Inaccurately crediting General de Gaulle with inisg the phrase 'Europe
from the Atlantic to the Urals' (it originated asSmviet cliche), Genscher
claimed in his article that 'very soon it was redegd that no stability in
Europe could be achieved if the Soviet Union wasealinted'.

'Recognising this fact led to proper conclusionsfaasback as 1975 in
the Helsinki Final Act. The participating statesesgl to include in that doc-
ument the whole Soviet Union as well as the Unifdtes and Canada -
that is, the area extending from Vancouver to Wasliok'. Thus, as well as
achieving a 'Great Leap Forward' in respect of mtomy completion of the
Comintern's 'collective security' mandate, the 8iviachieved inclusion of
the USSR at Helsinki - establishing a precedentciwvhineant that the West
could never exclude or 'discount’ them in futurent any key negotiations,
whatever the issue of transnational importance miggt the greatest prize
of all. Armed with this achievement, Moscow beganoace to undermine
the concept of national sovereignty further. acowydto Genscher, ‘in this
sense the new European area of stability is by eans primarily a geograph-
ical concept. Key criteria for it are the universalues and fundamental
convictions agreed in the 1990 Charter of Pariswhich the NATO and the
Warsaw Pact countries endorsed the Soviet lzietitie Cold War is over].

The former German Foreign Minister now proclaimeel $oviet
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theme that 'on the basis of this Charter, the et from Vancouver to
Vladivostok should be seen as the territory on Wwhitability must be
provided. Only by treating this area as a singleolehcan we guarantee
stability also for Europe in the strictly geogragaiisense of this concept'.

It is not known whether Herr Genscher, who had beanof office for
a year and had lain low on the back benches irBtvedestag, actually wrote
this article for 'International Affairs', which spis Soviet policy and outlines
Moscow's strategy in exhaustive (albeit Aesopiarjadl Any one of the
following possibilities might have applied: (1) meay perhaps have written
the article himself, in which case, since every dvarf it coincided exactly
with the 'post'-Soviet 'line' of the Russian Foreiylinistry, the German
Foreign Minister was in the pay of the Russians,etse was being black-
mailed or compromised by them; we know that he wader the control of
Aleksandr Bessmertnykh, the chief controller of dgeof influence [see page
91]; (2) alternatively, the article was written (e style and content suggests)
by Russian Foreign Ministry and Military Intelligesm experts, submitted for
his 'approval’, and published under his name; (&) third possibility - that
Genscher knew nothing about the article until ipegred in April 1993 - can
perhaps be discounted, especially given his awdr@no 'honorary doctor-
ship' by the Russian Academy of Sciences' Institfténternational Relations
- although that option, too, would not be unusaattie strategy apparatchiks.

Next, Herr Genscher's article provided further comdition that the
regional collective structures, of which the EurapeJnion Collective is the
most ‘advanced’, were preplanned - with all of tHeading along a railway
line (permitting onward movement only) towards theninist objective of
a Single World Federation of (Communist) Statesregional blocs which
would in due course dissolve into a World Commuri§ttatorship - in
pursuit of which aim, Hans-Dietrich Genscher, Gewys Foreign Minister
for 18 years, played his part successfully ford@gacto patrons in Moscow.

Citing the European Community as a brilliant ackieent, Herr
Genscher insisted that 'what made the successeofe possible was that
the Community was calculated from the outset towsha twofold trend.
First, a trend towards internal development and peleig cooperation.
Second, a trend towards expansion. It was only rabamtion of these trends
that made the EC highly viable'. In translationis tmeans, in effect, that the
European Union has no purposes other than to 'deepal to '‘expand’ -
that is, its purpose is to direct its 'seethingrgy® in the interests of the
World Revolution. That is what the political coltee is for.

The European Community had 'set an example' [uifsgaic for
other regional blocs like MERCOSUR, the Central Anan states, ASEAN,
the Gulf Cooperation Council, and the North Amemickree Trade Area
[NAFTA]. 'Japan's aspiration to create an econorogoperation zone in
East Asia’, taken with the other blocs (and sevénat Genscher omitted,
covering Africa and the Middle East) 'show that idea of regional align-
ments is also striking root in those parts of therl& (and accelerating the
slide towards the elimination of nation states e fprocess). But Genscher
failed to provide any argument at all, for the bislament of these blocs.
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On the 'issue' of 'European enlargement' (whichreagsewed in Part
One, has no justification at all other than asrthén step towards the expansion of
federalism and the abolition of nation states), $8bkar argued that eastwards
expansion was just 'desirable’ per se (and in \uth Lenin's teaching that
'separation precedes federation’). The Europeatectok was simply the
most efficient collectivisation engine yet invented

When reading this, one easily forgets that it whe tong-serving
former German Foreign Minister who was writing tBisviet propaganda:

'‘Simultaneously, the EC and the successor stateshef ex-Soviet
Union [sic] should set about putting their politicand economic relations
alike on a solid treaty basis. In so doing, thegudth bear in mind the histor-
ically logical character of European unificationurther development does
not admit of any fresh political, economic, soca@l ecological division of
Europe. The new situation in Europe therefore chils comprehensive and
deep-going cooperation by the EC with Russia artkerosuccessor states
of the ex-Soviet Union. Also needed to this endaisiew treaty instrument,
a form of cooperation treaties' [code for a 'profartreaty’. 'just sign here’.
This dimension of Soviet strategy has since bedfiléd by a broadening
of the Gorbachev-Yeltsin bilateral treaty netwotk ihclude separate treaties
between West European EU 'Member States' and tiraCeand East Euro-
pean countries, as well as the ‘former' Soviet Blai- in accordance with
Andrei Kozyrev's 1995 dictum that 'the more states intertwined with
one another, the more durable will be the net eif trelationship&®.

This theme was repeated a few months later by timer British
Prime Minister, John Major, when he made his Aemoppronouncement
in Moscow in May 1995 that ‘we need to forge a hafi new relationships
binding us together in a durable pe¥ceTo put this into perspective, recall
that (a) Mr Major's Press Officer used to displayramed copy of 'Pravda’
on his office wall; (b) during Boris Yeltsin's boardment of the 'Black and
White House' in 1993, Major stepped out of Numb@r Downing Street, to
express his full support for the tank bombardmennthe 'Parliament build-
ing', accompanied by the veteran KGB officer BdAankin, who was then
the Russian Ambassador to the Court of St Jamast;(c), on 1st January
1992, Major told a BBC Radio Four audience thdbdk forward to the day
when Russia is a fully-fledged member of the EuappeCommunity®.
These observations, and other indications, almaesfgest that Mr Major
may have suffered from a ‘conflict of loyalfy' Across the Atlantic, former
President Bill Clinton later spoke a similar langea- telling the United
Nations General Assembly on 22nd September 2000 htbawanted to take
the United States, as well, into a 'web of ingtng that will set the internat-
ional ground rules for the 21st century' - furttegvancing what Genscher
claimed as his 'vision' of a vast 'single politicglace from Vancouver to
Vladivostok'. That phrase, however, was not iditialsed by Genscher: its
overt authors included Mikhail Gorbachev and Edi&hndvardnadze.

By inviting prominent Western figures to ‘write' rfdinternational
Affairs', the continuing Leninist strategists ate tMinistry of Foreign Affairs
in Moscow have developed a sophisticated meansopbgating their
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Leninist strategic and policy lines 'on an objegetibasis' - by making it
appear as though the views expressed in their ca@luare those of the
guest author concerned. And in most cases, as @ithscher's article, they
probably are. Throughout this article, though, Gbes said nothing at all
that contravened the 'General Line' and the detaistrategy as understood
by the Author, as Editor of 'Soviet Analyst'. Bytrdtuting their own ‘line' to
Genscher, the Soviet editors invited the reademdoept its objectivity and
validity: 'We in the European Community have jusine close to removing
through the Common Internal Market the obstacledraoe that arose dur-
ing the existence of isolated nation states [si@] &ng created difficulties in
our economic cooperation. The United States showatveconomic forces
can be deployed in a large area where there aeeammomic barriers'.

However, the American States lack sovereignty, twhis why the
collectivists are so keen on the phrase ‘'UnitedteStaof Europe'. And
since, although this is stating the obvious, thesdan Foreign Ministry
would never publish an article in its journal whidid not contain material
that corresponded with, or furthered, its revoludicy objectives, the total
extinguishing of sovereignty is the aim of the RaissForeign Ministry,
too. The remarks of the former German Foreign Memisand the editorial
'hospitality' of the Russian Foreign Ministry prowleat both share Lenin's
‘ultimate objective of destroying the state’. Géess successor, Joschka
Fischer, endorses the same revolutionary ‘lineheOtpassages from Herr
Genscher's 'International Affairs' article leavee dn no doubt about the total
identity of Russian Leninist and German Pan-Eurppeallectivist objec-
tives today, at the present 'stage’. For the Pam&e heirs of the Nazi Inter-
national, for whom Herr Genscher fronted for so ynaears as a leading
strategist, have effectively 'bolted the framewook' their strategy onto the
broader revolutionary substructure of the contiguiheninist globalists,
and are, for the time being, 'free-riding' withithigiends' from the east.

Accordingly, Herr Genscher insisted, 'nothing isingoto be like its
former self any longer in either the East or thestW&he peoples of Europe
must [sic] accept the unity of their Continent asviaole. This applies to the
peoples of Western Europe, primarily the EC, inchhihis circumstance has
not yet won recognition among all members'. In ptiverds, we are going
to fulfil our hegemony ambitions against all ob&ac come what may:
and those who oppose us will have to be ‘broughtretmson’. When the
Berlin Wall ‘fell', it fell into the West - whichsito say, that the East burst into
the West, not the other way round. Genscher wa®yagtayer in bringing
this about. And his article in ‘'International Affsimade it clear that, so far as
the Russian strategists were concerned, Herr Gerischctivities had been
favourable to the advancement of the Leninistsjegtoto establish a 'single
political space stretching from the Atlantic to Wiwostok'.

'We Europeans', Genscher added, 'cannot allow naists to decide
the destiny of Europe' - 'nationalists’ being thgjomtive insult flung at
all who believe in the nation state. In order tevyemt these 'nationalists'
from derailing the One-World train, 'the task is develop an all-Europe
political architecture' (of control). Of specialpartance will be the abol-
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ition of national legal systems and their replaceimky 'a common Euro-
pean Legal Area'’, which 'must receive practicalpheHere, the former
German Foreign Minister was referring to what beeafhhe European
Legal Area Project, which sought to develop and asap 'Corpus Juris'
and which, over time, will displace English Commbaw. For instance,
'‘Corpus Juris', fully implemented, would end thetifin system of separate
judge and jury: indeed, the Blair Government soughtremove juries for
certain trials and was reported in early 2002 tobbely split on the issue
at Cabinet level, with some Ministers protestingosgly at this revolut-

ionary proposal (so that it was inadvertently réedathat some members
of Mr Blair's second Cabinet had not yet realiskdt tbelonging to the EU
Collective necessitates ultimate submission to 100% the Collective's

initiatives and decisions). A decision whether tmgecute would be init-
iated even before the opening of an investigatidge.one commentator has
pointed out, ‘it is no exaggeration to say thatiniplemented, the United
Kingdom, without habeas corpus and trial by juryoud in all reality

become a police state' - or, at any rate, a statehnmore akin to that
favoured by the Nazi International and by the auritig collective of

Soviet Leninist revolutionary strategists.

Finally, the former German Foreign Minister promiad from the
pages of the Russian Foreign Ministry's officialrjoal - which has been
published with similar Leninist Aesopian geopoblficcontent since 1954,
indicating a lack of strategic discontinuity - thétnited Germany will go
on urging the West to regard Europe as a singleleyhand to perceive
all-Europe stability as a cause requiring collectiactions. Germany has
made a decision on extensive long-term cooperatigih Russia. This...
is evidence of a will for the joint shaping of duture'.

The Author is accordingly able to rest his caset tGgrmany and
Russia are working together for the implementatidnshared revolutionary
objectives, centred upon the extinguishing andectilisation of all sover-
eignty - except their own. Once the constituentiomatstates have been
‘destroyed - and the Pan-Germans think they hawaghed or are on the verge
of achieving their frustrated regional objectivehieth will then begin to frustrate
Moscow's blueprint for 'universal European inteigrdt - these two evil
powers will turn on each other: and the consequemnay be unspeakable
for the whole world. Genscher's message was that biest periods' of the
German-Russian relationship were when the Germawistlae Soviets were
helping each other to rearm. But military coopemtiand war preparations
hardly provide a secure basis for trust. And the fa that both are tense, as
will be demonstrated - knowing that the other knothat each is ‘'using'
the other in pursuit of its own strategic objective

Before he resigned suddenly and mysteriously, edlgg (according to
German security information) following the discovesf compromising intel-
ligence buried among the Stasi files found after Hoviets left East Germany,
Hans-Dietrich Genscher was meticulous in facilitgtiGorbachev's task of
closing down the Stalinist model of control by pgpg the ground for the
relaunch of an updated, flexible Leninist revoloaoy model for the whole
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world. According to the 'German Tribune', 17th Mart991, Genscher told a
journalist that Gorbachev ‘is keeping on coursealinfields' - by which he

clearly implied that the German Foreign Office hiatimate knowledge of
the intentions of Soviet strategy. 'Gorbachev hastaickle numerous tasks
simultaneously', Genscher added. 'He is doing thith great quality of

leadership and personal authority’. Then he added tonfirmation that

Bonn was fully aware that there had been, and wddd NO discontinuity

of Soviet strategy: 'We must acknowledge the caitfinof Soviet foreign

policy'. Given Genscher's credentials, THIS STATEMMHES DEFINITIVE.

Herr Genscher further told Bonn's Diplomatic Corps, a farewell
address on 15th May 1992, that German policy ladtiqular stress upon
'strengthening the Atlantic Alliance as a pillar stability... from Vancouver
to Vladivostok' - the phrase used by both Gorbached Shevardnadze; and
he evoked the Hitler-Adenauer formula by reitemtithat ‘future-oriented
cooperation with our eastern partners and theiegmtion into the emerg-
ing One Europe, and the development of a Pan-Earoparchitecture’,
were indispensable. Earlier, on 4th March 1992,r Heenscher had remarked
at Martin Luther University, in his home town of lléa that 'the end of
the Cold War... represented a unique opportunity esdend our system
of common [but unspecified - Ed.] values from Vamger to Viadivostok'.
Gorbachev could hardly have put the point bettersiif.

THE NAZI INTERNATIONAL'S PLAN IS BROUGHT INTO THE OPEN
Presenting the Konrad Adenauer Prize in Munich ofth1May 1992,
Dr Helmut Kohl, then German Chancellor, informeds haudience that
'in Maastricht we laid the cornerstone for the chatipn of a European
Union. The process leading to this objective i®versible'. Nothing, how-
ever, is irreversible, except death - since Man fn@s-will. The only people
who speak seriously of ‘irreversibility' and ‘irtedility' are the heirs of the
Nazi International and the continuing disciples Marx and Lenin - and
susceptible draughtsmen of collective treatieshsas the Maastricht Treaty,
which use such oppressive, coercive and dogmatgukge in conformity
with the ponderous Pan-German tradition. By insgstihat 'the process' of
European collectivisation and federation was 'ersible’, the German
Chancellor was arbitrarily and dictatorially deryimhe relevance or role of
democracy - and denying the populations of Europg faiture opportunity
to reverse the repeatedly catastrophic errors eif thnisguides elites. Indeed,
Marxist epithets such as 'inevitable' and 'irreisdes hint at the very essence
of totalitarianism: which means that all partiedbstribing to this Nazi-style
collectivist-socialist language are, at heart lit@t@dans, not democrats.

Speaking at the Bertelsmann Forum on 3rd April 19@hancellor
Kohl also elaborated Germany's unchanged visiontlef 'New Europe'
by employing language precisely matched by Gorbadhehis Oslo Nobel
Peace Prize speech in June 1992, and at FultorsoMison 6th May 1992.
He insisted that 'we shall only be able to creatéreater Europe, provided
we irrevocably advance the present European cofEhere is no question
of 'either/or' here, but only of 'both/and'.... Ténés no alternative to a
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policy which aims at combination, unless we wishct@llenge fate.... Security
no longer against one another, but with one anotfibe European Union
Treaty introduces a new and decisive stage inrtheeps of European union

which within a few years will lead to the creatiah the United States of
Europe'. These 'states', like the American StatéB, have been stripped
of their sovereignty - which will by then have beesurped and supplanted
by the Leninist collective form of 'governance’ eiis completely alien to the
British tradition, and a continuing source of néopsaggravation and friction.

Interviewed in the globalist-minded Time magazirfe 30th September
1996, Dr Kohl further announced: 'If we want toegpfard the peace and free-
dom of the European peoples in the 21st centumsn tiwe must join forces.
The century that is drawing to a close was one @dafy nationalism. This
had terrible consequences, not least in Germangaatb Germany'.

'Horrific crimes against other peoples and manyividdals were
committed in Germany's name. | do not want to retto this time. | do
not think that the nation state, in the form thaheeged in the nineteenth
century and existed in the twentieth century, camargntee our future.
Our generation has a duty to construct the ‘Europeause’. If we fall
to do so, we will relapse into old errors'.

By thus affecting to 'sublimate’ Germany's war tguihe leading
Pan-Germans have been able to tap cynically intontlalleable and gullible
West European psyche, which responds to such oézen stimuli roughly
as follows: 'Look, the Germans have now expressaaorse for their former
heinous and barbaric behaviour. They are sayingstdn part: " We know the
German soul better than you do, because we are d@Bsrmurselves. There-
fore we know for sure that the only way of supgresshe German tendency to
augment German power by seizing the assets ofsptleeto tie Germany down
collectively and permanently (‘irrevocably’), soatthother Europeans can
influence and tame the naturally aggressive andiisitige tendency of the
German race. Moreover, by this means, the otheppgeans will themselves
be reassured that the German problem has beerdsntee and for all'.

But this is all eyewash: what the Pan-Germans meariranslation,
is that the 'Lebensraum' they seek is the spacatecdy abolishing the sover-
eignty of all the other regional nation states,hwithe exception of Germany,
hiding behind the 'mask of federalism': THIS is tlesv 'Lebensraum’.

For, like the Soviet Leninist strategists, who &alhe tested prospec-
tive Western responses to given Soviet provocatiam$ scenarios for three
decades, in advance of the intended dismantlingthef Stalinist model -
using the multiple specialist institutes of the Aemy of [Leninist] Sciences
as agencies for that purpose - the Nazi Internatitiad concluded that this
‘chest-beating' approach was likely to prove by tte@ most fruitful means
of achieving the Nazi International's objectives bubtlety and stealth,
especially among the French, who apparently casgeet through this dimen-
sion of Germany's two-faced behaviour. The Pan-@asmvere right.

Moreover this subtle psychological approach hadtraroadvantage:
it masked a threat of blackmail. Dr Kohl himselfereed on several occasions
to the possibility of war if Germany does not agkiés objectives. His
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rationale was varied to suit his audiences, butdée¢ce of blaming Germany
itself for past errors, and implying that Germangnmot be trusted in the
future unless it is incorporated into a Greater ogar was disingenuous -
not least because of the latent threat that Germwillybe forced to ‘take

matters into its own hands' (which is what the wewd-formed German
General Staff may well be planning) if it does fimially get its own way:

'‘Greater Germany' masquerading under the 'Eurogeam’ label.

This German stance has had particular attractienssiall countries
like Luxembourg - the home of Jacques Santer, thendr President of the
European Commission, who lost no opportunity tolipige the Pan-German
and Leninist theme that European foreign and sgcpolicy must be collec-
tivised. On 5th November 1996, for example, Samiemounced: 'To those
who argue that such matters are the essential doofanational sovereignty
and are inappropriate for the European Union, | Sde world has changed
forever. Solitary national action in almost all dmn and defence domains
is over. We live in a world of burden-sharing andsensus'.

Traditionally, Germany's Ambassador to Moscow hasdéd to echo
Soviet policy in his public statements, and to tdgnwith his hosts. This
was certainly the case when Otto von der GableBann's Ambassador
to Russia, was, like Genscher, given access topliiorm provided by the
journal of the Russian Foreign Ministry, 'Interoatal Affairs' [issue of June
1994, Number 6]. According to the Leninist journtde German Ambassador
observed, in an interview published therein by #mparatchik B. Pyadyshev,
that 'national sovereignty... is becoming irreldvaand meaningless for all
that many still cling to it'. (Now Pyadyshev jusagpened to be stationed in
London at the Soviet Embassy in the late 1960s,nwian der Gablentz was
a diplomat at the German Embassy in Belgravia).

And in the course of this interview, the German Asgador revealed
the enormous size of the German Embassy in Mosawi994], noting, in
answer to Pyadyshev's question 'How many diplomatsou have on the staff?'
that: 'Our Embassy is made up not only of stafthef Foreign Ministry. We
also have representatives of many other Ministaesl Government agen-
cies, such as the Bundesbank. Links with Russiat@yemportant to be rep-
resented by diplomats alone. The list of diplomats present to the Russian
Foreign Ministry every year includes employees tifeo agencies. Ours is a
large Embassy with about 290 people, including Russ Besides, there are
the offices of several hundred German firms [si@ginong them powerful
ones like Daimler-Benz or Siemens. The total humtfeemployees may be
500, at the least. But not all of them belong o Embassy'.

A handful of prominent Germans have appeared toressp certain
reservations in recent years about Bonn's relentltacks on the nation
state - one of them being Herr Oskar Lafontaine, ldader of the Oppos-
ition in the mid-1990s. He appeared to contradictkidhl with the following
remark: 'When a declaration of belief in the Unit&tates of Europe is
reiterated... that can only mean that the new dni&ermany is only a
transitional state BECAUSE WE WANT TO PRESERVE ITITWIN THE
UNITED STATES OF EUROPE'. It turns out that the deaof Germany's
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Opposition was explaining the basic core of Gerrnwmrdeception strategy.
Since Germany will be at the centre of the regioblaic provided it stops
at the Urals, Germany will survive the transitioamerging as 'Greater
Germany' by another name: Federalism is just a nfskif the Soviet model

of 'universal European integration' prevails, Gamnawill disappear like

all the other EU nation states that have been ndelge their illuminised

elites against their peoples' preferences, into phaspective 'single space
from the Atlantic to the Pacific'. Germany is conitdor all the other states
to vanish for ever, but adamant that Germany iisalf be 'preserved'.

So the 'United States of Europe' is itself ‘jushask’, within which all
nation states except Germany will have been destroyeninism will have
been applied in the interests of Greater Germatmgréfore, Pan-Germanism
is ‘free-riding’ on the momentum of Leninism. Bedi self-confidence is
such that it is prepared to be 'pulled along' by lteninist World Collectivist
Revolution, in the expectation of being able tagifrom the Soviet Leninist
train at a station called 'Greater Germany'. Thintof the World Revolution,
these Pan-Germans assume, will then pull out ofsth#on, leaving the Pan-
German project ‘complete’.

To press home their non-stop offensive against riaon state, so
as to demonstrate that this stance was sharedeapitimacle of the German
structures, the Pan-German strategists in contfolpalicy even went so
far as to enlist the propaganda assistance of tlesident of the Federal
Republic, Dr Professor Roman Herzog [see page 1bAh is supposed to
be above politics, like the Queen. As we have seerhis notorious speech
before German historians on 17th September ¥99Bis President of one
of the most important countries in the world calledenly for his nation
to cease to exist - like a turkey voting for Clmas. He loudly proclaimed the
Gorbachev-Genscher 'line', that 'the world hasredtea new era' - 'Jacques
Santer's 'the world has changed forever' - a dagnudithe beloved of the
'‘General Staff' of Lenin's World Revolution:

The principle of erecting boundaries from whiche tmation state
arose in the nineteenth century' was 'as of liitieher use as is the expan-
sion with which the nation state was also assatiateno state today can
any longer protect its population or its territdoy itself, whether militarily
or environmentally’. Accordingly, the nation statehad 'ceased to exist
as an impermeable structure and, to be quite plaor, should it exist
any longer'. Note Dr Herzog's insistence that ndionastate can protect
itself ‘environmentally’ - a reference to the wuaiilde success of the Soviet
strategists' global environmentalism campaign, @manted following the
Chernobyl ‘accident®® a campaign to which Moscow has devoted massive
resources and to which it attaches exceptional iitapoe as a ‘transmis-
sion belt' fostering the creation of the intendkbgl ‘common miné’.

Professor Herzog continued with the familiar prapaip ‘line' that
'the nation state is too small for the major proideof life and too big for
the minor ones. Indeed, we see this every day: nm@oplems, often ones
of vital significance, have for a long time not beeapable of resolution at
national level. The way for us in the future caitydre: Europe'. Lenin will
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have jumped for joy in his Mausoleum (if that iglyrhis grave).

The nation state is on the point of saying goodhyet the nation’,
added the German President - in a reference tooffigal obfuscation that
while the nation state is to disappear, 'culturidlecences' as evoked in the
Maastricht Treaty, will be preserved, to make up foe 'Member States"
intended loss of sovereignty. The nation stateh vihe concepts of sover-
eignty that go with it, has out lived itself. Neith can the nation state
any longer pursue an autonomous economic policy'.

‘The European Union must continue to remain an el@rof the fact
that the principle of involvement guarantees greatbility than that of
the balance of power, that integration is more psorg than division. It
would be absurd if Europe were to forget the stpatef integration just at
the moment in which the rest of the world is leagnfrom it. And it would
be equally absurd if, after 50 years of artificahd enforced separation
between East and West, not the common Europeanthautold national
inheritance should come to the fore'. That is, éhewst be no reversion to
the 'thesis' (independent nation states in Europs), we will press ahead
to the 'synthesis’ (the collectivisation of sovgngy).

'‘By "Europe”, we' [that is to say, the Pan-Germéitele'mean neither
a bureaucratic superstate, nor simply a free trmme. There are accordingly
two main dangers for the Europe of the future.hé European Union is not
structured to reflect the interests of its citizeriswill play into the hands
of those who wish to return to the nation states' {flaough the fate of the
nation state is sealed for all time: Marxist 'ieesibility' principle, again).
Moreover, a lack of unity within the Union will eglly be of benefit to the
advocates of the nation state' - those mindledisiqients of a bygone era.

And the President of Germany was not just insistiwat the nation
state was finished, but also that the teaching atfonal history - he was
addressing the 41st Convention of German Historiafter all - was redun-
dant, as well: indeed, he had come in order torunstGerman historians to
stop teaching national history altogether:

In an era in which the principle of the nationtestés outdated, there
is no point in national history, either. The scienaf history must concern
itself particularly with the history of Europeandamon-European countries,
not attitively [sic] however, but integratively' that is to say, in conformity
with the collectivist blueprint for global controbnd then, in a brief reference
to the revolutionary 'tendency' for countries toalgamate or to be grouped
together in regions ready for global control, Drrktey concluded that 'in
order to be able to hold its own in this new conadrglobal regions, Europe
urgently needs to amalgamate and to develop aaeided global policy'.

In the course of this astonishing speech, Dr Heratgp cited the
French revolutionist Montesquieu, who said that [if knew something
that was profitable for my country but harmful f&@urope and mankind
| would consider it as a crime'. 'This reasoningtesident Herzog said,
reminding his historians of the link between 178@ 4989, 'is nhow over two
hundred years old. But it is obviously eternallywneand it is worth spread-
ing'. In December 1996, one of the Kremlin's exi$fators, now resident
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in the United States, whom the Author met at apgoe in New York, took
it upon himself to explain international revolutéoy developments in
terms of the pronouncements of Montesquieu.

Under Article 17 of the collectivist Maastricht &tg, all residents of
the European Union are 'citizens' of the EU Calectlt follows that Presid-
ents and Monarchs are 'citizens' of the EuropeamrJgollective, as well.
This provides the twisted rationale for Presidenerddg's vituperative
dismissal of the relevance of the nation state, fordhis insistence that it
has outlived its usefulness, even though he coadina serve as President.

Dr Herzog's subversive remarks have special resendor Britain,
where Queen Elizabeth Il is the Sovereign and @otishal Head of the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern IradarShe is the custodian,
in her person, of the sovereignty of the Britislopde which was passed to
her in February 1952 on the death of her fatheis Twas confirmed initially
when the Queen took the Oath of Accession, and fimadly solemnised at
the Queen's Coronation in 1953 after Her Majestgt haen recognised and
universally accepted as the undoubted and rigtiavereign of the British
people. In November 2000 - after a correspondertd twd taken care to pre-
pare his case thoroughly, had written to the Prvtieister, Tony Blair; to the
then Leader of the Opposition, William Hague; te theader of the House of
Lords, who was then Baroness Jay; and to the Ldr#fClustice and other
official office-holders and dignitaries - askinds 'Her Majesty the Queen
Sovereign?', he received either no answer at allelse a non-committal,
weak, diversionary reply. Mr Blair, being unable answer the question him-
self, redirected the enquiry to the Home Office,iclhlikewise prevaricated.
Indeed, a hallmark of the Blair Government has bienMinisters' arrogant
reluctance to answer letters and parliamentary tounss Likewise, Mr Blair
has reportedly made a point, on occasion, of 'stgnthe Queen up' by fail-
ing to turn up on time, or at all, for his weekbheduled audiences.

The position under English law, of course, is thigr Majesty remains
Sovereign until the moment of her death, when sigety will pass automat-
ically to the next rightful heir to the British Tdme. However, the Prime Min-
ister's problem appears to be that since, undeicléril7 of the Maastricht
Treaty, the Queen is a 'citizen' of the EuropeanomJnher Sovereignty has
been usurped. Those UK Ministers and officials wbermitted this scan-
dalous state of affairs to develop are accordiqlgna facie traitors and ought
to be indicted for treason. But so far as Presidtanizog of Germany has been
concerned, his status as a 'citizen' of the EUeCtille appears to be entirely
acceptable, because the EU is just a 'mask’ forginge'Greater Germany'.

When, following the correspondent's letters to ctetk leaders, an attempt
was made by Christopher Gill MP in January 200pubdown a question asking
the Prime Minister whether Her Majesty is Soverethe Table Office at the House
of Commons replied in the following astonishinggiaage: ‘Last night you sought
to table a question to the Prime Minister concgrriime effect of the UK's mem-
bership of the European Union on the constitutiqmadition of Her Majesty the
Queen. You will recall that | explained | would det check the admissibility of
the question with other colleagues before it cbalthbled. It has been pointed
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out to me that the question as drafted in effeekss¢he Prime Minister's view on
the interpretation of the law, in this case theaflée of the European Communities
and associated European treaties and UK legislaliois not possible to table
guestions to Ministers seeking interpretation & B, as this is a matter for the
appropriate courts, not Ministers'.

It would accordingly appear to be unclear whether Mlajesty the Queen
is Sovereign - and, by extension, whether anyl#tigis passed by the Westminster
Parliament since Britain made the mistake of jgnihe European Communities
in 1972, is valid. For evidently until the matter decided by ‘the appropriate courts),
the question of whether Her Majesty is Sovereigd #ius able to act as Head
of State and hence give the Royal Assent to Idigislgpassed by the Westminster
Parliament, remains up in the air. This Kafkaessjugtion reflects the fact that,
as noted, under the Collective Treaty, all res&laftthe European Union are its
citizens; and the Queen is a resident of the Earopnion. Therefore, if EU law
has precedence over British law, the Queen, beaingl@ citizen, is not Sovereign.
Welcome to a classic example of the fundamentadiyahted chaos that is bound
to result from all revolutionary experiments inipcdl collectivisation.

It may be asked: Why does no British Governmentr ¢ake any steps
to have this matter clarified? There are two p@ssibswers to this question:

(D If the matter were to be resolved and it were &mdpire that, indeed,
The Queen is not Sovereign, then all legislatiorwtich Her Majesty has given
the Royal Assent since Britain acceded to the EE@ull and void, because she
had no power to give the Royal Assent. Alternaivel

(2) Successive UK Governments since the beginning efctilapse in 1970
have preferred this issue to remain unresolvedulecd it were to be concluded
by 'the appropriate courts' that The Queen is 8ayerthen correspondingly all
EU legislation in the UK is null and void becauseasi presupposed that EU law
has precedence over UK law, which cannot be the i€aBhe Queen is Sovereign.
By contrast, if it does transpire that The Queenais Sovereign, then, certainly, all
legislation passed since Britain joined the EE@dsed called into question.

Either way - whether The Queen is or is not Sayereithe logic of the above
leads to the conclusion that all EU law may belidwia the United Kingdom.

Thus the real reason this key issue has never diesfied is that the British
Government's deceitful EU 'coup detat by instaibsiepolicy would be exposed as
illegal if the issue were ever to be addressethéncourts. Furthermore, as reviewed
on page 209, the Treaty of Rome was reportedigigoed - so the basis of all EU law
throughout the Collective may be open to legallehgé on that ground alone. It is
concluded that EU law may have no standing in tmited Kingdom and that
successive conniving UK Governments have beenrspithis central issue.

In an article published in The Times of London orth2 April 1996,
Karl Lamers, who was then foreign affairs spokesnian the Christian
Democrats in the Bundestag, condescended to resmghat 'British doubts
are deeply rooted. The British concern is aboutdéstruction of the national
identity and the nation state, which is seen by Bgish as the only legit-
imate expression of the popular will. Germans, byt@ast, say that there has
long been a supranational reality created by ourof@an civilisation.
Common problems spawn common interests; our vitatésts are identical'.
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Whereupon Herr Lamers delivered a further broadsideGermany's
psychological warfare offensive designed to help #tupid British to aban-
don their love of national sovereignty which ittlse central purpose of the
European Union to collectivise: 'The Euro-optimiseke as their starting
point the objective external reality.... The Euegstecs (in Britain) deal with
the inner, subjective reality of the consciousnekshe British people. It is,
if you like, the forces of Logic pitied against tlierces of Psycho-logic. It
must be the task of democratic politics to helpraarthis gap. Otherwise
politics will cease to be effective. A community kea sense if it can begin
to solve its existential problems. If the natiomtstcan no longer do that by
itself, its failure undermines its political legitacy".

In other words, Britain had no right to continueiserg as a nation
state, and it must be 'brought to reason' so thabrnes to full acceptance of
German prescriptions and intentions without furthiexdious prevarication.
Note that, for Herr Lamers, the Pan-German positvas ‘logical’, whereas
the perceived British tendency to ‘cling' to theiora state was ‘psycholog-
ical'. Once again here, the truth was turned updaen.

The essence of Germany's continuing, updated gjrate realise
Hitler's objective of a Greater European Politicabllective dominated by
the Germans, has never been in doubt - not leaste she German legis-
lature adopted several amendments to the Basic [@anstitution) on
22nd December, 1992, in order to 'legalise’ radifan of the Maastricht
Treaty. A new Article 23 was incorporated, the jjwag one having been
repealed by the Unification Treaty of 31st Augu89Q. The revised Article,
known as the 'Article on European Union', contdimesfollowing:

'‘With a view to establishing a United Europe, the Federal Republic of Germany shall par-
ticipate in the development of the European Union, which is committed to democratic, rule-of-law,
social and federative principles as well as to the principle of subsidiarity, and ensures protection
of basic rights comparable in substance to that afforded by this Basic Law. To this end the [Ger-
man] Federation may transfer sovereign powers by law with the consent of the Bundesrat. The
establishment of the European Union, as well as amendments to its statutory foundations and
comparable regulations which amend or supplement the content of this Basic Law or make such
amendments and supplements possible, shall be subject to the provisions of paragraphs (2) and
(3) of Article 79.

(2): The Bundestag and, through the Bundesrat, the Lander, shall be involved in matters
concerning the European Union...".

[Under point (7), the amendment stated:] The following paragraph (1a) shall be inserted
after paragraph (1) of Article 24 [of the Basic Law]:

(1a): Where the Lander have the right to exercise sovereign powers and to perform
sovereign tasks they may with the consent of the Federal Government transfer sovereign rights to
transfrontier institutions in neighbouring regions'.

This means that Germany can extend its sovereigmty Moravia
and Bohemia, as provided for under the secret dcaeached between
President Gorbachev and Chancellor Kohl in Genevi990.

As for Dr Professor Herzog, he faced both wayshat 1997 Konigswin-
ter Conference, held in Berlin, in March that yelar.a welcoming speech, he
suggested that 'Britons and Germans can build annmmn values, convic-
tions and interests. The debate on Europe can realgh a fruitful conclusion'
- that is to say, a conclusion acceptable to then&e strategy elite - 'if we help
to gain general acceptance for one idea, namely ttiea 'Europe of-Father-
lands' is possible. The European nations can heeffands and still integrate'.
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RUSSIAN ANXIETIES ABOUT GERMANY'S REAL INTENTIONS

For its part, the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affaihas never ceased to elab-
orate its interpretation of the community of insee between Germany and
Russia. In their article published in 'Internatiowdfairs’ [Volume 44, #10,
1995, November 1995: see also page 154] entitledsi&® and Germany: Entering
a New Stage of Relatiorit, Vladimir Grinin, Director of the Ministry's 4th
European Department, and Igor Bratchikov, from th@me department,
itemised the two countries’ ‘common’ interests.ef€his no doubt that
Russia and Germany have common interests'. Promatio international
stability 'on the basis of common democratic vdlueas a conspicuous
element of the relationship. Using the Communistsategic word 'line' -
the Leninists' code-word for strategy - the Sowithors proclaimed that
'the German line has become a top positive prioity Russia's foreign
policy’. The accuracy of this official assessmergswsubsequently confirmed
when Yeltsin was replaced by the German-speakerB/EG&U Colonel
Vladimir Putin, who had served a key part of higeliigence career in East
Germany where he was almost certainly in chargereparing the 'second
echelon’ of fake 'non'-Communist actives for thiesdhey were to play in the
period leading up to and following the removal bé tBerlin Wall at the end
of the 40-year occupation period [page 149], arditiification of Germany.

Elaborating upon their theme of 'the German lihdgssrs. Grinin and
Bratchikov concluded that 'the modern interpretataf the strategic partner-
ship pattern between Russia and Germany implies twmprehensive and
close interaction based upon confidence and a meat® balance of inter-
ests' [implying that these basically differ], ‘thienely settlement of inevitable
contradictions, and coordination of long-term goaed practical actions
on the international scene'.

In these passages, the two Russian Ministry of igoreAffairs
officials revealed the following facts:

* Russia and Germany have a strategic partnershtpripa
* They are engaged in the coordination of long-teoalg

* Nevertheless, ‘inevitable contradictions' arise this ‘strategic
partnership’. This reference makes it clear thatlewtGermany and the
‘former' Soviet Union have pooled their efforts arbources to coordinate
long-term objectives, nevertheless, fundamentallheir interests and
objectives diverge. Hence the published evidenasahty in ‘International
Affairs', of never-ending Russian official agitatido foster what these authors
called 'significant social forces in Germany ands$a which would need to
‘protect’ the Russian-German relationship from ‘thassitudes of political
struggle in both countries'.

An undertone of concern about Germany's real iitestwas also
expressed by Igor Maksimychev, of the Russian tlistiof Europe, in his
'International Affairs' article in 1997: Germanyist Soviet author wrote, 'has
assumed a central position in Europe which hascowee a past division.
This given truth is still not fully understood byui®peans, including the
Germans themselves. The status of the region'oredstcentre (Germany)
is placing very definite geopolitical obligations i, that are binding to
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the Continent as a whole'. Whereupon Igor Maksiraychetailed the Pan-
Germans'formula: 'An equal partnership is possibbaly with a Western

Europe that is poor in resources, which, withoet iches of Russia would
not be able to defend its independent status inwibied in the 21st century.
In addition, Russia is linked to the rest of Eurdmg common historical,
religious and cultural routes, a closeness in psipgiical frame of mind and
manner of conduct in stressful situations'. Th& Istatement was, of course,
raise: the Western mentality bears no resemblamdbe Mongol mentality of
the Soviet Leninists. But the Russian official ¢onéd:

‘At the turning point of 1990-91, practically noeorhad any doubt
that a democratic [sic!] Russia would become arepasable part of Great
Europe.... [Subsequently, however], there had mrisgfter scandalous blun-
ders on the part of Russian politics'... 'a tenge¢owards excluding Rus-

sia from Europe'. It was at this point in Maksimgels argument that he
revealed that President Jacques Chirac had chare®Russian-German-
French Trilateral Commission which coordinates tettp between the
three powers: 'If the rebirth of the slogan 'comnmwuse of Europe' is for
some reason undesirable, then there should now beuan to the concept
of constructing a Great Europe (especially as ssripreparatory work has
already been performed by a Russian-German-Frenchmnssion

headed by Jacques Chirac back before he was eleasitlent)'.

The existence of this trilateral commission hadnbe#f but unknown
among interested observers in the West before réfirence, and probably
remained so long afterwards. But since France waticesl into collabor-
ation with Germany under Chancellor Adenauer, byamseof the Treaty
of the Elysee of 22nd January 1963, the existericthi®s Commission is not
surprising - and helps to explain the continuingpssuvience of France to
Russo-German strategy. Such behaviour is, at timee stime, dictated not
only by the terms of the Franco-German Treaty, dsb by the terms of the
Franco-Russian Bilateral Treaty of February 1992ictwheffectively turned
France into a fully-engaged agent for the Soviets.

The Maksimychev article also invoked 'Francois &fithnd's unduly
forgotten idea of a 'European Federation, as timal fgoal of European
integration’, as though Lenin's concept had beerenied by the corrupt
and probably blackmailed ‘former’ Communist, PresidMitterrand. Then,
predicting Russia's next move, the SovietisationGafrmany - at least, in
respect of German policy and strategy, which wavdoome further oriented
towards Moscow - the Institute of Europe authortero

'Russia’'s concentration of strength and attention Buropean
affairs is inevitable, since it is only in this @ation that it may realistically
count on positive advancement in the area of iaténal cooperation....
The intensification of Russian-German relations ati rapprochement
of Russia with Germany will be in the forefront Bussian foreign policy
concerns'. Put another way, any residual ambigadgcerning the essential
identity of interests and long-term collectivist ogelitical objectives shared
by Germany and the charade of 'non'-Soviet Russilh,in due course be
dispensed with. BUT...
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In an ominous paragraph, indicative of mounting ietyx about
Germany's motives, at high levels within the camtig Soviet struc-
tures, Igor Maksimychev further warned that 'in tdepths of German
society, first and foremost within the political ite] decisive thoughts
are now being nurtured to come out of the shadealiandon the cosy
trenches at the rear and directly place the redpiitys on themselves
for settling the situation in Europe and in the Mprthanks to the new
circumstance which has created an opportunityhiist. t

In this single statement, this senior Leninist tetyg apparatchik bared
Moscow's intimate understanding of the German 'sliftdazi International
mentality and psychology, and the Leninists' deepwkedge of underlying
German strategic intentions. The warning makes l@arc that the Soviet
strategists are fundamentally uncomfortable withe ttseamless ease
with which the German strategic elite has taken boldly reasserting
its ambitions for European hegemony along the limesvorked by the
contemporary Pan-German heirs of the Nazi Intevnati

Then, mimicking the standard Pan-German line thd¢veloped'
Europe needs Russia's raw materials, which prothéebasis for a decisive
community of interests between Russia and Germdmy, Leninist author
continued in the usual convoluted Soviet Aesopianse - which, how-
ever, when untangled, revealed the essence of @hgiohs that are clearly
building up between these two evil powers:

'For Germany as the centre of the economic andigalistrength of
the European Union, one perspective is becomingenabvious: Western
Europe may survive as an innovation centre (ceofr@ower) on a global
scale, only if it is capable of supplying itself twvithe necessary depths in
trading areas plus a practically inexhaustible suppnatural resources'.

To tease out the Moscow strategists’ anxietiesarafal review of the
next paragraph, which must therefore be revisitedecessary:

[Therefore] 'Russia must take upon itself, at ledstlaratively, the
initiating role in the process of setting univerdaliropean integration into
motion; and, secondly, Russia's primary addresse¢his matter may and
must become Germany, whose political elite is dlyedebating the future
of Great Europe. Russian diplomacy is obliged tferofall Europeans, as
quickly as possible, a positive programme for thevision of security and
integration within the framework of the Continerg a whole' - the pretext
being that the Germans were in a hurry, which mahat the collective
security system needed to be rushed into placerdehe Germans again
became too strong and arrogant to be botheredstienlito anyone other than
the heirs of the Nazi International strategists.réito the point, the essence
of Moscow's anxieties focuses upon the divergeretmvden the Soviet 'line'
that 'universal European integration' is necessang the Pan-German aim
of regional European integration (stopping at thals) at the very furthest).

Indeed, throughout this revealing article, whichdexh - as has been
noted - with a confirmation that Moscow and Bonrvéha secret strategic
relationship, the author invoked the absolute ipelisability of universal
European integration - namely, 'Europe from thett to Vladivostok':
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The sum total of the active factors from the pmstfrontational
period in Europe brought the united Germany to fusition of Russia's
main partner, not only in Western Europe, but oe turopean Continent
in general. It was Germany that became Russiatsoant

Implying the existence either of an underlying tiatde, or anxiety
that the Germans were growing too strong and amtogao rapidly for
Soviet diplomacy to be effective, Maksimychev itesis that existing Russ-
ian-German bilateral treaty arrangements could folhe framework for the
completion of the Comintern's collective securégnit/or the whole of Europe:

'If time has not completely run out for creating tfoundations of the
universal European system of security and integmatfor the Continent
in its entirety, then it would be easiest to betfiis process in the context of
Russian-German cooperation, the exclusive natureviti€h was determined
by the Treaty of 9th November 1990. The possiegitwith this treaty, which
bears the signature of Chancellor Helmut Kohl, moé all exhausted, but are
actually only partially exposed. Germany... enjoggtraordinary influence
in the system of Western alliances.... [More gdhgras regards German
ambitions] the policy of Tow profile' that is custary to the 'old' Federal
Republic of Germany is temporarily being maintaindawever, it cannot
suffice for Germany's new position in Europe fardo

Clearly, Moscow is perturbed by what it interprets evidence that
Germany (as, of course, should be expected) igeality, pursuing strictly
its own ’‘line' - to the prospective detriment ofe thmutual line' which,
nevertheless, the author confirms exists.

That confirmation - that Germany and the ‘formepvi€t Union
are secretly working together in pursuit of the walitstrategy to federalise
and collectivise the whole of Europe, and every afigion of Europeans'
existence - is contained in the concluding pardgray the article, in
which the importance of a secret mutual stratedinaly revealed:

‘By the year 2000, one may expect the foreign pobf the Federal
Republic of Germany to grow in forcefulness and nmre energetically
advance specifically German goals in Europe. Thpegence of the milit-
ary catastrophes of the 20th century proves thagah danger for Russia from
the West exists only when Germany is actively imgdl in anti-Russian plans
and activities' - a Soviet official admission thdbscow does not regard the
United States, France or Great Britain as threall galthough Maksimychev
chides 'France and Great Britain' for wanting 'tdee further into their roles
as global nuclear powers").

‘Therefore, traditionally, even secretly, the crak all the goals that
are put forth by our country on the organisationaotollective security in
Europe was the efficient limitation of West (nowified) Germany's ability
to take hostile actions against us or to partieipatsuch actions'.

"Today we have the opportunity to influence the tlemient of
problems in universal European security directlyrotigh our bilateral
relations with Germany, which are of a special r&tispecial’ = secret].

In this statement, the Russian Foreign Ministryicidf's use of the
clause 'even secretly’, together with his desonptif Russia's bilateral
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relations with Germany being 'of a special naturptovide complete
proof of the existence of a secret mutual Germariebostrategy and of
the acknowledged ‘coordination of long-term goaléet while the two
powers are working secretly and coordinating thieing-term objectives,
the Russian Leninists are increasingly concernet thermany may in a
sense be double-crossing them: hence their evidbaéssion with nagging
the Germans to pursue 'universal European integratrather than just the
consolidation of their regional 'Greater Germamasked by federalism.

From their perspective, the only ways this can baranteed, more
or less, are by subterfuge: for instance, by meanghe hyperactivity of
agents and agents of influence, and by having tbain controlled oper-
atives rise to high policymaking positions in ther@an official structures.
Hence rumours that Gerhard Schroder's Cabinet naapobr at least two
‘former' Stasi agents. Since 'the Berlin Wall figeito the West' rather than
the other way round, the Government and bureaucnacBerlin is indeed
crawling with personnel from the former East GermnaAbout 1.5 million
ethnic Germans from the ‘former' USSR, most of whepoke hardly any
German at all when a reliable source reported @ ghbject to the Author
in 1996, installed themselves in the former Westn@ay from around 1990
onwards. Russian was suddenly heard in the strektsmany towns and
villages, especially in the Heidelberg area, ctosa large NATO base.

It is clear from official observations from Moscowowever, that
Russia, while pursuing a cynical secret strategycdbectivise the whole of
Europe and to build a 'common Eurasian' politicahce stretching from
the Atlantic to the Pacific, and allowing Germarte tlatitude it needs to
drive European collectivisation and federalism gsithe European Union
as its main instrument for this purpose, also remaiautious and nervous
of Germany's bona fides: and with good reason. Moscow knows from
historical experience that the Pan-Germans arérm trusted.

The Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and theesialist institutes
of the Russian Academy of [Leninist] Sciences, usided perfectly well
that the Germans are in this for themselves. Theszefan extraordinary
paradox characterises Germany's Faustian Pact thigh covert Commun-
ists in Moscow. On the one hand, both these eviliggasee, in close secret
strategic coordination, the vehicle for the redia of their geopolitical
objectives. On the other hand, the Soviet straiegidearly recognise that
Germany is, in reality, primarily interested in tlensolidation of its own
political gains, and in the seamless pursuit amalfrealisation of the long-
postponed objectives inherited from the Nazis, andveyed to their heirs
down the decades via Dr Adenauer's Nazi-infiltrgtelitical structures.

The Germans, for their part, are so confident @frtlachievements and
prospective success, that they appear relativelyeimious to any signs of
Soviet anxiety. This is a recipe for BIG trouble the future. Trouble over the
prospective transfer of the Czech lands to Germamoyided for under the
secret accord reached between Gorbachev and Kobh990, has the potential
to escalate, as the Pan-Germans encounter straipgmsition to the realis-
ation of that illegitimate gain, and wake up to Wt means for their plans.
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RAISING THE STAKES: TWO STUDIES IN GERMAN OBTUSENESS
Case One: The Bundesbank intermeddles in foreign affairs

By 2000, the Germans were, indeed, as Igor Makdimychad predicted, all but
impervious to the transparency of their objectiveasid were no longer bothering
to hide the fact that the Pan-German federalisatioodel - NOT the ‘universal
European integration' model espoused by Moscow s weir purpose, and that
its realisation was 'inevitable'. Two examples bfstNazi-style arrogance surfaced
- in September 2000 and January 2001 - which Wilistrate this ominous reality.
The first example illustrates the recklessness loé tPan-German project itself;
and the second illustrates the recklessness of Biadin Government as it starts
to test the limits of the Soviets' patience oveiaral security.

On 29th September 2000, Dr Jiirgen Stark, the Dep@bvernor of the
Bundesbank, addressed the Bank for InternationdtleBents [BIS] /Bundesbank
Conference in Frankfurt-am-Main on the subjectTtéfe’ Role of the Euro in the World:
Past Developments and Future Perspectivds this speech, Dr Stark stepped out of
his role as Deputy Governor of the German centealkb to intermeddle in politics.
Specifically, he said: 'The Euro is not merely tesult of a technical exchange rate
arrangement but also is an expression of the witleiss and determination to
achieve further integration. Such further prograss therefore the precondition
for the credibility of the monetary union'.

Observers of German strategy, and of the graduedigblutionary 'coup d'etat
by installments' modus operandi of the Europearotrollective, had been anticipat-
ing that as soon as Economic and Monetary Union JEMad been launched, there
would be calls from all the familiar circles foreg&per integration' and a decisive
commitment to political union (that is, the abanc@mt of all residual sovereignty)
in order to ensure the 'success' of monetary amteroty collectivisation. Note the
arrogance embedded in this hypocritical positidve tynical 'builders of Europe' were
perfectly prepared to take the historically unpdssded risk of abolishing and
collectivising national currencies - knowing théetnew collectivised regime would
'lack credibility' because the Single Currency wasbacked by a Single Government.

Indeed, knowing this, they resolved, on the bagishe incremental principle,
to exploit the absence of a Single Government aseans of rationalising the urgency
of the need for political union. Dr Stark was quiteabashed about this - even going
so far as to admit that the Euro lacked credibilafter all, if further integration is a
precondition for 'the credibility of the monetarpion’, it manifestly lacks credibility -
which was indeed the case, since by mid-Septembe®,2the US dollar had apprec-
iated by well over 30% in terms of the Euro, sitfeecollective currency's launch.

Dr Stark then revealed what practical steps cowddtdken to achieve further
political integration: 'An indication from Francendh the United Kingdom of their
willingness to give up their seats on the Unitedtidtes Security Council in favour
of a European seat on this body would be a vergrcdignal of the willingness to
make progress towards a political union'.

Of course, the permanent seats of Britain and [Eramt the United Nations
Security Council, which enable these two countaésglobal importance to maintain
significant positions of world power in the modegeopolitical context, are beyond
the competence of the Bundesbank, and ought ndietcommented upon by that
institution. The job of the Bundesbank under thdectivised monetary and currency
regime is to fulfil its obligations under the callze treaty and to perform the monet-
ary and other tasks appropriate to a central bank.

For the Deputy Governor of the Bundesbank to presum intermeddle in a
foreign affairs issue of such sensitivity is notrate scandalous, but - more to the



232 THE EUROPEAN UNION COLLECTIVE

point - indicative of the supreme confidence andogance with which the heirs

of the Nazi International are continuing to purstieir Pan-German geopolitical

objectives, and to wage this continuing war 'byeotimeans'. 'For us the war has

never stopped and, as is well known, in war eveseris permissible’ [see page 184].
Thus, even the Bundesbhank can be used to pressMigseber States' to fall into line

with the requirements of Pan-German strategy. Gdmeiimagined that the Governor
of the Bank of England would ever pronounce onlaipal issue?

The Political Counsellor at the German Embassy ondon, Herr Helmut
Hoffmann, subsequently confirmed that Dr Stark'ateshents that the Euro is
'‘an expression of the willingness and determinationachieve further integration’,
and that 'France and the United Kingdom should gipe their seats on the UN
Security Council in favour of a European seat'rgspnted an accurate reflection
of German official aspirations.

Dr Jiirgen Stark elaborated: 'The future internadiorole of the Euro will
depend not least on the extent to which Europeaegiation can be successfully
deepened; only in this way can monetary union haglibte in future, too'. In other
words, Economic and Monetary Union was promoted eunthlse pretenses, on
the basis of a dodgy prospectus which Dr Stark tdrio have been incomplete
and misleading: according to his assessment, mgnedad currency collectivis-
ation never stood a chance of 'working in the atsef political integration'.

But monetary union [EMU] was of course cynicallpl® to the somnolent
EU 'partners' as being feasible without politicaiom. It is typical of the cynicism of
the Pan-German strategists that they understooch ftbe outset that the weak
'Member States', to the extent that they opposddicpd union, would 'go along'
with the German collectivist EMU agenda and igndhe argument that it could
not ‘'work' without political union, precisely foedr of raising the subject and thus
accelerating the trend towards that outcome.

The fact that the prospectus was false was of eoumsno way admitted -
illustrating the level of devious bravado which 8 characteristic of the heirs of
the Nazi International. Nor, as has been shownit isnreasonable to describe the
Deputy Governor of the Bundesbank as such: afterfet years, the Bundesbank
provided a safe haven for prominent officials frdditler's Reichsbank. The Pan-
German Nazi mentality is alive and well at the Bestshnk today.

A further irony surrounds the Bundesbank's readinés pontificate on
foreign affairs and geopolitics. It concerns Dr @tmissing, formerly the Chief
Economist at the Bundesbank, who moved seamlessid same position with the
European Central Bank - the realisation of the Nkmernational's 'Europa Bank'
blueprint. In 1998, while still with the BundesbanRr Issing was responsible for
drafting the 'Opinion of the Central Bank Counadncerning the convergence of the
European Union in view of Stage Three of Economid Blonetary Union', a report called
for by Chancellor Kohl's Government under Sectidh (1) of the Bundesbank Act.
Dr Otmar Issing used this technical report as anseaf placing the Bundesbank's
pessimism about EMU on record, for future refereridee report included what this
Author judged, by the normally restrained standasfientral banking language, to
be devastating criticisms of the inadequacy of Hw¢ 'Member States" preparations
for Economic and Monetary Union, such that any oeably well-informed reader
of the report would be bound to conclude that thendesbank had entertained deep
reservations about the chances of the EU's collsei monetary and currency pol-
icy succeeding. In the event, the Bundesbank'snteghviews were more than fully
justified, since the Euro proceeded to depreciadadsly and steeply from the day
after its launch, ignoring the orchestrated hyz fbllowed.
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At a seminar given at the Annual Meetings of thdéedmational Monetary
Fund and the World Bank in 1998, the Author formadisked Dr Issing why, since
he had been the author of the Bundesbank's repmmtaioing severe criticisms
of the adequacy of the 'Member States" preparatfonsEconomic and Monetary
Union, he had moved to the position of Chief Ecombrwith the European Central
Bank, which was responsible for implementing a ewocy collectivisation project
that Dr Issing had essentially written off in adeanas running a sizeable risk of
failure. After refusing to answer the question, IBsing fell back on the excuse that
'the decision to proceed with Economic and Monethhyion was political’, and
he could not possibly comment on political mattefsnlike Dr Jiirgen Stark).

RAISING THE STAKES

Case Two: Berlin seeks its own settlement over Kaliningrad

Under the secret Geneva agreement reached in 1&9@&dn Chancellor Helmut Kohl
and President Gorbachev to carve up Central Eurapaliscussed on pages 200-205,
'the Federal Republic of Germany will not becomegaged in issues concerning
Ukraine, Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia, and willtnoonsider them to be an area
of [Germany's] economic interest, above and beyamdcceptable level'.

The Russian enclave of Kaliningrad, which is onetled three most heavily
militarised regions in the world (matching the hufrissian military territory of
Mosdok, Ingushetia, on the northern border of Chgal is cut off from Russian
territory by Lithuania. The secret accord did noeégiude Germany specifically from
raising the issue of German involvement in Koniggb&aliningrad), formerly part
of East Prussia, but the matter was covered byqtmaification '‘above and beyond
an acceptable level'. The fact that the Kaliningigglle was not included in the secret
Geneva accord shows that both sides knew in 1980itttwas liable to be contentious,
given the historical background - and given thei&sv use of what was destined to
become an enclave, as a military territory. Thatifik@grad, omitted from the Geneva
accord because it was prospectively so troublesdrad, already become an openly
festering sore by the mid-1990s, was alluded toth®y Russian Ministry of Foreign
Affairs apparatchiks Grinin and Bratchikov in theirticle for 'International Affair&, in
which they acknowledged that Russia and Germamydaoate long-term goals':

‘The problem of Kaliningrad is another issue. Fa@ms time now, there
has been excessive [sic] activity of certain csclgic] in the Federal Republic of
Germany regarding this Russian enclave on the B&a. Some more directly,
others gradually are promoting projects which, feimplemented, will lead to
the separation of the region from Russia with peotsp for its “internationalisation"
and progressive re-Germanisation'.

‘Although the current German Government more thamceo dissociated
itself flatly from such plans and formally rejecteshy claims to the former North-
Eastern Prussia, it cannot be excluded that, givertain conditions in Germany,
there may come to the fore some forces which waiddlare as anachronistic the
territorial outcomes of World War 1l and would raighe problem of giving back
peacefully to the Germans what was lost as a redfulhe defeat. In this connec-
tion, it is worth watching the activities of thosecial groups in the Federal Repub-
lic of Germany which have programmes of re-Gernatiia of the former German
territories. We believe that responsible Germanitip@ns will do their best in
their country so that the Federal Republic's astiaorrespond with [the] polit-
ical statements of her leaders'.

Obviously, if the Russian Foreign Ministry believéldat ‘responsible’ German
politicians would refrain from intermeddling in Kaingrad, there would have been
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no need for these complaints to have been raiset pblished in ‘International

Affairs'. Far from being content that the Germansuld never revert to this issue,
the Russian strategists seemed only too well awsat Germany had its eye on the
return of the East Prussian territories in somemfoor other. And because the
Leninist strategists know everything there is tawnabout the use of ‘federalism as
a mask' for ulterior geopolitical motives, they weon their guard from the outset
against the likelihood that the German strategistauld be unable to ‘keep their
hands off' this extremely dangerous issue, and dvdadgin suggesting some kind
of joint or collectivised control, or a form of ternationalisation' for Konigsberg.

One must acknowledge the accuracy of their pemmegtiand their ability to
read the Pan-German mind correctly. As the Europdaion's ‘eastwards expan-
sion' imperative has proceeded inexorably in acmwed with strategy, therefore,
the Leninist strategists have become progressivatye concerned at Germany's
brazen attitudes and intentions towards Kaliningradvhich the Soviet planners
deliberately chose as the location for their narth#Mosdok’, not least since under
Soviet control, the region has always been used aslitary and naval centre. It is
run by the military without reference to the 'dizil' Government in Moscow.

The German strategists could of course see thailassal Soviet military base
would be located on the coastline of their 'eastisg@xpanded’ Europe; nor would
they have been ignorant of its purpose. For theieg®wlanned and built up this
military territory as a means of ensuring that theropeans could never forget that
the model of European collectivisation and intégratwas to be the model favoured
by the Soviets - namely, 'Europe from the Atlartic Vladivostok' - rather than the
model lusted after by the Pan-German heirs of tlaei Nnternational, 'Europe from
the Atlantic to the Urals', which presupposes Germegional hegemony - and the
relegation of Russia to 'the fringes of Asia'. Asnid and Bratchikov pointed out in
1995, 'the West and Germany, in particular... am@kimg a strategic miscalculation
in the long run [by] cutting themselves off fromarg “jostling" Russia into Asia'.

On the contrary, Russia insists on being totalliegnated into the emerging
European structures, at every level. Such a 'Eufopm the Atlantic to Vladivostok'
would, of course, have Moscow as its centre of iraand coordination headquarters
for the intended collective security system, ratthem Brussels (or Berlin, as the Pan-
Germans ultimately intend). Here, the reply to feeceptive question by Allan Little,
a BBC correspondent, as to where the 'centre ofityraf the new collective security
system would be, given in the interview in Novemld&94 by a senior Ukrainian
Government official hamed Boris Tarasiuk, is dedpftructive [see page 119]: 'Well, | could
tell you that | know the answer to this questiont bwould prefer rather not to answer it
[because]... | think the time hasn't come yet fgng an answer'.

But the heirs of the Nazi International are noeriested in the answer that the
Soviets want and intend to give - since it wouldhflict with what they have in mind.
Being the world's best chess-players, the Soviats Worked all this out many years -
even decades - in advance. Therefore, it is notmioch of an exaggeration to suggest
that the fate of humanity may come to depend upeirof Kaliningrad.

On 21st January 2001, The Sunday Telegraph putblishevell-researched analysis,
filed from Berlin, indicating precisely that the B&n Government had 'launched a secret
initiative to acquire economic domination over foemer East Prussian capital of Konigs-
berg in return for waiving part of of Moscow's deltd Berlin. Russia's Baltic enclave was
captured by the Red Army and renamed Kaliningrad945™. In the course of a private
visit to Moscow earlier in January 2001 by the GamnChancellor, Gerhard Schroder, the
German leader had ‘floated' the idea of a tradgrgemment between Kaliningrad and the
European Union - which, the report argued, ‘wotfiecévely return the territory to
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Berlin's sphere of influence. The suggestion wasedain the course of discussions with
President Vladimir Putin over the contentious issetidRussia's earlier refusal to make the
necessary repayments'.

'‘Also under discussion was a Russian proposal f&r @ermany equity stakes in
Russian companies, in partial lieu of repayment the Russians were claiming they
could not make because of their faltering econonmatthough the KGB, which controls the
colossal flows-of-funds derived from the operati@mfsSoviet Military Intelligence (the
GRU) in the global drug business, could probablkeréie repayments direct from its own
secret funds. If implemented, the acquisition @kes in Russian corporations (covertly
controlled, through 'licensed’ KGB/GRU nominees,thy state - the 'New Form' of Lenin's
'state-controlled capitalism' model) would give @eny unprecedented influence over
Russian economic policy and the rehabilitation lif Russian economy. Of course, the
model for such arrangements originated in the 1920%viewed earlier.

Until news of this German initiative over Kalinirgt surfaced, it had been univer-
sally assumed in the West - but not in Moscow,hasdfficially expressed anxieties which
have been cited confirm - that Kaliningrad, whishtabout the size of Northern Ireland - had
been ‘irrevocably' consigned to Russia. The Suiddggraph's report, however, revealed how
far the German strategists had already been prepaneress this issue - in fulfiment of the
Russian Foreign Ministry's published fears: 'Anggastion publicly that Germany may be
attempting to reclaim East Prussia’, the newspaptad, ‘continues to be politically and
diplomatically taboo - particularly as Germany hafficially declared 2001 "Prussian
year" and is involved in a comprehensive reapgraisthe former German state that was
disbanded by the Second World War victors in 19@@erefore, in order to avoid giving the
impression that Germany was indeed pressing thig,isChancellor Schroder was reported
to have passed on the idea of an EU associati@ermgnt for Kaliningrad to the Swedish
Prime Minister, Goeran Persson, given that Swedsd the six-month rotating EU Pres-
idency at the time - so that Sweden, rather tham@&@sey, could promote the initiative.

The Swedish authorities had already indicated they would make Kaliningrad
a priority issue during Sweden's presidency (tee 2®01). And a German spokesman con-
firmed in January 2001 that the proposal woulddizeussed at the next Russian-German
Summit in April and later at the EU-Russian SummitMay'. Sweden's motives were said
to be environmental: Mr Persson said in a Januggrview that ‘the [Kaliningrad] region
is heavily polluted. There are diseases such as &l tuberculosis, and there is nuclear
waste. Almost every problem imaginable can be foné&aliningrad'. An estimated 30%
of Kaliningrad's million Russian residents areniyibelow the poverty line - ostensibly
because the Supreme Soviet handed Kaliningrac torineformed' military in 1993.

But the Kaliningrad issue is about pressures muelatay than those arising from
the appalling neglect, waste, pollution and deceycgived to exist inside this Russian
military territory. At the geopolitically ‘visibldevel, there is the prospect that the absorption
of Poland and Lithuania into the European Unionleg€tiVe during the first decade of the
21st century would leave the enclave prospectiesign more cut off from its hinterland
than is the case today: according to The Sundaggibgh's report, 'Poland and Lithuania will
insist on visas from Kaliningrad citizens wishirgy énter their territories'. These prospects
had been envisaged by Hans-Friedrich von Ploetz, Riussian' State Secretary of the
German Ministry of Foreign Affairs, writing on [Gean-Russian] '‘Common Long-term
Interests' in the Russian Foreign Ministry's jouftiaternational Affairs', Volume 45, Number
5, 1999° - so that none of this was anything new when GeytaaKaliningrad initiative
moved fully into the public domain in January 208&cording to von Ploetz:

The European Union's eastern expansion will ligertorce the European Union
and Russia to get into a mood for direct neightmueighbour partnership. The Kalin-
ingrad Region will be an enclave inside the Elitéeyrand, apart from Russia, only EU
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states will have an outlet to the Baltic Sea. Il Wwe of particular importance that, as a
result of the Baltic States' accession to the EamopUnion, considerable Russian-speak-
ing minorities will become EU citizens, which meéhat the EU and Russia will live side
by side and [wil] depend on each other... We nagkiress in common the challenges of
the times. Internal affairs become common affairs'.

Of course when 'considerable Russian-speaking itésbrhave become Euro-
pean Union citizens, they will be able to relodatamost parts of the EU Collective, which
will prospectively undermine security in the EurapeUnion and will further facilitate
the spread of organised crime, as well as givingddo yet more scope for the exploita-
tion of its Leninist revolutionary instrument ofifainalism'. But that is not the main point
here. What could be seen surfacing as this booktdago to press was the emergence
into full view of the most sensitive bone of cotimm masquerading as a bargaining
counter, in the history of the EU Collective.

For it is over Kaliningrad that the Germans werpeeting to be able to pull off their
greatest coup since 1990 - in the form of a 'deallitating the wholesale Rappallo-style
penetration of Russian corporations (a hazardospese, since the assets the Germans will
have acquired will become vulnerable to confiscate standard Communist procedure, in
the future). Since almost the only viable Russiarparations are those which operate within
the continuing Soviet military-industrial compleany such outcome will again involve
Germany deeply in the Soviet armaments industripd- &ill give Germany the access to
Soviet raw materials about which so much was writte both sides from 1918 onwards.

But the Soviets were well prepared for this develppshowdown. As noted on
page 54, a Reuters report backed by separate giees dated 3rd January 2001, in the
dying days of President Bill Clinton's Administcatj asserted that ‘American officials had
evidence that Moscow was moving tactical nucleaapeas in Kaliningrad, the Russian
enclave on the Baltic Sea'. Over the past six nshntime US official said, ‘there has been
some movement of tactical nuclear weapons intonitgiiad: we don't know how many,
we don't know what type, and we don't know why'.

If American officials under President Clinton hagleb doing their jobs properly, they
would have read the references to the Kaliningsadei in ‘International Affairs’, of which only
two have been mentioned here - and could haveegable same conclusion as the Author.
For the explanation of the Russians' deploymertadfcal nuclear weapons into the Kalin-
ingrad enclave is clear in the context of the foieg analysis: these weapons signal that
Moscow will insist that Russian-German ‘cooperétioii have to conform to the Soviet
‘universal integration model' of 'Europe from thdlaftic to Vladivostok', rather than
to the Pan-German regional-federative model objaifrom the Atlantic to the Urals'.

WHY THE KALININGRAD ISSUE IS SO CRITICAL

The unbroken continuity of Soviet Leninist stratedgiven by the 'seething' logic of
the World Revolution, and the unbroken continuify Ran-German strategy driven by
German lust for control (idolatry) and arroganceeein head-on over the issue of
Kaliningrad (Konigsberg). Let us carefully reviewnae more what the Russian
Foreign Ministry apparatchiks Grinin and Bratchikavrote in their 'International

Affairs' article [Volume 41, Number 10, November 959, with their observations

[see page 233] that: 'The problem of Kaliningradaisother issue' [that is, bone
of contention]. 'For some time now, there have ][dieen excessive activity of
certain circles in the Federal Republic of Germarggarding this enclave on
the Baltic Sea. Some more directly, others indiyectare promoting projects

which, being implemented, will lead to separatioh the region from Russia

with prospects for its “internationalisation® androgressive re-Germanisation. It
is sometimes hard to avoid [the] impression thaiosiof promoting material and
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Map showing the location of the two Soviet strategic military areas which are intended to procure delivery of the
'‘Europe from the Atlantic to Vladivostok' settlement. The Russian militarised enclave of Kaliningrad is 'matched'
to the south by Mosdok, a huge military area developed under President Yeltsin. In 1993, General Pavel Grachev
boasted in public that the Soviets would be able to wage regional or world war from this single military territory.
The map shows that these two strategic military territories are located so as to 'guarantee’ that the Soviet model
- 'Europe from the Atlantic to Vladivostok' - prevails over the German model of 'Europe from the Atlantic to the
Urals'. The geographical locations of Kaliningrad and Mosdok send a signal to Berlin that no settlement can be
reached in Europe without Moscow's sanction, and that the only model it will approve is 'Europe from the Atantic
to Vladivostok', or 'universal European integration’, in line with the Leninist programme. The Pan-Germans, in
their arrogance, appear not to be hearing this message -which may spell extreme danger ahead for the European
Continent, for the corrupt and compromised European Union, and indeed for the whole world. Germany is likely to

find that its ambitions, hidden as in Hitler's concept, behind 'the mask of federalism', are frustrated by Moscow.
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other prerequisites for subsequent political astiare again being used. Although
the current German Government more than once dasdcitself flatly from such

plans and formally rejected any claims to the farmerth-Eastern Prussia, it cannot
be excluded that, given certain conditions in Gewynathere may come to the fore
some forces that would declare as anachronistic ténetorial outcomes of World

War Il and would raise the problem of giving backapefully to the Germans
what was lost as a result of the defeat. In thisneation, it is worth watching the
activities of those social groups in the Federapu®dic that have programmes of
‘re-Germanisation' of the former German territdries

The apparatchiks then issued a veiled warning ® [then] Kohl Govern-
ment, adding: 'We believe that responsible Germalitiggans will do their best in
their country so that the Federal Republic's astioarrespond with the political state-
ments of their leaders' - a reference to assertign€hancellor Kohl and other leading
Germans that united Germany harboured no clainiseformer eastern territoriés

The Leninists' interest in leveraging this situatito achieve the fulfiiment of
their collective security objective was also memtid in this article: The experience
of history and the interests of all European natiatictate the necessity to insert
Russia and Germany into a single coordinate systehe field of security'.

In other words, Kaliningrad represents a concrete @ermanent reminder
to the Germans, in particular, that no Eurasianusigc settlement is possible
without Russia - and that Moscow's model of collectsecurity is the model
which must prevail. A few paragraphs later, came themorable remark about the
dangers of ‘'relegating Russia to Asia', which wolokd the necessary concomitant of
a Pan-German 'Europe from the Atlantic to the Urdalhe West, and Germany, in
particular, cutting themselves off from us and tljog" Russia into Asia, are
making a strategic miscalculation in the long run'.

As discussed, by January 1997, the Russian [LehiAsademician Igor
Maksimychev was also complaining in the same isefighe official journal that
'‘by the year 2000, one may expect the foreign pobf the Federal Republic of
Germany to grow in forcefulness and to more eneralt advance specifically
German goals in Europe'. But in the same articlegakdimychev had acknowl-
edged Germany as the driving-force behind the ctiMisation (‘unification’) of
Europe: Germany was 'the pace-setter, the organtber producer for work on
erecting the structure of Great Europe. Germany adhuire its own unique place
on the European Continent which can never agane®duced'.

It is concluded that Moscow has been accommodaBermany's ‘covert'
Pan-Germanism while Berlin seeks the ‘completiofi’ pan-European regional
federalisation beneath the mask of the EU, but wi#hse to tolerate what it will
regard as Berlin's 'excesses' as soon as the Rara@e seek to ‘alighf from the
regional European integration ‘train’. The Soviegninists will insist that they
stay on board their 'Universal European IntegratiBrpress: hence the move-
ment of Soviet tactical nuclear missiles to theikiabrad military enclave.

While both these evil powers are engaged in stiatdgception and tactical
dialectical ploys designed to outsmart the othedeunthe cover of ‘cooperation’ and
professions of a strategic relationship buttredsgdacknowledged secret accords, the
obvious potential for miscalculation would seem have been underestimated in
Western capitals. The reality seems to be thaheeithe continuing covert Leninists,
possessed by the spirit of Lenin because theyimrkenhin's mind’, nor the obsessed
Pan-German heirs of Nazism, whatever their conteampopolitical labels, recognise
the determination of the other side that their powedel is intended to prevail.
The Germans, in particular, seem more and mor@ettio recklessness.
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CONCLUDING STUDY NOTES

German postwar strategic deception

On 3rd April 1952, Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitungsually considered to have been
the mouthpiece of the Bonn Foreign Office, prockdmthat 'Chancellor Adenauer
follows a bold plan: First rearmament, followedefabn by talks with the Russians in
order to persuade them to remove their armies tethie Bug River. For this goal, the
Chancellor has been working tenaciously for some'ti

Dr Adenauer's 'tremendous bold plan was preparedhbyRibbentrop diplo-
mats who had flocked back to Bonn from the Germaop®litical Centre in Madrid,
and from other outposts of the Nazi Internatioribhe plan was based upon the
accurate calculation that the United States hadbrbecso deeply committed to its
pledge to defend Europe from the Communist mendes, it was willing to pour
billions of dollars (the seedbed of the Eurodolfaarket) into the strengthening and
rearming of a German-dominated Europe. Thus, nbstanding the ‘temporary
setback of the catastrophe' of Germany's utteratléfe 1945, the Pan-Germans now
saw that they were closer to the realisation ofrtipéan to establish their German-
dominated 'Europaische Wirtschaftsgemeinschaft\ ttieey had ever been in the past.
After Germany had been rearmed, Dr Konrad Adenswugrandiose plan envisaged
negotiations with Russia, with the prospect of proxy territorial concessions
from the Kremlin in Eastern Europe, in exchange Wdrich Germany, along with
the whole of the Continent of Western Europe, wdarkehk away from NATO.

The Pan-Germans have all along been rather more ape brazen about
their regional geopolitical intentions than the Bts; who encase their intentions
within their Aesopian language of dual meanings.t Bloe opportunistic conver-
gence of Pan-German strategy with Leninist objestiwas apparent almost from
the beginning: for instance, the pro-Adenauer présd by Frankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung, 'Christ und Welt', the Deutsche Zeitundu(igart) and other papers, pub-
lished editorials in the early 1950s assuring tlwwi€&s that Dr Konrad Adenauer's
policy presupposed the creation of the collectiweusity arrangements necessary
to satisfy both the Germans and the Russians -thHaitthis could only be achieved
‘once Greater Germany had become a third superpowegrable of deterring the
United States from starting a preventive war'. hbidd be recalled that sentiment
in those days was heavily influenced by the reaeqterience of the war in Korea,
which many had thought at the time might repredtet de facto outbreak of the
Third World War. These editorials appeared to déiyenauer's reported warning
to Germans, before he became Chancellor, that ‘wst move very cautiously. We
ought not to give the impression either in Germamyin the United States that
we shall collaborate in any way with the Russians'.

When the pro-Adenauer press did just that a fewrsydater, the Western
allies in general, and the Americans in particutank no notice. Nor was any notice
taken of T. H, Tetens' book 'Germany Plots with Kremlin' [New York, 1953F, in
which that author brought forward 'a wealth of mialeproviding irrefutable proof
that Dr Adenauer's whole timetable in dealing witle Western Powers has been
carefully prepared by those "irresponsible” Haush&fibbentrop disciples who,
from Madrid and Buenos Aires, regularly issue dikes to their former Nazi
colleagues in the Bonn Foreign Office and in ttaelieg German papers'.

However some American observers understood what tegpening: for
instance, US News stated in its issue of 18th Jgna852 that 'a strong Western
Germany is on the horizon.... Germany will againabbig power in Western Europe
and, instead of Western Europe bossing Germanwpay be the other way round.
This is not the way the U.S. planned, it but ithis way things are going'.
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Yet the State Department need not have been sedprsince on 25th June
1945, William L. Clayton, Assistant Secretary oft8t had testified before Congress
that the Nazis had [see page 186] made carefukplarcarry on in foreign countries
a wide range of activities necessary to supportementual resurgence of German
power. But President Roosevelt had died in Apridd,9and the existence of this
huge external Nazi network was disregarded as torfamecause the United States'
policy towards Germany was already being review€de new policy of postwar
appeasement in the face of German defiance wasemapited in total disregard of
the German record and of the Nazi mentality, anthaut a thorough review of the
evidence of intended strategic continuity which Hhaglen discovered in occupied
Germany by the victors. The only relic of the 'dRbosevelt hardline approach to the
defeated Germany - consolidated under Secretar$tafe James Byrnes, before he
was replaced by President Truman in favour of Gan@eorge C. Marshall with the
final victory of the Kennanite appeasers - was dipparent compact to the effect that
Germany was to be occupied by the wartime Allies 40 years, a 'biblical number'
[see page 149]. (The use of symbology in geopslitc a large and under-researched
subject. The facts that 1989, when the Berlin Wedls ‘pushed into the West', was
the bicentenary of the French Revolution, and tthet KGB's code-name for the
fake August coup' was Gologtha [see page 53, andO®e, Note 47], confirm this - as
does the fact that Felix Dzerzhinsky the foundeth&f Cheka (VchK-KGB), was born
on 11th September. Moreover the 30th anniversarii@ita Khrushchev's death was
11th September 2001, the notorious date of the TWwinvers/Pentagon atrocities.
Khrushchev was the instigator of the upgraded agfdcused long-range Leninist
World Revolution deception strategy which is tharse of today's global instability).

Long tradition of German East-West dialectics

The political and ideological notion that Germarityosld be aligned with the East
against the West is an old and deeply-rooted toadiof German foreign policy. It

featured prominently in the diplomatic scheming Foederick the Great 250+ years
ago, and it dominated the policies of the Iron @edlar, Bismarck, during the second
half of the 19th century. It was implicit in theapk for 'the Kaiser's Europe', and it
became central to the plans hatched by the WeinapuBlic's policymakers. Next,

it was Hitler's 'great solution' at the openingtb& Second World War. Thereafter,
as has been seen, it was integrated into Pan-Gegtaaning for the future.

And, of course the German Generals had assisteddfgheviks by shipping,
on General Ludendorff's borders, Lenin and 60 Bnlifs in two sealed Pullman cars
from Switzerland to Germany for release on the Bimrborder with the assignment
to undermine the democratic Government of Kerens@tysever Russia's connections
with the Allies, and to make a separate peace @Gihmany. In their lust to circum-
vent the disarmament clauses of the Versailles tyrehe Reichswehr had entered
into secret transactions with the Red Army as eady1920 - under which German
military experts and armaments firms erected dircamd tank factories in Russia,
and poison gas plants and laboratories for biolgwarfare. In return, the Red
Army had allowed German staff officers and spedatres to use Soviet military
establishments in order to study tank warfare amtidal problems of the modern
battlefield. The main supporters of an eastwardentation for Germany in those
days were the Reichswehr Minister, General Hans Seekt, the 'father' of the mod-
ern German army, and Count Brockdorff-Rantzau, igaréMinister of the Weimar
Republic, who subsequently became Germany's Amtassa Moscow.

Throughout the 250+ years during which the tenden€ythe Germans to
pursue a policy of orientation towards Russia gitbe,parallel tendency is observed
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of ambivalence towards Germany's relations with \fest. At times, the relationship

has been so strained, as after the First World \tHat, little pretence of any interest in
a Western orientation of policy was observed. Ateottimes, Germany appeared to
'warm' to the West - but always, in part, to makk political elite's fundamental

orientation towards the East. This de facto 'diidat behaviour has become so
ingrained that it is second-nature to the heirsthef Pan-Germans, whom the other
Western powers ought to trust no more than theylghoust the Russians.

Bilateral treaties and secret alliances

The fulcrum of Germany's 'Westpolitik' remains th&anco-German Treaty -
known as the Treaty of the Elysee - signed on 22aduary 1963 by Dr Konrad
Adenauer and President Charles de Gaulle. From timetime, the importance
of this bilateral treaty is alluded to: for instenctwo EC Commissioners, Pascal
Lamy and Giinter Verheugen, said in January 2002t thhe Franco-German
"matrix" is, and always will be, the determiningtar' in the EU Collective.

Under the heading ROGRAMME, FOREIGN AFFAIRS, ARTICLE 1, this key bilateral
treaty, which dominates and permeates Franco-Geretations, provides that:

"The two Governments will consult before any derision all important
qguestions of foreign policy and, in the first plag:m questions of common interest,
with a view to reaching as far as possible an amale position. This consultation
will bear among others [sic] on the following sutig

O Problems relating to the European Communities &od European
political cooperation;

O East-West relations both on the political andr@neconomic planes;

O Matters dealt with within the North Atlantic TtgaOrganisation and the
international organisations in which the two Goweemts are interested, notably
the Council of Europe, the Western European Untbe, Organisation for Economic
Cooperation and Development, the United Nationsingpecialised institutions'.

Article 2 of the ROGRAMME specified closer cooperation in the field of intell
igence: 'The collaboration already established he field of information will be
continued and developed between the interestedicesnin Paris and Bonn and
between missions in third countries’. Under thehealkling Defence, the bilateral
treaty called for much closer military cooperatibetween France and Germany,
and required the competent authorities of the twantries [to] endeavour to bring
their doctrines closer together with a view to réag common conceptiorid'

Chancellor Kohl and President Mitterrand alluded the significance of this
‘foundation stone' of modern Franco-German coojperatin a Joint Statement
issued at their meeting in Munich on 18th Septenit@®0, in which they invoked
'the achievement of German unification, which wentjg welcome [and which]
gives a new dimension and a broader horizon to coaperation, the aim of which
has been from the very outset to advance togetherchuse of European unific-
ation in all sphere®.

Thus the Pan-Germans ‘'turned' the French under leShade Gaulle,
and harnessed them as co-conspirators and ‘ccemlilbf the 'New Europe' -
converting them into fully paid-up members of tHalCof Collectivists.

Alert of course to this background, the Soviets rtmmi France, especially
when preparing their ‘'bilateral treaty offensivathich continued seamlessly from
the Gorbachev period into the Yeltsin era. The diyeon Accord and Cooperation
between the USSR and France', signed by PresiddkhaM Gorbachev, MVD
General Eduard Shevardnadze, President Francoiterhitd, Michel Rocard and
Roland Dumas at Rambouillet on 29th October 1999 mesver ratified by the
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Assemblee Nationale, which thought that the Souition had collapsed. But,
before anyone could say 'collapsible Communismtgexdased text had been prepared
by the Soviet-Russian intelligence authorities ah& Russian Foreign Ministry,
which was duly signed in Paris by President Borilt&fn, the Russian Minister of
Foreign Affairs, Andrei Kozyrev, President Mittendh M. Dumas (Minister of For-
eign Affairs) and Edith Cresson, the French Primamister, on 7th February 1992
This bilateral treaty effectively converted Franogo an ally of and agent for
Russia - grafting this role onto France's similarlyurdensome relationship
with Germany arising from the 'Treaty of the Elysee thereby prospectively
compromising France's relationships with Britainl &me United States.

Later, thanks to the information contained in tmepoértant cited article by
Igor Maksimychev published in ‘International Affsirin February 1997 it emerged
that Jacques Chirac had headed a Russian-GermarhF@ommission prior to his
election as President. The deliberations of thigafBral Commission will have been
significantly driven and influenced by the GermamdaFrench bilateral treaties with
Russia, but especially by the following stipulagdn the Russian-French Treaty:

Article 3:'... The sides shall strive for maximunosgible coordination of
their positions... with a view to implementing jbiror concerted actions when
they deem this necessary' [ = same as 'an anal@gsitfon].

Article 4: 'The Russian Federation and the FrenapuRlic shall pool their
efforts to establish new relations in the spheresedfurity among all European states
and to build a peaceful Europe with a communityindérests endowed with permanent
security and cooperation mechanisms. The sidet cbgberate with each other and with
other interested states with a view to concludintremty on European security. The
French Republic emphasises the importance of fagraiEuropean union...".

Article 6: 'The Russian Federation and the FrenepuRlic shall promote the
transformation of Europe into a common rule-of-lamd democratic area. They
shall help to prevent the emergence of new splitsttee European Continent and
strengthen the bonds of solidarity between themeseland among all European
states within the framework of a confederative apph.... France pledges to
promote rapprochement between the EC and Russigjcybarly by means of
concluding agreements between them, with a view aBsisting its integration
in the European economy'.

Article 11: 'The Russian Federation and the FreRgpublic shall develop
cooperation in the spheres of the economy, industcyence and technology. The
closest cooperation shall be effected in spherespefial interest to the future of
both states and to developing the prospect ofiogatEuropean area'.

Article 12: '[the two sides] have agreed to draw egoperation and cadre-
training programmes [a Soviet phrase: ideologicaining - Ed.]. The sides shall
promote the realisation of cadre-training programme within the framework
of efforts being made at the European and intavnatilevels'.

Article 14: [they] attach paramount significanoeshvironmental protection'.

This treaty was concluded for a period of ten yearsl could be continued for
successive periods of five years 'if neither sidiorms the other of its decision to
denounce the treaty by means of a written notificabne year before the expiry of
the corresponding period'. The French did not iadicany intention of denouncing
the Franco-Russian Treaty, and subsequent evemnts imaplied that it will have
been renewed for a further ten years, on expifeioruary 2002.

The reason this deduction could be made as thik lveent to press, is as
follows. Ambrose Evans-Pritchard reported in Thend&ty Telegraph on 26th January
2002 that two socialist European Commissionerss&®asmy of France and
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Gunter Verheugen of Germany, had publicly reitetatdat the Franco-German
'matrix' is, and always would be, the 'deterrninfagtor' within the European Union.

They suggested that the two countries should 'makead as an advance guard,
forming a confederation with a shared army and iforepolicy’. This would enable

France to fulfil its obligation TO RUSSIA under énbational law, as laid down in

its bilateral treaty with Russia, to 'strengther thonds of solidarity between them-
selves and among all European states within thendveork of a confederative

approach'. For under the cited clauses of the RodSiench Treaty, signed as the
continuing Soviet Leninists took advantage of tlhwshr of enthusiasm which swept
the world following 'the collapse of Communism'etfrrench committed themselves
under international law to the implementation of R&JAN strategy.

The significance of this intervention cannot beresphasised.

In the first place, Mr Evans-Pritchard took carelabel the European Commis-
sioners concerned as 'socialist, which caused umprise but did underline that
these international socialists are working in ‘$ypaicity’ with the ‘confederative'-
collectivist 'Line' of the Revolution (the existenof which few observers in the West
acknowledge and which even fewer begin to unded$tan

Secondly, note that the 'call for' a Franco-Gerntamfederation was made
not just by a European Commissioner from France f@ifilment of Article 6 of
the Franco-Russian bilateral Treaty), but also bZanmissioner from Germany —
highlighting the significance of the trilateral axformalised by, for instance, the
Trilateral Commission which the Russian Foreign istily has revealed was
chaired by Jacques Chirac before he became thl®nesf France.

Thirdly, given the timing of this 'call' immediajelahead of the end of the
initial ten-year period of the Franco-Russian Tyeathe two socialist European
Commissioners were ‘helping’ France to appear toatrdous to fulfil its obliga-
tions towards Russia specified in Article 6 of theanco-Russian Treaty. Thus their
intervention could be construed as representinggaak to the third member of the
trilateral group, in connection with diplomatic ottges behind-the-scenes ahead
of the formal renewal of the bilateral treaty. Sinit happened that this work went
to press in late January 2002, immediately aheadhefend of the ten-year period
specified in the Franco-Russian Treaty signed dm Fébruary 2002, it was not
possible to state here definitively whether thataty had been renewed. But given
the above intervention, the likelihood must haverbdnigh; and there had been no
record of either side having given the necessaay'y@otice of withdrawal.

The incident serves, finally, to help illustratee thentral theme of this book -
namely, that the Soviet/Russian Leninist agendachvhiemands and presupposes
the abolition of national sovereignty through itsllectivisation (‘pooling’) by means
of 'the conf ederative approach' (Lenin and Stliféderalism), drives and inter-
mingles with the German-French agenda - which pdrthe French Establishment
believes to be concerned with the 'building' of &ah de Gaulle's 'Europe from the
Atlantic to Vladivostok', but which French interimatal socialists and Communists
probably recognise is to be merged with Russia'srldV&evolution agenda, and
yet which the Pan-Germans intend should confortheéad model.

Extensive penetration of the Pan-German structirgsinternational social-
ists, Stasi agents and ‘former' Communists fromt Eesmany imply the likelihood
of internal struggle inside Germany between the -Baman (‘Europe from the
Atlantic to the Urals' purists) and infiltrated tisfs from the East (such as Angela
Merkel) whose geopolitical orientation is toward® tLeninist global programme of
'universal European integration' (‘Europe from tAdantic to Vladivostok'), as
'revealed' by Igor Maksimychev in 'Internationafafs' in 1997. Since the Russians
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have comprehensively recruited France via the Rréhessian Treaty, it was no
accident that Mr Maksimychev expressed anxiety that Germans must be brought
to realise that they have only one choice: to gm@l100% with the Soviet Leninist
agenda. This was the crucial significance of Malsimev's carefully phrased asser-
tion that 'Russia must take upon itself, at leastlatatively, the initiating role in

the process of setting universal European integraiinto motion, and, secondly,
that Russia's primary addressee in this matter mag must become Germany,
whose political elite is already debating the fataf Great Europe'.

It is quite clear from all this that Russia's ch@&fncern is to ensure that the
European Union Collective's 'eastwards expansiomperative' does not stop at
the borders with Ukraine and Belarus, but that tBeropean collectivists must
understand that there can be no ‘final solutiortil the Soviet agenda to collec-
tivise sovereignty and security on a 'universadidhas been completed.

Moscow's anxiety on this central (from Russia's ihish point of view) issue
is interesting, because France and Germany (frobjedHans-Dietrich Genscher) had
long since jointly skewed the policy of the Europe@ollective to align it ever more
closely with the objectives of Soviet strategy, atdy the establishment of a system
of 'collective security' - as had became clear, ifmtance, as early as 4th February
1991, when the French authorities had issued ff@mMing statement:;

'M. Dumas and Mr Genscher presented to the Intengowental Conference
[planning the Maastricht Treaty] a common Francor@® proposal, based on the
Mitterrand-Kohl letter, for the implementation of @ommon Foreign and Security
Policy in the context of Political Union:

O The Common Foreign and Security Policy [subsetypemplemented]
must ultimately open up the prospect of a Commofeize Policy.

O A European security and defence identity will éae be reflected by the
development of a European pillar within NATO. [Noféhe word 'pillar' extensively
used today by the EU structures is borrowed frormi NRan-German usage].

O [ldentical to a proposal floated by President achev:] 'The European
Council will lay down the directives and guidelinésr the Common Foreign and
Security Policy in its widest senSe(the italicised words here being code for 'to
include the 'former' Soviet Union in order to 'glIRussian concerns).

To complete the maze of bilateral and trilaterahtsgic ‘cooperation’ between
Germany, France and Russia, the Germans and Rsiss@ame secret accords which
determine the Tine' of their mutual relations. Ae Wave seen, again, this fact was
revealed by Igor Maksimychev in his ‘Internatiorfairs' article in February 1997,
which stated: Therefore, traditionally, even s#grehe crux of all the goals that are
set forth by our country on the organisation ofadlective security in Europe was the
effective limitation of West (now unified) Germasyability to take hostile actions
against us or to participate in such actions. Todayhave the opportunity to influ-
ence the settlement of problems in universal Ewopeecurity directly through
our bilateral relations with Germany, which areacfpecial [= secret] nature'.

In 'secret’, the Soviet Leninist strategists argaged in leveraging West Euro-
pean ‘'sympathy' for the 'understandable’ fear afesurgence' of German power, to
press home their case for (a) 'universal Europedegiation' and (b) its corollary,
the Comintern's intended collective security regimdd course, the latent 'threat' of
any 'resurgence' of German power is greatly exadgeer and is being exploited by
the Soviet strategists in pursuit of their objeesiv not because the threat is tangible,
as they know perfectly well. And to add to the ypprominent German figures use
the same ploy in pursuit of their Pan-German agendaverting time and again to
verbal images of the 'great suffering' experiertmg&uropeans in Two World Wars
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due to the world's failure to 'satisfy' German esfpns (code for ambitions).

As the Russian apparatchik, Maksimychev, addedisnalticle,'... by the year
2000, one may expect the foreign policy of the Fald&kepublic of Germany to
grow in forcefulness and to more energetically adea specifically German
goals in Europe®. As if to provide timely substance to this dialectthe German
Navy was deployed internationally in early 2002y fthe first time since the
Second World War. On 25th January 2002, the BB@%dlr News Service showed
pictures of a state-of-the-art German destroyerloyed off Djibouti in connection
with 'the war against terrorism' and under overAtherican command. One of
three such German ships sent to the area, it flety as might have been expected,
the European Union's ubiquitous blue flag with tt yellow stars, but rather the
German flag which displays a black iron cross owhite background. In thus remov-
ing the 'mask of federalism' which the Nazi Int¢io@al-Pan-German 'Line' has
been exploiting in furtherance of the final fulfiémt of German geopolitical amb-
itions, the Germans also, wittingly or unwittinglprovided their collaborator-rivals,
the Russian Leninists, with the kind of ammunitidwat will have been welcomed in
Moscow to reinforce the Leninist strategists' rééess push for collective security.

Moscow's warnings to Germany in the 1990s

It is clear that Moscow sees Germany is its primastrument to ensure the whole-
sale collectivisation of European national sovewmdig 'Europe needs Germany',
Maksimychev wrote, 'whose historical mission wiledome all-European construc-
tion and the completion of continental integratidnpm which not one European
will be excluded' [= TOTAL FEDERALISATION/COLLECTNSATION]. The
Author hopes that this statement alone will detey aceptics who have persevered
thus far, from contradicting the assessment thatdbllectivisation imperative of the
Revolution requires 'universal' application, fromhigh there can he no exceptions.
For 'Europe needs Germany', read: The Leninist I#W&evolution needs Germany
to push the reluctant Europeans into Lenin's 'usale European federation' on
its behalf. Because (unspoken) Germany's singlel@dn idolatrous pursuit of
its Pan-German objectives beneath ‘the mask ofrdéisie’ is simultaneously further-
ing - for the time being - the realisation of thevigt objective, Mr Maksimychev noted,
the 'unrolling of events' had 'brought the unitedri@any to the position of Russia's
main partner, not only in Western Europe, but anEhropean Continent in general'.

BUT (unspoken) the problem for the Moscow stratisgiwould remain how
to contain German ambitions and channel them indinection intended by Lenin's
continuing World Revolution, of which they are ihmarge, along with their Chinese
Communist ‘comrades in arms'. So Maksimychev wartiet 'the concept of a
Great Europe presents Germany with a starting grofan the gradual rise to the
pedestal of the Continent's leader, and it is amlythis path that it may receive the
opportunity to avoid silent rivalry, stealthy blowand backheels since nobody else
will have the sufficient prerequisites to occupatttpedestal' [sic]. This snide Bol-
shevik passage clearly exposes the lack of trust timderlies Russian professions
that Germany is Russia's most important Europesingr' and collaborator.

In order to contain the expected onslaught of 'Gernforcefulness’, the
well-informed Maksimychev warned the Germans thay @&ourse other than the
closest cooperation with Russia (unspoken: 'on tarms, not yours') would be
sure to lead to disaster, as had happened twicthén20th century. Specifically,
the Institute of Europe's apparatchik elaboratéthe' experience of the military
catastrophes of the 20th century proves that a daamger for Russia exists only
when Germany is actively involved in anti-Russi#amng and activities'. In
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short, it is only when Germany's ambitions and giesr have been recruited in
aid of the Revolution, that the Germans are naanal or potential menace.

Thus the Soviet Leninist strategists rationalise iiaternational consumption
their overt and covert alliance with Germany byessing the need for Moscow
to 'organise collective security' in order to camté&German militarism. However,
while this rationalisation has historical justifim, it masks the Leninists' true
motive - which is to implement the Comintern's rendating from the 1920s, of
fostering the establishment of a collective segusystem, the centre of gravity
of which will not be Berlin (as the Germans intendjut rather Moscow itself.
Inherent in this stance is the standard Soviet iwgrthat no security and political
settlement can be engineered under German hegensimse Moscow will insist
upon full participation - the message that is féulhe implied by the locations of
the Kaliningrad and Mosdok military districts showmrthe map on page 237.

The reason this warning must be taken serioushhiclwthe heirs of the Pan-
German strategists are evidently not doing, attlémsMoscow's satisfaction - is that
the consolidation of a collective security systeamBurasia, which Moscow believes
would 'tame the German menace for ever' and leaee Soviets effectively with
de facto military supremacy - has, since the 19B@&n considered 'the highest goal'
of Moscow's foreign policy. By 'highest goal’, theninists mean exactly that: it is not
the second or the third priority, but the first.nde, any indication (from the Germans)
that this is not clearly understood rings alarmshiel Moscow”.

Yet, as Germany's lust to re-establish its econofatcleast) hegemony over
the Russian enclave of Kaliningrad suggests, the-Gaman planners have their
own ideas about collective security, which infringlee unwritten stand-off over
Kaliningrad. They feel strong enough to have embdrkupon a sustained cam-
paign to acquire economic domination over the Katjrad enclave through the EU
(i.e., using 'federalism as a mask’) - in return i@iving part of Russia's huge out-
standing debt burden in Germany's favour; at letdss was one manifestation of
Germany's campaign to re-acquire a measure ofendl@ over the enclave. This
is literally 'playing with fire’, and it reflectshé¢ modern Pan-Germans' confidence,
determination and self-belief, as well as Berlicissessment that Germany must
strike while Russia is (erroneously) perceiveddonteak.

That perception, in turn, reflects the failure bftGerman Foreign Office to
interpret the Leninists' 'weak look' (Sun-Tzu) ectly. It also epitomises their grow-
ing general arrogance, signs of which have beerrgngefor some years - for exam-
ple, in the lectures which successive senior Gesns&e fit to deliver to the British (as
in the case of the article by Karl Lamers and theesh at the German-British Forum
by Joschka Fischer). Nor has Nazi 'anti-semitisnthe most conspicuous manifest-
ation of Pan-German arrogance - yet been consigoethe history books. On the
contrary, after the former British Foreign Secrgtavalcolm Rifkind, had addressed
the Konrad Adenauer Institute - the main centrecafitinuing Nazi Pan-Germanism
- on 26th February 1997, the Pan-Germans' housmghuFrankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung, wrote: 'Als habe ihn seine Rede nicht gatmerzeugt, schloss der Jude Rifkind -
ironisch apologetisch - mit dem deutsch hervorgdites Lutherwort: "Hier stehe ich, ich
kann nicht anders™: 'As if he was not completedydénced by his own words, the Jew
Rifkind - ironically, apologetically - [ended] witla quote from Luther, delivered in
German, 'Here | stand, | can do no other".

When the inevitable storm of protest reached thes ed the author of the
piece - Michaela Wiegel, aged 28, the newspap@esialist on European affairs -
she retorted with undiminished arrogance: 'ls itiasult in English to call some-
body a Jew? | am mortified that anyone could haeae it like that. | was only trying
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to underline how surprising it was that somebodyowh Jewish should quote the
leading German Protestant reforrffer’

But Nazi newspapers in the 1930s used to prefac®mstil any description of
leading liberal politicians with the prefix 'Der del. As a perceptive British official,
who attended the lecture, observed afterwards:

'The real question is why [the newspaper] allowedhsa phrase to stay in
their columns'. The answer to this is that Mr Ritki- a gentleman who 'turned the
other cheek' to what seemed like a calculated tinswlas addressing a meeting at
the main Pan-German centre, and the Pan-Germawnsurfee newspaper was
reporting his speech. A leading British Jew, SianvLawrence, a member of the
Board of Deputies of British Jews, commented: "TBermans ought to apologise
without being asked. | have never known such agthim recent years. It stirs
up our worst forebodings about closer politicalumwith Germany'.

Unfortunately, those forebodings have not yet b&anslated into the neces-
sary arms'-length attitude on the part of succes8iitish Governments - as a result
of which the United Kingdom is being dragged toiwibh as a nation, by stealth -
via the 'coup d'etat by installments' method. Noterestingly, did the British Jew-
ish community, which is believed to be solidly iavéur of continued British mem-
bership of the European Union Collective, draw #yepropriate conclusions from
this episode, with its direct invocation and 'réinig' of the familiar Nazi attitude.

The correct conclusions have never been drawn, usecauccessive British
Governments have been led by collectivists, or é&gdérs who learned on the job
and made colossal mistakes in the process, like Whatcher: when she finally
‘'understood’, she was bundled out of office. A jorsmark, as noted earlier, stands
over the geopolitical orientation of John Major; ilwh as also discussed, Edward
Heath deceived the British people, as the offigapers released under the 30-year
rule have finally proved. The Blair Government &bfan: no more need be said.

Given the blindness of British policymakers, whovéabought' the German
line' that 'cooperation' (wholesale regional atildsation) is more profitable than
continuing to play the traditional balance-of-powgsme, it is no surprise that the
tensions which lie just beneath the surface ofgtm®oth professed facade of Russian-
German ‘cooperation’, appear to be unrecognised. NBascow has the advantage
that its non-stop insistence that its 'securityeri@sts’ must be accommodated have
some validity, given that Germany, as it grows frersgth and arrogance, appears to
be overlooking the following, as the Leninists #&am, 'basic facts of life".

The Treaty on the Final Settlement with RespectGermany, signed by
the Soviet Union, the United States, Great Britaind France in Moscow on 12th
September 1990, augmented by signatures for them&@erDemocratic Republic
and the German Federal Republic (requiring ratifice by the united Germany,
which became a reality on 3rd October 1990), ddfittbe external boundaries of
united Germany as 'definitive’ (Preamble, pageatagraphs, 1,2 and 5).

Interviewed by 'International Affairs' [Volume 4WNumber 5, dated June
1995], Admiral Vladimir Yegorov pointed out thatethtext of the Treaty 'rules
out the possibility of either legal or political smterpretation'.

Moreover, the Treaty on the Final German Settlemsimessed that '‘the
united Germany has no territorial claims whatsoewsjainst other states and
shall not assert any in the future'. Therefore, Baviet Admiral noted, 'it thus
rules out the very possibility of Germany layingyaclaim to Kaliningrad and to
the Kaliningrad region'. The Admiral further poidteout that the Germans had
undertaken to delete from the German Constituticaarious provisions running
counter to that undertaking, primarily Article 28hich allowed the possibility of
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extending the 1949 Federal German Constitutiothéoother parts of Germany'.
The Admiral's article concluded with the followitgo forceful statements:

O 'Thus the Potsdam decision to transfer Konigsh@rgour country was a Four
Power accord whose substance predetermined it®aability and irreversibility'; and:

O 'Thus the final German statement has drawn the lnce and for all at the
problem of the status of Konigsberg and the adjginerea as an inseparable and integral
part of the territory of our country, to which Rizsdas legal title as indisputable from the
point of view of international law and from any eth as the sovereign title of any other state
to its territory. On ratifying [the Treaty on theefan Final Settlement] our Parliament
pointed out that 'this also closes the questiah®Kaliningrad Regioff.

In March 1994, the Russian Defence Minister of dag, General Pavel Grachev,
announced the formation of the Kaliningrad Speddaka. Admiral Yegorov told
'International Affairs' that 'the Kaliningrad SpaiciArea has been established on the
basis of the remaining forces of the Baltic Flaedops of the 11th Separate Guards
Field Army, and the zonal air defence formation.rdports directly to the Russian
Defence Ministry and General Staff, and its maisktas... preserving the territorial
integrity of the Russian Federation on the basisthed inviolability of existing
frontiers, which implies that Russia's ownership tbie territory of Kaliningrad
Region is final and irrevocable'.

The reader may wonder why Kaliningrad's territortadundary - enclosing
an area which is entirely under the control of 8mviet military - is inviolable, when the
Soviets have abandoned the Stalinist model, wigh'fiked' boundaries, and replaced
it with the Leninist model, within which all terotial boundaries are provisional,
expendable and ultimately to be eliminated. Thelaation lies in the fact that the
Soviets' strategy involves leveraging their preseic Kaliningrad to procure their
'‘primary goal' - collective security according teeir model. The truth of this was
clarified further when the interviewer, Valery Greky a 'Krasnaya zvezda' correspon-
dent, asked the Admiral the following pre-agreeadribshell’ question:

The further evolution of the situation around ttreops of the Kaliningrad
Special Area will depend to a considerable extent among other things, the
position of neighbouring countries on the issuenafual security, won't it?"

To which Admiral Yegorov replied: 'The Command btk tKaliningrad region
expects their position to be realistic, reasonadohel neighbourly. We give priority
in our relations with neighbours to progress towasl rapprochement. We already
traversed an appreciable part of this road. Theortapt thing is to make this trend
irreversible’. In other words, the regional cowrdri- which is to say, the European
Union, since Poland, Lithuania the other Baltic t&awill become members of the
political collective - must acquiesce in our mo@délcollective security. As the Soviet
Admiral added: 'I'm certain that any problem begrion the interests of all or
most countries can only be resolved collectively'.

Yet, while making their 'Stalinist' position on Kahgrad, and the need for a
collective security system of which Moscow can appt crystal clear, the Leninist
strategists are active participants in the Baltta States Council - which has a mem-
bership made up of 162 participating regions frdhtte Baltic countries - and in the
European Union's regional policy, which promoteserinalia cross-border cooper-
ation as a medium-term weapon to undermine thed'ném traditional territor-
ial borders, and thus the 'need' for sovereigntgec8ically, the Soviet military
administration of the Kaliningrad Region particgat within the specialised EU
regional program, Interreg-11-S-Baltica, which ddished its General Secretariat
in Rostok in early 1998. This political participai ultimately reflects the continuing
subjection of the Soviet military to the CPSU's #idistrative Organs Departmemt.
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POSTSCRIPT

Joschka Fischer: Marxist, alleged terrorist and advocate of violence

The following Note elaborates further on the néareatconcerning the Schroder
Government's Marxist, violence-advocating MinisteForeign Affairs [page 157]:

On 24th January 2001, Joschka Fischer, the Gernwmeigh Minister, arrived in
London, where he addressed the German-British FoaimClaridges Hotel, and
where he was awarded a prize for his 'contribution Anglo-German dialogue'
[see Note 21, page 254]. The fact that he had bedered to appear only days earlier
in a Frankfurt court to testify at the trial of aft-wing terrorist, Hans-Joachim Klein,
accused of involvement in three murders during tiack on the OPEC meeting held
in Vienna in 1975, appeared to have no impact enottganisers of the Claridges event.
Fischer was a hyperactive member of the shady MalRponti' movement, along with
Klein, a former car mechanic, in the late 1960s eady 1970s [see pages 153-254]. Klein
had already informed the Frankfurt court that hgarded Fischer as a leader and an
‘example among the clique' of murderous 'Sportiviats in Frankfurt at that time.

Questions were asked about allegations that HestchEi's car, which he gave
to Klein for repair during the period in questiomas used to carry a stolen US Army
handgun, believed to have been used in the murflea German Free Democrat
politician, Hainz Karry, as late as 1981. Joschlscter was also reported to have been
involved in street protests in Frankfurt on 10thyMEQ76, the day after the co-leader
of the Baader-Meinhof terrorist gang, hanged hérgel the Stammheim prison,
Stuttgart. Fischer had been accused of supportieg use of petrol bombs during
the demonstration. Earlier in January 2001, then@er press had published photo-
graphs showing Fischer bringing his clenched fivid on an already injured police-
man. During the demonstration, the 'Sponti' pretsstshowered police with petrol
bombs, severely injuring an officer, Jurgen Weli¢err Weber's lawyers insisted that
Herr Fischer bore 'moral responsibility' for thebitigating injuries that their client had
sustained. After the incident, Herr Fischer waested, but he was later released for
lack of evidence. Asked in early January 2001 by thagazine Der Spiegel whether
he could definitely rule out suggestions that heoadted the use of such weapons,
Fischer equivocated, saying that 'this did not espond with my attitude or convic-
tions. To that extent, | can rule it out'.

However, as shown below, Herr Fischer appears ta liar, so his statements
are hard to take seriously. Interviewed on Gernwavision prior to his humiliating
appearance in court, Herr Fischer said: 'l makeattempt to justify my behaviour; all
| can do is try and explain the circumstances sumding such incidenf§:

Prior to the appearance of the German Federal €hacellor, Foreign
Affairs, at Claridges, there had been frantic pharadls and diplomatic activity
between London and Berlin, as the Blair (Fabian)vé&boment attempted not to
persuade Herr Fischer to cancel his appearanceus®aaf his unsavoury past and
because this was liable to contaminate the Brit&bvernment's putative strategy
to bounce Britain into the Euro regime followingeththen forthcoming General
Election (if the Labour Party were to win), buth@at to pressurise Fischer to tone
down his expected remarks, given Herr Fischer'sdraddvocacy of 'ever more
integration' and ‘total federalism'. The British v@mment was not, it seemed,
in the slightest concerned that Herr Fischer plagedund with terrorism in his
youth, was implicated with a murderer alleged toehbeen an accomplice of llyich
Ramirez Sanchez, known as 'Carlos the Jackal',naayg have supported the throw-
ing of petrol bombs at police cars. No, the Fore@fifice’'s anxieties were altogether
more banal and self-interested: all that Number Ddwvning Street wanted was to
ensure that Herr Fischer did not deliver a provieedtderalist speech which might
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cause a 'Eurosceptic backlash' ahead of the BriBgmeral Election, contributing
further to the Blair Government's discomfort. Thabbur Government's strategy
had been to brush the issue of 'Europe' and Bstgimospective participation in
the disastrous EU collective currency project, untte carpet until after the poll -
after which one option would have been to launciprapaganda barrage, largely
funded by the European Commission itself, to patsuthe British of the unspeakable
wonders and benefits of currency collectivisation.

Without confirming, before arriving at Claridges tdbh that he would moder-
ate his comments in any way, the German Foreignistén proceeded, at the award
ceremony, to distort the objective truth in hisegewith comments such as these:

‘The nightmare of British Eurosceptics, the soedhll'superstate’, a new
sovereign that would abolish the old nation statdgng with their democratic
governments, is... nothing but a synthetic constrtiat has nothing whatsoever
to do with European reality [undefined]'.

‘The idea that European integration means the dn8uoope's nation states
derives from a strange misconception that intemgnais a kind of zero-sum game. The
truth is, integration is in its essence, a win-dformula [terms not defined]. With its cul-
tural and democratic traditions, the nation stateghe primary source of identity for the
citizens of all European countries and will rensirfor the foreseeable futiffe’

This was, of course, nothing more nor less thanaldePan-German ‘line' that
the medicine of destruction of national sovereigmys to be made less unpleasant for
the sceptical European peoples to swallow by hypirgg splendor of the diversity of
Europe's different cultures, which must be 'pres#nand 'enriched’ within the 'New
Europe'. In other words, the redundancy of theomastate (with the exception of
'‘Greater Germany') did not mean that national itleatwere also about to be abol-
ished. Of course, this is a crude diversion, desigto mollify those who resent the
relentless onslaught against the nation state lIfilnfient of Lenin's dictum that
'we set ourselves the ultimate aim of destroying #fiate’ - so as to minimise the
pent-up resentments that the merging of natioestatll certainly generate.

So much, then, for the unequivocal statement byr Héscher's own Presid-
ent, Dr Professor Roman Herzog, on 17th Septem®86,1that 'the "nation state" in
the style of the last century has ceased to esisirmimpermeable structure, and to be
quite plain, nor should it exist any longer.... Mover the nation state is too small
for the major problems and too big for the minoesffi. And so much, too, for all
those anti-nation state observations by former Céllor Helmut Kohl, and for the
provocative remarks of Karl Lamers in his articieThe Times of 27th April 1996:

‘The British concern is about the destruction dfomal identity and of the nation
state, which is seen by the British as the onlytitagte expression of the popular will.
Germans, by contrast, say that there has long hemipranational reality created by our
European civilisation. Common problems spawn comrmgarests; our vital interests
are identical’. Herr Lamers had then argued: ‘There is no questioabolishing nations'
(unstated: They will simply be undermined by the Blitical collective until, in strict
and precise accordance with the Marxist-Leninigsgniption, they will 'wither away").
'On the contrary: Europe secures the future ofonati and their identity' [*no mention
of 'states’]. This was the same deceptive messagéha proclaimed by Joschka
Fischer at Claridges Hotel: 'With its cultural ad@mocratic traditions, the nation
is the primary source of identity for the citize§ all European countries and
will remain so for the foreseeable future'.

However the 'nation states' tangentially alluded by these practitioners
of Pan-German strategic deception will have no wsmgaty once 'integration'
and ‘federation’ have been completed - since éideris a transitional form
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towards the complete union... of all natidhs'And the familiar associated Pan-
German rhetoric about 'democratic and cultural iticts' masks indeed the intent
that the shells of the EU nation states will béovedd' of necessity for the time being,
to retain their pathetic rubber-stamp legislatuvdsich have delegated general pow-
ers to the European Commission, but which the maltipopulations continue in error to
believe retain the real power and authority ofamafstates, as in the past - contrary to the
objective European Union reality. The shells of thevardly corrupted and stripped
nation states will just 'be allowed' to retain theéparate 'cultures', which the collec-
tive has not yet devised a way of 'homogenisingcaose the abolition of language
and cultural differences, handed down from Babelt@ospeak, is still beyond the
capabilities of even the Brussels socio-politiaajieeers at the moment.

In short, the cynical fiddling with 'cultural idetyt is just about the most
hollow of all the EU's desperate ruses, designedcaeer up the fact that in the
intended European federated political collectivdie tconstituent nation states
will have been deprived of all sovereignty, and eAist in 'shell format' only.

Herr Fischer completed his journey into the pemrveemd deceitful wonder-
land of two-faced Pan-German strategic Euro-decephliy adding:

"The EU is never going to be a state, let aloneeskimd of superstate. No-one
wants a centralised super-bureaucracy with anongmemtors and structures totally
remote from the ordinary citizen' - a more or lassurate description of the Ell political
collective as it already exists.

However, Herr Fischer - who took particular pleasum citing the remarks
about the necessity of 'pooling significant are&galicy' attributed to the confused
Mrs Thatcher during the British European Referendoampaign (when she sup-
ported British entry to the EEC) - was speaking 'ttuth' in the Leninist (deceptive)
sense that, as a Communist {see below), his obeetias the establishment of a Single
World Communist Government, so that the EuropeaiorUwill indeed never be allowed
a chance to become a state or a superstate: farregional form of 'governance’, its func-
tion will be solely to serve as one of the key s&liasy components of the intended
World Government structures. The ‘legitimacy’ oe tintended World Communist
Government is to be ‘'justified' by a World Parliamnef representatives of the prolif-
erating army of Non-Governmental Organisations (MEQ@lmost all of which have
sprung up in the past 20 years and which are alixiglain geopolitical orientation
- and deeply Leninist in concept, given their umigflexibility and their ‘fungible’
nature. Nor does Herr Fischer, as a true Lenimgen pretend to believe that the
World Revolution's objectives, which he clearly pafs, can be achieved without
violence - which is certainly intended at the calidinal stages of the World Revo-
lution, as Anatoliy Golitsyn has explairiéd On the contrary, Fischer revealed his
true political colours in the Austrian magazineofiRf published in June 1997, in
which he brazenly declared: 'l realise more andemibre extent to which | have
remained a Marxist.... Europe is objectively a Ipetiject™.

It is indeed!

And in his book, published in Germany in 1998 dmdit'Fur einen neuen
Gesellschaftsvertrag' ('For a New Social Contradischer referred repeatedly to
Marx's Communist Manifesto, and to the need to tdhwgtorical materialism to the
contemporary situation - a 'line' replicated onh2Beptember 1999 by that 'former
Trotskyite, Lionel Jospin, the French Prime Ministeén a speech in Strasbourg, in
which he proclaimed that 'the state must createitkmif new instruments of regul-
ation adapted to the reality of present-day cadpitdf. Moreover Fischer's 'new
social contract' - which he expounded in advancehef election that swept Chan-
cellor Kohl from office - contained the followingasements of intent (or 'theses"):
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o 'The state will have to make it clear that it cam longer guarantee living
standards and social security. It will declare !Jstbat these are too burdensome and
that capitalism is responsible for this state ddied'.

o 'Globalisation must now be presented to the werldopulations as an
historic necessity. It must be organised, charsheflad used as a means of securing
totalitarian control in all spheres of human sotielf globalisation were 'left to the
capitalists', this would lead to [unspecified] citaphe.

o 'At special times in history, violence is needed;hange sociefy:
Thus the German Foreign Minister under Gerhard@ltgrrconfessed openly:

1.That he despises capitalism, which is incapablégoéranteeing living stan-
dards and social security' - a bizarre statemensidering the abject failure of all
Communist experiments to date and the manifestrguipe of capitalism as a means
of raising living standards and enhancing wealith taierefore human welfare.

2.That globalisation is the natural ally of the WoiRkvolution, which he by
his own admission supports and promotes (the tspremests' orchestrated in recent
years to disrupt international meetings being aoligionary dialectical operation
which this Author knows to be directed from an adfbuilding in Budapest).

3.That he advocates totalitarian dictatorship, applie to the whole of
mankind (which will be the inevitable corollaryforld (Communist) Government).

4.That revolutionary violence is OK to consummate Wmwrld Revolution.
Joschka Fischer is thus a devotee not only of Léninalso of Stalin, who wrote as
follows in 'Foundations of Leninism' [Marxist Libsg V, page 8, citing Lenin, 'State
and Revolution', Selected Works, International i8hbbts, VII, page 37]: 'Lenin is right in
saying that 'the revolution is impossible withoutet violent destruction of the
machinery of the bourgeois state and its replacényn new machinery' (which
the EU Collective 'provides’). The fact that thev®ation is succeeding in Europe
without the 'violent destruction of the machinerfy tbe bourgeois state', but rather
through rampant Euro-legalism, is (significantlWedooked by Fischer, whose revol-
utionary background has taught him that Lenin's dReon always retains the option
to resort to violence. And it does so in conformitith Marx's declaration in a letter to
Kugelman dated 12th April 1871 that the Revolutiomst not merely 'transfer the
military-bureaucratic apparatus from one hand te dther... but smash it'. In 1997,
Fischer declared himself to be a fervent Marxishc& Gerhard Schroder is himself a
‘former’ Communist, German foreign policy fell intthe hands of Communists,
which is why German and Russian strategies todpgaafo be indistinguishable.

Herr Fischer's noxious prescriptions for humanitse & matter of record,
and should have been taken into account by theisBritabour Government -
just as Gorbachev's crude display of boorish thgge London in 1984 should
have warned the Thatcher Government with what kofd individual, and with
what variant of Bolshevik mentality, they were abtmudeal.

As noted above, in seeking to excuse himself irudan2001 from his violent
past in general, and from his alleged advocacyhefuse of petrol bombs against the
police in particular, Joschka Fischer had told Beregel that ‘this did not correspond
with my attitude or convictions'. Yet in 1998, Hisc wrote that ‘'violence is needed, to
change society'. From this contradiction in his otgstimony, it can be seen that Herr
Fischer is a liar, as well as a Communist and avoaae of revolutionary violence
and totalitarian control. If Fischer did not condowiolence in 1975, as he has claimed,
he certainly advocated it, by his own arrogantlf-gseblicised admission, in 1998.

Perhaps it was 'not for nothing', as they say irsddw, that the cynical President
Putin's translator 'inadvertently' referred to Qielior Gerhard Schroder, at the end of
a two-day summit meeting on 18th June 2000, asGttenan Fuhret’. m
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worked well, but the German General Staff would never have dreamed that the same Bolsheviks would be able
to create a tough military machine which, 25 years later, could withstand Germany's juggernaut. Not only did
the German Generals help Bolshevism in Russia; they also worked to build up the modern Red Army. In their
desire to circumvent the disarmament clauses of the Versailles Treaty, the Reichswehr, in 1920, made secret
deals with the Red Army. German military experts and German armaments firms erected airplane and tank
factories in Russia, poison gas plants, and laboratories for biological warfare. In turn, the Red Army allowed
German staff officers and special cadres the use of the military establishments in order to study tank warfare
and tactical problems of modern blitzkrieg'. Tetens, T. H., 'Germany Plots with the Kremlin', op. cit, page 48.

35. Carl Joubert, 'Russia as it Really Is', Eveleigh Nash, London, 1904, page 131. Carl Joubert, an American who
spent nine years in Russia at the turn of the 20th century, described in moving detail the plight of Jews under
late 19th century Tsarism: 'Has the world forgotten the massacres in Kieff in 1880, 1881, and 1882, or in
Kharkoff in 1882, in Warsaw in 1881, or in Novgorod in 1884, or in Kischinieff and Gomel in 19037 In Kieff, the
houses of the Jews were fired and pillaged. The children were torn from their mothers' breasts and dashed to
pieces before their eyes. Four hundred souls were destroyed in two days. And whilst the smoke in Kieff rose to
heaven and her streets ran red with blood, in a Jewish town, seventy versts away, a fanatic[al] priest was
inflaming the passions of the moujiks against the Jews. He told a story that the Jews had stolen a Christian
child and would use his blood for their Passover. No Jewish family was left alive in the place'.

Then at the massacre at Kischinieff last year the scenes of horror surpassed even those at Kieff. The
young Jewish girls were outraged before the eyes of their parents. One frantic woman tore herself from her
captors and rushed to her daughter's rescue, but a blow from the butt of a soldier's rifle scattered her brains.
The Pristav and the Politz-maister, with police and soldiery, looked on at the slaughter'.

Under a system introduced by M. Pobiedonostseff, the Tsar's Procurator of the Holy Synod from 1880 to
1904, this official was also the Tsar's 'first adviser'. He was responsible for the 'May Laws' and for the regime
of rigorous persecution of all unorthodox persons, whether Jews, Christians, or Muslims. The Protestant
'Stundists' suffered afflictions under this ogre which were almost as terrible as those suffered by the Jews.
Pobiedonostseff was accused by Carl Joubert and other observers of direct responsibility for ‘the murder of
thousands of innocent persons, the violation of countless women and girls [and] the destruction by fire of the
homes of tens of thousands of helpless Jews'. Alexander Ill was completely in Pobiedonostseff's power, and
turned a deaf ear to the appeals of the civilised cries of persecuted Jews and others, refusing with coarse oaths
to hear their names mentioned in his presence'. Pobiedonostseff's influence with Nicholas Il was almost as
pronounced; and Joubert concluded that 'old age has not weakened his savage hatred of the heretic'.

According to the Encyclopaedia Britannica [Volume 24, page 475: 'Within a few weeks the whole of Western
Russia, from the Black Sea to the Baltic, was smoking with the ruins of Jewish homes. Scores of Jewish women
were dishonoured, hundreds of men, women and children were slaughtered, and tens of thousands were reduced
to beggary and left without a shelter. Murders, riots or incendiary outrages took place in no fewer than 167 towns
and villages, including Warsaw, Odessa and Kieff. Europe had witnessed no such scenes of savagery since the
Black Death massacres in the 14th century'. The foregoing referred, by the way, just to the course of events in
the first year of Pobiedonostseff's supremacy. In Warsaw, between 12th and 15th December 1881,298 business
houses, 690 small shops, and 519 private houses were burned or made desolate. The synagogues were polluted,
and nearly a hundred Jews were never accounted for. Earlier, on 8th May 1881, 2,000 Jews had been left homeless
in Kiev, their houses pillaged and burned, stores sacked, men murdered in the streets, women raped in public,
and babies thrown from the windows of the houses.

Indeed, detailed acquaintance with the horrific list of pogroms which occurred in 1881 alone (not to mention in
subsequent years), is more than enough to provide an explanation for the high quotient of Jews who became rev-
olutionaries, and for the revenge affected by the Bolsheviks on the general population in the Soviet Great Terror.

On the basis of his findings, Carl Joubert accurately predicted the forthcoming Russian Revolution. In an
'Open Letter to the Tsar', published at the end of his book, Joubert wrote: "Your Majesty [who was known as
the Holy Tsar, or the 'Zembla Bogh'- the God on Earth, or the Little Father] is worshipped and beloved of his
people. So was Louis XVI of France. France had only one Marat; but there are more men of his [evil] stamp
in Russia than your Majesty could count. There are also many Robespierres and Dantons. The Reign of
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Terror in France will sink into insignificance and oblivion when the day of the Russian Revolution dawns....
The seeds of revolution are already sown in your Majesty's dominions. There are mothers bringing up sons
who will be the judges of vengeance, and who are now learning to lisp the word. There are in foreign universi-
ties young Russians who are studying science with set jaws, and thinking; but they will not always be thinking.
In the breasts of every humble moujik there is a consuming fire. He is ignorant and cannot diagnose the malady,
and he is patient in his suffering. But when the young men return from the foreign universities and tell him the
real nature of his disease, and fan the smouldering fire within him, the bestial flame of savagery will leap out,
destroying in wanton fury all whom he is incited to destroy'.

Perhaps understandably, the obverse of the still widespread assumption that the Russian Revolution
was a 'Jewish plot', is the belief among many Jews that 'Christians' were responsible for the pogroms in
late 19th century Russia. This is inaccurate, since the perpetrators were of course not Christians at all. They
may have belonged to the Russian Orthodox Church, but this, like many other Christian churches, does not
necessarily evince or practice true Christianity. To be a Christian, one must, as Jesus Christ taught, be 'born
anew in the Spirit. One cannot be a Christian, truly, without being 'born again the phrase 'born again'
Christian is thus a tautology. And any Christian 'born again’, and thus 'in Christ', could not and would not
have performed such heinous deeds. An understanding of this can only come from knowledge of true
Christianity, which diverges sharply from what is taught in the main Christian denominations (which in
some cases, have turned almost everything of Christ 'upside down’).

A study of the pogroms against the Jews in Russia certainly provides the objective student with a sober-
ing rationale for understanding the Russian Revolution - which of course unleashed a terror of an order of
magnitude yet greater than the programs themselves. And the Devil was able to procure a further visitation
- by polluting the minds of Adolf Hitler and his associates, who were mesmerised by the proportion of Jews
among the leaders and cadres of Lenin's Revolution: a mania that led directly to the Holocaust. Thus was
the evil perpetrated in the last decades of 19th century Russia by Pobiedonostseff and those he and others
instigated, visited upon subsequent generations on a vastly greater scale.

36. Professor Richard Pipes, of Harvard University, 'Russia under the Bolshevik Regime', Alfred A. Knopf,
New York, 1993, pages 425-427. Military collaboration between the Soviets and the Germans continued
until September 1933, nine months after Hitler came to power, to the great benefit of both armies.

37. 'Europe's Road to War: The Balkanisation of Europe: The Failure of Collective Security’, Paul-Marie Couteaux,
first published in 1977 as 'L'Europe vers la Guerre', Editions Michalon; English language edition abridged and
translated by lan Milne, The June Press, London 1999.

38. Information given to the author by the ‘GRU defector' Victor Suvorov (not his real name).

39. Directive of the German High Command on Political Warfare in the USA, issued by the Nazi Chief of the
Intelligence Division of the German High Command, Admiral Walter Wilhelm Canaris, on 15th March 1944.
The document laid bare the basic German strategy of scaring the United States with Bolshevism -the threat
that Germany and the rest of Europe were in danger of wholesale Bolshevisation -while, at the same time,
recommending a long-range policy of Russo-German collaboration. The Nazis and their successors have
understood and applied the dialectical method throughout - in the sense that they have been running 'oppos-
ing' policies simultaneously: the fake pro-Western policy 'of expedience', and the long-range policy of close
collaboration and identity of strategic objectives with the Soviets/Russians.

40. President Roosevelt was referred to in the 'Madrid Circular' as ‘Rosenfeld’. In fact this name was frequently
used by the Nazis, who tried to show in their propaganda that President Roosevelt was a descendant of a Dutch
Jewish family from New York.

41. The 'Madrid Circular', labelled Top SECRET, and 'Completed, Beginning of September 1950, with distribution
ordered for 'Dr M. v. T', Bonn, and for Nazi International recipients in Rome, Barcelona, Buenos Aires and South
Africa, was a secret memorandum, intercepted by a Western intelligence service, which was issued by the
German Geopolitical Centre in Madrid (the Nazi International's Headquarters). It amounted to a general analysis,
from the continuing Nazi perspective, of the world geopolitical situation following the outbreak of the Korean
War. The Geopolitical Centre was known to issue secret memoranda, containing directives, from time to time.
The memoranda were distributed among Pan-German circles in Bonn and in other parts of the world. The Madrid
document constituted a blueprint to guide the foreign policy of the Bonn Government. It also represented, in a
larger sense, a General Staff plan for a revised, updated, German approach to realising Germany's full potential,
en routeto dividing and conquering the world.

42. Summary: The German Foreign Minister, Joschka Fischer, was not only involved in left-wing terrorism and
agitation activity in the 1970s, but is on record as confirming that he is a Marxist (Communist), advocates a
global world dictatorship, denies that the nation state can provide welfare and security for its citizens (i.e., is
redundant), and is in favour of the use of violence in pursuit of revolutionary objectives. Notwithstanding this
pedigree, the German-British Forum invited Fischer to address a dinner meeting at Claridges Hotel, London, on
24th January 2001, at which it honoured him with an award for his contribution to the furtherance of Anglo-
German dialogue. Instead of expressing concern at all of this, the Fabian Government of Tony Blair was
reported, ahead of Fischer's visit to London, to be concerned only with the likelihood that Fischer would deliver
a speech promoting the establishment of a European Federation, a European Government and so on - which
Ministers were anxious should not occur, for fear of the speech being seized upon by the 'Eurosceptic move-
ment' and developed as an election issue. Urgent representations were made by British officials to Berlin, in an
attempt to obtain assurances that Fischer's remarks would be toned down in deference to the Government's
pre-election anxieties. This episode illustrated the depths of cynicism to which British foreign and domestic
policy has sunk, and showed that the British Fabian Government placed its petty electoral considerations
above the issues raised by the German Foreign Minister's petrol-bomb-linked past behaviour, and his speech
advocating a global dictatorship and the use of violence to achieve the realisation of Lenin's objectives.
Coincidentally, on the same day that Fischer addressed the British-German Forum, a senior Minister,
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Peter Mandelson, the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland, had to resign (for a second time, this being
in fact the first occasion on which a British Minister has ever left a Government in disgrace twice) after he
appeared to have lied and misled his colleagues. The official 'spin' surrounding this matter suggested that
the ‘integrity’ of the UK Government had been tainted by Mandelson's conduct. It was of course much more
seriously tainted by the failure of the Foreign Secretary to make it clear to the thick-skinned German author-
ities that, in the circumstances, the presence of Herr Fischer, in view of the disgrace that he brings to
Germany, let alone his hosts, would not be welcome in the British capital.

43. 'The German Talks Back', Heinrich Hauser, a German newspaperman, Henry Holt, 1945. This book
became a best-seller in the German-American neighbourhoods of New York, Chicago, Cleveland and St
Paul. The publishers apologised in newspaper advertisements for presenting ‘this angry and incendiary
book ... which will prove infuriating reading to Americans'. In addition to expressing extreme hatred for
and jealousy of the United States, Hauser said that Germans were 'disgusted with Western civilisation, the
culmination of which was and is the United States'. Hauser argued that the Germans have no choice but to go
with the East. It was Hauser's contention that the Germans 'must be provided with a dream powerful enough to
justify the sacrifice of 8 to 10 million lives', and he added: 'There is only one great ideology left which as a
nation we have not yet tried - Communism. If the Germans accept Communism for their new dream and ideol-
ogy and do it quickly, they will be lifted almost overnight from the status of outcast lepers [the status to which,
of course, they had wantonly condemned themselves - Ed.] to the status of allies of the biggest land power on
earth.... If one has to embrace Communism in order to get Lebensraum, what of it?'

44. The lure of German-Russian rapprochement was and is not just confined to the minds of the heirs of the Nazi
International. This voice of German Realpolitk has 'many echoes'. For instance an anti-Communist, Friedrich
Stampfer, a former member of the German Parliament, published an article in the 'Neue Volkszeitung', New York,
in December 1944, in which he severely criticised the wartime allies for planning a long-term occupation,
demilitarisation of Germany and total eradication of its war potential. Stampfer, who was a Social Democratic
leader during the Weimar Republic, warned the West that unless leniency was shown, Germany would turn to
the East. This was nothing but bluff (encouraged, in fact, by the Nazi International), since under occupation the
Germans would not be free to form their own alliances. After both World Wars, leading German-American
circles conducted large-scale ‘whining' campaigns in order to rescue the Fatherland from the consequences of
military defeat. As soon as these ‘campaigns of pity' had yielded the anticipated results (by changing Western
policy towards Germany), they switched back to German Realpolitik. The Adenauer Government, and the
‘Madrid Circular', praised the 300+ German-language dailies and magazines in the United States, for their suc-
cess in disseminating fraudulent reports serving to discredit the American Occupation, and for branding the
Nuremberg trials as illegal, and American statesmen as tools of Jewish revenge. This defiant attitude became
rampant after the Second World War. The view of Hauser and Stampfer that, if necessary in the interests of
Realpolitik, Germany would side with the Soviets, was widely disseminated in these publications.

45. Tetens, T. H., 'Germany Plots with the Kremlin', op. cit., page 73.

46. Dr Joseph Retinger was a professional Polish revolutionary and perpetual 'behind-the-scenes' agitator
for European unification who seemed to have the entree at the highest levels on both sides of the Atlantic.
This small, often ailing, scruffy fellow, who lived in a depressing mansion block in Westminster, was a
mason of high degree. In the biography of Retinger written by his fellow exiled Pole and sidekick, John Pomian,
entitled 'Joseph Retinger: Memoirs of an Eminence Grise' (Sussex University Press, 1972), Prince Bernhard of
The Netherlands, who provided a short Foreword, wrote of the Bilderberg Conferences, ostensibly established
with the blessing of (former SS officer) Prince Bernhard himself, that 'with his typical modesty, Dr Retinger
always contrived to remain in the background; but he was, in point of fact, the prime mover' [behind the
Bilderberg influence-building operation]. Of course he was: for Retinger was a long-term revolutionary
agent of the Comintern. According to Prince Bernhard, Retinger was 'deeply concerned about the divergen-
cies, already visible or impending, between the United States and Europe on certain important issues. He
considered it of vital interest for the free world to smooth over these differences and reconcile all those who
belong naturally to one and the same community. This marked the beginning of those meetings between
eminent American and European personalities that were later to be known as the 'Bilderberg Conferences'.
However, the real significance of these conferences is that they provide a continuing framework for selling
‘convergence' - a concept developed by the Soviet long-range strategists. In the Leninist lexicon, ‘conver-
gence' is an Aesopian word with a hidden meaning. To naive Western policymakers and opinion-formers,
‘convergence' means rapprochement between the West and the East, with the West moving 50% 'leftwards',
and the East moving 50% 'rightwards' (towards Western norms) -although the continuing World Revolution
has procured that the meaning of 'Left’, 'Centre' and 'Right' is constantly drifting to the Left, as a result of
the cultural offensive which seeks to replace Western norms with 'garbage values', and to establish a new
‘cultural hegemony' along the lines advocated by Antonio Gramsci, the influential Italian Communist. To the
Leninists themselves, 'convergence'’ means the convergence of the West towards the East (that is, 100%
movement to the Left by the West). In agitating for and acting as the 'prime mover' of the Bilderberg
Conferences, Retinger was therefore not in fact establishing a means of 'smoothing over and reconciling
differences’ between the United States and Europe, but rather setting in motion a mechanism which would
provide the World Revolution with a permanent ‘influence-building' and networking framework which the
Leninist strategists would exploit over the years to influence Western thinking in furtherance of Soviet
strategic objectives. A study of the lists of attendees at successive Bilderberg Conferences in recent years
shows that a significant number of leftists and fellow-travelling Marxists are ‘tapped' (invited) to participate
at Bilderberg Meetings. These people - of whom a conspicuous example has been the former Editor of The
Observer, London, Will Hutton, the author of a book entitled 'The State We're In', in which he argued that the
political establishment must be 'smashed’' (a word used in this sense only by revolutionaries) - are carefully
selected to ensure that the discussions conform with the agenda of the Left. As an SS officer. Prince Bernhard
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absorbed his preference for the destruction of nation states through their merging within the Nazis' intended
'Europaische Wirtschaftsgemeinschaft', from the wartime Nazi entourage in which he functioned.

47. The 'pillar' image, extensively used by the European Union Collective today, is derived from Hitler's
'Main Kampf. In Volume 2, Chapter 11, 'Propaganda and Organisation' (following Chapter 10, entitled
'Federalism as a Mask'), Hitler uses the imagery of a 'three-pillar structure' in reference to the 'Old Reich' -
the pillars being the monarchistic state 'form’, civil service and the army, and appears to be bemoaning the
destruction of the old state destroyed by the revolution of 1918. Hitler then redefines the ‘three-pillar' struc-
ture, changing the three pillars to ‘popularity, force and tradition' - all combining to create an 'unshakeable
authority’. There is a parallel between the three-pillar structure of governance as envisaged by Hitler and
the 'three pillars' encapsulated by the collective treaties of the European Union, which are: 1:The European
Community; 2: Foreign and Security Policy; and 3: Justice and Home Affairs [source: Weatherill, S., and
Beaumont, P., 'EU Law' (London, Penguin Books, 1999,3rd Edition)]. Many other Nazi-era Pan-German
notions and practices have been imported into the European Union Collective's framework: for instance,
Qualified Majority Voting, a mechanism for accelerating and ensuring the approval of measures proposed
by the European Fuhrer-Commission, is borrowed from the practice used in earlier decades by the German
states. The author is grateful to Mike McDonald, of Chorlton, Manchester, for some of these insights.

48. Tetens, T. H., op. cit, page 131.

49. Tetens, T. H., op. cit, page 131. 'Der Weg' [The Way', or 'The Road] was inspired by the thinking and
propaganda material disseminated by the German Geopolitical Centre in Madrid. Hitler's grave mistake in
attacking Russia merely served to promote, in the eyes of these Nazi planners, the concept of Soviet-German
collaboration developed by General Karl Haushofer following the First World War. It is interesting that 'put'
(Russian) means 'way' or ‘path’, as in Putin.

50. Tetens, T. H., op. cit, page 149. On the preceding page, Tetens wrote (1953): 'Even today in his own party, the
Christian Democratic Union, Dr Adenauer is disliked and feared for his adherence to authoritarian concepts of
government. Frequently, German papers have complained about Dr Adenauer's disregard of wishes of the people
and of democratic procedure. His extreme conservatism prevented him from going along with the Nazis [sic],
although there were no great differences between his own nationalistic outlook and the foreign policies of the
Nazi Party.... It is significant that Dr Adenauer surrounded himself in the Chancellery and in his Foreign Office
with dozens of former Nazis who had served as top schemers under Ribbentrop and Dr Goebbels'. Dr Konrad
Adenauer's 'non'-association with the Nazi Party is not documented, and if true, was at best cosmetic. But the
US authorities placed great hopes in Dr Adenauer from the beginning, in part precisely because he was, on
paper, 'not a Nazi'. His relations with Washington were carefully cultivated long before he became Chancellor in
the Bonn Republic in 1949. Adenauer was one of the first German politicians who was allowed to travel to the
United States (in 1946) and to propagate his views there. It was while Dr Adenauer was in the United States that
Drew Middleton noted his ‘fondness for large, even grandiose, political conceptions and theories'. Diplomats
found it 'difficult to reconcile these flights of thought with the urgency of Germany's needs at the moment'.

51. According to contemporary German newspaper reports, Nazi diplomats managed to escape investigation
and punishment either by going underground in 1945, or else by posing as members of the resistance against
Hitler. Such Nazis founded the organisation with the wholly misleading title of 'Evangelisches Hilfswerk'
(Evangelical Relief Committee) shortly before or immediately following the Nazi collapse. As soon as they realised
that nothing had happened to them, they grew considerably bolder, organising a 'shadow' foreign office called
'‘Buro fur Friedensfragen' (‘Bureau for Peace Problems'), an innocent-sounding title which masked the fact that
those involved were all continuing Nazis. (This was the modus operandi of the Nazi International: it manifested -
and continues to manifest - itself behind the cover of innocuous-sounding organisations, one of which is today
the Friedrich Ebert Foundation, a 'convergence' think-tank which promotes German-Russian collaboration and
the Single European Space). When Dr Adenauer organised his Government's new Foreign Ministry, the whole of
this Ribbentrop group was transferred from Stuttgart to Bonn.

52. The technique of a central revolutionary agitprop organisation spawning innumerable subsidiary, related
or interlinked pressure groups, including groups which appear to have no link to the 'parent' revolutionary
organisation at all, is vigorously pursued in the United States by the Institute for Policy Studies (IPS), which

is located in offices immediately adjacent to Legislative Branch offices on Capitol Hill. The British intelligence
writer Brian Crozier published evidence in 'The Spectator, London, to show that IPS had been established
to serve the interests of the KGB and the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. IPS launched legal action
against the author and the publication, but later withdrew its suit abruptly with no explanation. The inspir-
ation and direction of IPS is to energise in the United States the Bolshevik-Leninist cultural offensive which
seeks to replace civilised norms, traditions and values with ‘garbage values', in accordance with a Directive
laid down in the 'Draft Program of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Section V: The Tasks of the
Party in the Spheres of Ideology, Education, Instruction, Science and Culture', which deployed the ideas and
prescription of the Italian revolutionary, Antonio Gramsci. His insight was that the Communists' hopes for
spontaneous revolution were illusory, and that, in order to capture power in a state, the Revolution must
first 'capture the culture’. By culture, Gramsci meant the powerful non-Government institutions of great
influence throughout the nation - churches, trade unions, the mass media, political parties (through infiltration,
as in Britain, the United States and elsewhere), universities and other centres of education, foundations
and business organisations. (Thus, for instance, in Britain, Will Hutton, the former Editor of The Observer
[see Note 46] resurfaced as chief executive of The Industrial Society, an influence-building organisation).
Antonio Gramsci 'stood Marx on his head, arguing that the cultural superstructure determines the political
and economic base', according to Scott Powell, writing in 'Policy Review', Summer 1988, Number 45, page
65. 'Like Gramsci, the IPS recognizes the imperative of "the long march through the institutions" - the
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media, the universities, public interest, religious, and cultural institutions. By working through such institutions,
cultural values can be changed and morals softened, setting the stage of political and economic power to
fall into the hands of the radical left. IPS publications, fiims, and works address issues of humanistic appeal,
but frame those issues with creative [i.e. Leninist - Ed.] semantics that induce a biased perception of reality.
The fact that IPS is regularly referred to as a "liberal* organisation indicates either that the IPS has success-
fully masked its radical character in the eyes of traditional liberals, or else that the meaning of liberalism
has radically changed. In either case, the Institute's efforts have sown seeds of doubt, confusion and guilt
among constituencies that identify with liberalism. And by focusing blame on the full range of American
institutions, IPS perspectives weaken faith in the system while at the same time promoting a subliminal
means of inducing behavior modification'.

53. In the spring of 1949, the former Nazi German Ambassador to Moscow, Rudolf von Nadolny, travelled
from the Soviet Zone to talk things over with leading industrial, political and military Germans in the West.
Another trans-zone 'convergence' merchant was ex-Chancellor Joseph Wirth, who made frequent visits to
East Germany.

54. The full text of this passage from the Editorial entitted 'Courage Towards a Rapallo’, published in the
weekly 'Der Fortschritt', Essen, 16th May 1952, read as follows: 'Never before has the world political situation
been so favourable for Germany as it is today.... It is not for nothing that both power blocs concentrate their
efforts on Germany in order to dominate it politically and economically. Therein lies our chance and our
obligation. Our economy has to be kept independent from both sides.... This is the way that leads towards
sovereignty and equality which finally will eliminate those clauses which were imposed upon us as a result
of the lost war.... While integration with the West restricts our industry to markets where we are subjected
to a cut-throat competition, the Eastern bloc offers us markets where countless millions are hungry for our
industrial goods. Here (in the East) is Germany's market.... Thirty years ago, on 16th April 1922, there were
courageous men who, in Rapallo, through direct Russo-German negotiations, brought [about] a great turn-
ing point in Germany's postwar policy.... The situation in present-day Germany should exhort our leading
statesmen to show courage... courage towards a Rapallo policy'.

55.The Haushofer-Hitler and Kennan-Pentagon blueprints for Germany are shown by this comparison:

Hitler-Haushofer Kennan-Pentagon

BLUEPRINT FOR GERMANY BLUEPRINT FOR GERMANY

1 Liquidation of Versailles Treaty. 1. Liquidation of Potsdam Agreement.
2. German equality ( = Hitler's 2. German equality (= Adenauer's
demand for 'Gleichberechtigung’). demand for 'Gleichberechtigung’).

3. A prosperous German economy. 3. A prosperous German economy.
4. A powerful German Army. 4. Powerful German Armed Forces.
5. Economic integration of 5. Economic integration of

Europe with Germany. Europe with Germany.

6. A strong European Continent 6. A strong European Continent
with Germany as 'the bulwark with Germany as 'the bulwark
against the East'. against the East'.

In the 'Madrid Circular' of September 1950, the Nazi geopoliticians boasted that Germany's quick resurrection
had been the consequence of their 'superb planning™, which had resulted in ‘the first broad cracks in the Yalta
and Potsdam Agreements": 'lt is our great asset in the ledger of geopolitical schooling and planning that five
years after Potsdam, the aims of our enemies have been abandoned, Germany's strength has been preserved,
and the Fatherland can look forward to a revival rich in possibilities. The revival of Germany was not a gift
of the Americans but exclusively the result of our own far-sighted planning.... Five years after Potsdam, the
Yankees are stuck deep in the mud; they are now seeking the advice of our generals whom they formerly
called criminals; they come pleading for our help against Russia. The American policy of reconciliation with
Germany was very advantageous [for us] because it gave us a breathing spell at the very beginning; it was
precisely this policy which smashed the allied front. Roosevelt's death opened the way to those forces who
advocated a positive or, at least, a more moderate programme towards Germany, and whose blueprint for
a postwar world was entirely opposed to that of Roosevelt. These circles [led by the indoctrinated Pan-Germanist,
George Kennan - Ed.] recognised in the Russian victory a strengthening of Communism, and they feared
its complications and the shattering effects it entailed for the capitalistic system'. The 'Madrid Circular'
had elaborated: 'These considerations resulted in a plan - first formulated secretly in Washington and later
openly discussed, aiming at the creation of a united Europe as a bulwark against Russia, with the proviso
that a strengthened and rearmed Germany be incorporated in such a combination'.

But of course this plan, which the Kennanites adopted as though they had first thought of it, was nothing
more than the same blueprint as that originally intended by the Kaiser, elaborated by General Karl Haushofer
and Dr Gustaf Stresemann, and by the Nazi planners under Hitler and subsequently at the Nazi International HQ
in Madrid. The fantastic consequences of this long-range German geopolitical planning become absolutely clear
if we compare the plan which Hitler and General Haushofer had devised for '‘Greater Germany, and the Kennan-
Pentagon blueprint for a resurrected Reich, as shown above. This comparison shows that the Americans simply
adopted Hitler's plans. The supreme irony, of course, is that because the Americans never understood the
dialectical relationship of National Socialism to International Socialism (Communism), their perception that
a united Europe would provide a bulwark against Soviet Communism was flawed from the outset: the Soviets,
in any case, set about at once to ensure, by means of the deployment of agents, agents of influence, blackmail and
other standard Leninist methods, that the emerging European Communities would be established with the poten-
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tial for a decisively collectivist orientation. That policy has proved so outstandingly successful that the European
Union has become a primary instrument for the completion of Lenin's World Revolution.

* 'Our superb planning' can be traced back to a 15-page memorandum from the German geopolitician
Dr Colin Ross to the German Foreign Office dated 27th July 1943, entitled 'Plan for an Ideological Campaign in the
United States', in which Dr Ross proposed the immediate implementation of a carefully planned psychological
warfare offensive to undermine the anticipated Allied military victory. Dr Ross regarded US public opinion as the
weakest link because the American people seemed especially susceptible to 'scare propaganda’ hinting that a
defeated Germany would join the ranks of Bolshevism. The memorandum, which was addressed to the Secretary
of State at the Foreign Office, von Steengracht, became the guideline for Germany's highly successful blackmail
diplomacy in postwar America. The paper also argued that 'in the case of total military collapse, we must continue
the struggle by means of psychological warfare until the day arrives when weapons can speak again. Psychological
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'We Germans do not want to have anything to do wile West, with the
Yankees, with their capitalistic exploitation andheit political arrogance. We
Prussians have always been closely associated thith Russians; we Germans
return gladly to the traditions of Bismarck... andle as a politically trained
people nave never forgotten Lenin's' intelligent rdgo about the desirability
of cooperation between Germany and Russia. We ataally predestined for
an alliance with Moscow, all the more so since raliteooperation with the
integrated bloc of the Soviet states has attractélions of Germans, educated
under strict discipline. Who could resist us if lbbobur Reichs were united?

From: 'QPENLETTER TOSTALIN', 'Buerger Zeiting', German-language weekly circulgtin Chicago, 1949:
written by BRUNO FRICKE, a former Nazi and Black Front leader.

'Heavy new increments of German agents have beeawingo into Spain in
recent days in an obvious effort by Germany to sedmat she can of a situation
that has gone badly against her. A thousand Gestmmmts and other German
representatives have appeared in Madrid alone @& phst fortnight. Significant
additions to the German population have been natedbther parts of Spain....
Many of these agents are here in the plausibleegafsexecutives, technicians and
lesser employees of these interests, as well as aogGermany's vast diplomatic,
consular and propaganda machinery. In Madrid, sgi®warm in the big hotels in
such  numbers that even casual Vvisitors cannot heaipticing them'
HaROLD DENNY, The New York Times, 17th January 1944, in a désfiatm Madirid, in which he reported
on the presence of Nazis in the Spanish capiey fiad arrived to set up the Nazi Intermatioradést!
initiative, the German Geopolitical Centre, withraiit to establish the intellectual and practieins

of ensuring the seamless continuity of Pan-Germanism after the war.

'‘With a view to establishing a united Europe, thedéral Republic of Germany
shall participate in the development of the Europddnion, which is commit-
ted to... social and federative principles [fodieeGrundsatse’]'.

First sentence of new Article 23, inserted into the German Constitution by the Kohl Government
specifically to ‘enable’ the Maastricht Treaty to be ratified [see page 225].

'‘Under no circumstances [is it our task] to prom@tanmunist views'.

‘Line' approved by the Soviet Politburo on 28th February 1922 as Lenin's agenda for the Genoa Confer-
ence, leading to the Treaty of Rapallo, attended on Lenin's behalf by GEORGIY CHICHERIN, the Soviet Commis-
sar of Foreign Affairs. The background context was Lenin's announcement, in 1921, of his 'New Economic
Policy’ [NEP] deception, upon which precedent Gorbachev's 'perestroika’ and its aftermath, was modelled.
The heirs of Lenin are today adhering strictly to this ‘Line' of Lenin's Politburo.

'A Communist must be prepared to make every saerifind, if necessary, even
resort to all sorts of schemes and stratagems, ogmpllegitimate methods,

conceal the truth, in order to... conduct revoluicy work within...".
V. I. LENIN, 'Collected Works', Volume XVII, pages 142-145.

'No parliament can in any circumstances be for usm@unists an arena of
struggle for reforms.... The only question can bettof utilising bourgeois
state institutions for their destruction'.
V. I. LENIN, 'Collected Works', Volume XXV, page 149.
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CONCLUSION: THE E.U. AS THE
ENEMY OF ITS MEMBER STATES

COLLABORATION MASKS MUTUAL STRATEGIC DECEPTION

In May 1940, the Reich Association for EconomicnRiag issued a document
containing the statement mentioned on page 209%cowinental-European econ-

omy under German leadership must... comprise allpgoples of the Continent

from Gibraltar to the Urals and from the North Capethe island of Cyprus...

[but] on foreign-political grounds it appears to becessary to designate this not
as a German extended-area economy, but fundarpeatalays to speak of a

European Economic Community' [Europaisches Waftstdiemeinschatt].

Chapter 10, Volume Two of Hitler's 'Mein Kampf' wastitled 'FEDERALISM
AS A mask™. Careful analysis of the typically 'roundabout' lzme still employed
by covert Pan-Germans, the heirs of the Nazi latemal, today, has revealed
that this 'line’ is of the essence of Germany'®imeqy ideology. In other words,
there has never been any discontinuity of Pan-Gestnategy up to, through and since
the Nazis were in power in Berlin.

Note the explicit geographical description of trewpe and boundaries of
the intended 'German extended-area economy': ‘Euiigm the Atlantic to the
Urals®. Within this Thousand-Year Reich’, the sovergigot the captive nations
will have been destroyed, in line with Lenin's mramcement that ‘we set ourselves
the ultimate aim of destroying the statevith one critical exception: Germany
itself is to survive as Greater Germany, but urddifferent name. Hence, there was
and is to be one rule (state survival) for the Garsn and another (state destruc-
tion) for all other captive European peoples. Theogean Union has developed
exactly in accordance with the blueprint elaborbtetthe Nazis in the 1940s.

To ensure the realisation of their deception disgtét is clear that the
continuing Pan-German planners have, in practicetos speak 'bolted the
framework' of their strategy onto the revolutionastyuctures of the Leninist
Communists. While the heirs of the Nazis have cuglyi elaborated and
perfected over the years their own version of digtc and propaganda
double-talk comparable to a form of Leninist Aesmsm, as elaborated by
Stresemann and Adenauer, they have made such @gactgprogress with
the fulfilment of the Nazi International's plans tdleed at the German
Geopolitical Centre, that they no longer bother disguise them. But the
Pan-Germans, reckless and ruthless as always, uaming huge risks -
because they are dealing in bad faith with both dmmtinuing Soviet
Leninists and with the confused West European 8stcaovernments.

The fact that the continuing Pan-German stratedgasés secretly using
‘federalism as a mask’, as Hitler proclaimed inirMéampf, and are agitat-
ing day and night for regional federalisation amd the full collectivisation
of residual sovereignty throughout the Europeanobniwhile seeking to
disguise that this prescription will never apply @reater Germany itself,
alone justifies this book's finding that the EurapeUnion Collective is
indeed the enemy of its Member States. That thésHiklewise responding
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to the parallel pressures from the continuing Listénfor ‘'universal Euro-

pean integration’, means that EU membership igy teul'kiss of death' for

those countries that have been led by their migglielites into this termin-

al trap - from where their demoralised citizens aomdemned to watching
their countries being tortured, raped and beatedemth under the relentless
pressures of the frenzied and accelerating 'catptddy installments'.

Driven by the insane logic of Lenin's idolatrous MYoRevolution - which
preaches ‘change' while never revealing its handrisyvering the rhetorical ques-
tion 'change to WHAT?', and which presupposes tamildctivisation for the whole
of humanity - the covert Communists, who are ctlgrdollowing Lenin's deception
instruction that, for the time being, 'under n@winstances [is it our task] to promote
Communist views', insist that the only ‘acceptairlescription for Europe (by which
they mean Euradla must be 'universal European integration’. Leringht the
revolutionaries to be meticulous with the use ofdsqa trick acquired also by the
Pan-Germans). Thus the key-word here is ‘universetiich precludes any question of
boundary limitations. For the Leninists claim tH@cause they are 'Europeans' and con-
trol the political space eastwards to the Pacifiead, 'universal European integration'
means 'Europe from the Atlantic to Vladivostok'ichhthey also refer to as 'Great
Europe’, and which must be 'guaranteed’ by the i@emis long-planned system
of ‘collective security’, centred on Moscow. Inestivords, there has never been any
true discontinuity of Soviet strategy since the0$92ind especially since the ‘changes' of
1989-91 - which represented a Leninist, ratherdigemuine, ‘Break with the Past..

For the time being, it suits the interests of General Staff of Lenin's World
Revolution, for the European Union Collective -tbe 'new European Soviet', as
Gorbachev has accurately described it - to dewsteeething revolutionary energies
to the maximisation of federalisation and colléstiton within its inexplicably east-
wards-expanding ‘boundaries’. But despite bilateegties, the trilateral nexus with
France, a complex bilateral and multilateral treagywork drafted by the Leninist
apparat to ensure 100% European compliance withStwets' 'Europe from the
Atlantic to Vladivostok' model, the continuing Leist strategists know that the
Germans are using European federalism 'as a maskhé final realisation of
their own previously thwarted idolatrous geopdit@mbitions.

While each side is engaged in strategic deceptimttdd in part against
the other, and in both cases against the naivalisbdturopeans, both expect that
their model alone shall prevail. The chess-playBuyiets took the precaution to
ensure, by means of a threatening military posisee page 237] which appears
to have been largely overlooked, that only thegsgription can ever be applied.
They also left a time-bomb lying around in the @zé&epublic. Additionally, to
procure the intended 'Soviet' outcome, the Rewnlutias taken the necessary
precautions, co-ordinated by Vladimir Putin and i&oWilitary Intelligence while
Putin was serving in East Germany, to ensure tlesin@y's political and bureau-
cratic structures have been extensively penetratetl taken over by covert and
former' Communists from the east. The likelihosdthat the Pan-Germans, hav-
ing compromised as in the past with the Commurestd, driven by their 'leaning
towards Russia’, will misinterpret the Leninist®entions as they approach the
realisation of their long-frustrated ambition tdbsume Germany in its ‘transitional
format', within 'Greater Germany' by another narhey will overplay their hand.



266 THE EUROPEAN UNION COLLECTIVE

Europe cannot look to France for any hope of rescugalvation, since Paris
is enmeshed in its insidious trilateral nexus vBBrmany and Russia - certain that
its treaty relationship with Germany can only batsoadvantage, and bound to the
covert Leninist revolutionaries by the terms of bilateral treaty of 7th February
1992, under the terms of which France has beconagemt for Lenin's World Rev-
olution. The smaller European powers are hobbledhbyideologues who control
policy; and even in Portugal and Ireland, wheredtigerse economic consequences
of their rash participation in the Economic and ktary Collective's straightjacket
are becoming daily more apparent, no serious alffitiought is being given to the
logical step which will need to be taken if seveoenomic consequences are to be
avoided. lIronically, though, the eccentric Predideinthe European Commission,
Signor Prodi, is on record as having mused thigt ftéght have to leave the collec-
tive currency regime, even though this is not piechiunder the Collective Treaty.

Only the United Kingdom, which since the beginnofgthe 1970s has been
systematically betrayed by its successive govertsnded by the '‘Conservatives',
has, among the EU 'Member States' of world substaswntrived, though incom-
petence and fumbling, to hold back a little frone #levolutionary onslaught. The
slim chances of Britain escaping national annibifatvere diminishing at an ever
accelerating pace as this book was being finaliBed.instance, on 6th February
2002, the European 'Parliament’ approved the Eamoperest Warrant [see page
XXXII] and blocked the habeas corpus safeguardbiished by English Common
Law since the 13th century, as a means of preggotmer-zealous or corrupt mag-
istrates from incarcerating EU citizens from anotB&) country sine die in their
own jails, or in those of a third EU country. Thigpallingly retrograde decision means
that Britons, with effect from 2004, will be atkrisf being arbitrarily arrested for crimes
which are not recognised in English law, such essimaor xenophobia. The definition
of ‘terrorism' was extended to cover ‘passive’ atigpr proscribed groups (the list of
which can be extended, of course, to include riifcthe revolutionary EU collectivist
dictatorship), and the legislation will enable dge or a prosecuting magistrate any-
where in the EU Collective to order the extraditafra British citizen on the basis of
suspicion alone, without any need for a dossieviokence to be presented.

Thus the shape of The Beast' is emerging befareeyes, from behind the
hideous edifice of Europe's Tower of Babel. Diahthji, it has the imprimatur of the cap-
tive nation states whose blind political eliteséndallen into this Nazi-Soviet trap. For
the EU is indeed The Enemy of its Member Statesl With surely judge the 'useful
idiots' and idolatrous ideologues responsibledading their peoples into this pit.

1. 'Mein Kampf', Adolf Hitler, Translated by Ralph Manheim, Pimlico, London SW1V 2SA, 1993-2000, page 505.

2. In precise conformity with this Pan-German programme, the British Fabian Government was in the process, as this book
went to press, of negotiating with the Spanish Government for the handing over of Gibraltar to Spain, or a 'compromise'
arrangement en route to that outcome, contrary to the wishes of the 30,000 Gibraltarians. It was made clear in London that
any agreement with Spain would override the preference of the Gibraltarians, who wish to remain British in perpetuity.
In any fresh referendum, Gibraltarians would vote overwhelmingly to remain British, as they have always done in the
past; yet London was evidently prepared to ignore, modify or fudge their long since democratically expressed wishes.
But why should this cause surprise? After all, since 1970, Britsh Governments, while paying lip-service to democracy,
have all been engaged in its systematic destruction through participation in the European political collective -to which
Westminster has handed 'general powers' and which, as has been shown, is the direct descendant of the Hitlerian model.

3. V.. Lenin, 'State and Revolution', International Publishers, New York, 1961 Edition, page 68: see page XII.

4. 1t is only the 'northern tier' of ‘former' Soviet Republics, together with Georgia and Armenia, which are destined for
absorption into 'Europe from the Atlantic to Vladivostok'. For the Muslim ‘former' Republics, the strategists (led in this
connection by the Arabist ,Yevgeniy Primakov) have an altogether different destiny planned - namely, that they are to
form the seething components of an intended ‘arc of Islamic extremism' which will expand to absorb the Middle East oil
assets. Though cosmetically ‘independent’, this ‘New Form' will be controlled by the Leninist ‘General Staff' in Moscow.
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EXPOSING THE
WORLD REVOLUTION!

While attending the Conservative Political Action Committee [CPAC] conference in
Virginia in early February 2002, the Author was approached by an unsmiling man
who pointed to the leaflets promoting this book, and to some literature support-
ing Anatoliy Golitsyn's book The Perestroika Deception'. 'l never heard this theory
before', he exclaimed. Noting at once the visitor's attempt to downgrade the facts
contained in these books to the status of a mere 'theory’, the Author corrected him
and pointed out that the works were fully documented and thus based upon FACTS
rather than make-believe. Whereupon the visitor proceeded to address the Author
in Russian. How was it possible, he seemed to be saying, that anyone in the West
had managed to unravel the mysteries of Soviet deception strategy?

The moral of this story is as follows. Members of the 'General Staff of Lenin's
World Revolution fear EXPOSURE. They believe that their Leninist deception strategy
is so well formulated that they will never be found out. They cannot imagine that
stupid Westerners would ever wake up from their slumbers to the knowledge of the
mysteries of their evil revolutionary tricks. They share with their fellow conspirators,
the continuing Pan-German heirs of the Nazi International, a supremely arrogant
Marxist conviction that their global control strategy will inevitably prevail. After all,
the 'Magnificent New Programme' of which Aleksandr Shelepin boasted at the
22nd CPSU Congress in 1961, and which provided the main pretext for Khrushchev's
50-megaton ‘fireworks display' celebrating the triumph of Leninism, was supposed to
be driven by a process of 'historical inevitability'.

When, occasionally, members of the 'General Staff come across Westerners
who DO UNDERSTAND the Leninist World Revolution in all its demonic complexities,
they are dumfounded. What, they ask themselves, can possibly have gone wrong?

President Gorbachev speculated, at a press conference held with President
Mitterrand on 6th May 1991, that the Soviet World Revolution strategy might be
exposed. 'The dangers lie', he pronounced, in the fact that someone, analysing at
some private moment or other, this or that instance or episode, or even event, includ-
ing a dramatic event [A PREDICTION OF THE FAKE 'AUGUST COUP, should not make hasty
conclusions and cast doubt on all that has been acquired [BY THE WORLD REVOLUTION!]
and what we have created in putting international relations onto new channels, onto
new rails [AS OPPOSED TO A ROAD, FROM WHICH [T IS POSSIBLE TO TURN LEFT OR RIGHT], entering, as
all of us have said, a period of peaceful development'.

The World Revolution's FEAR OF EXPOSURE is what inspires these 'politically
incorrect’ books! By buying and publicising titles published by Edward Harle Limited,
you are helping to EXPOSE THE INVERTED PYRAMID OF LIES upon which the fragile
edifice of the continuing and intensifying Leninist World Revolution is based. The
more intelligent and influential people who become aware of revolutionary strategic
deception in its contemporary manifestations, the closer we will come to exposing
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and discrediting the demonic programme to enslave the whole of humanity which is
unrolling before our eyes. For the World Revolution prospers because it is clever at
hiding itself, and exploits the Leninist lie that ‘there is no such thing as a conspiracy'.
In reality, Lenin himself explained that the Revolution is a conspiracy: by discrediting
all conspiracies, the 'General Staff of the World Revolution have cleverly convinced
journalists, in particular, that 'conspiracy theorists' require psychiatric treatment.

This complacent attitude reinforces the familiar 'Luciferian fog' which clouds
Western minds and blinds the West's policymakers to understanding that the West is
under terminal attack. Even when detailed evidence that this is so, is presented, the
typical Western policymaker is liable to respond, as Lady Thatcher did in 1991 to the
Author: 'l don't think we've been deceived - at least, | hope we havent. Well, the
West's crisis today is a direct consequence of the fact that the British Prime Minister of
the day allowed herself to be deceived by Mikhail Gorbachev. In order to ensure that
Mrs Thatcher would be duped, the Soviets saw to it that her trusty intelligence adviser,
Airey Neave MP - who would certainly have been able to warn her about the Soviets'
deception strategy - was liquidated. He was blown up 'by the IRA' in his car as it left
the House of Commons Car Park in 1979. The IRA acted on instructions from Moscow.

In 1992, the genuine Soviet defector, Anatoliy Golitsyn, warned this Author in
writing that his life might be in danger due to the work he was doing in seeking to
expose the World Revolution. Mr Golitsyn later explained that there was probably
litle danger, 'unless you influence policy. This warning needs to be adjusted to read:
‘Unless they think you are likely to influence policy'. So far, then, Western policy has
not been influenced. But a large number of people and institutions have bought our
‘politically incorrect' titles, and the constituency of those who realise that the West has
been misled by the Bolsheviks is growing rapidly. You can help by spreading the word
about these books - of which 'The European Union Collective' is the third in the series.

EDWARD HARLE LIMITED Ste 1209,280 Madison Avenue, New York, NY 10016-0802, USA. Tel: 1-800 6614809 or: 212-447 5111.
Fax orders and enquiries to: +44 [0]20-7233 0185 [London, for UK and 'Rest of World'] or: 212-6791094 [New York, W.Hemisphere].





